MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer
TO:

Board of Supervisors

DATE: June 23, 2020

FROM:

Steve Pedretti, Agency Director

BY:

Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (PCPJ 20130151)

ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Conduct a Public Hearing to consider the Planning Commission’s recommendation to adopt the Winery
and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment; and
2. Adopt a resolution to certify the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project Final
Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2015072019) prepared pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act and adopt Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation
Monitoring Reporting Program; and
3. Adopt an Ordinance to amend Placer County Code, Chapter 17, Articles 17.04 and 17.56 as it pertains
to regulations for wineries and farm breweries.
BACKGROUND
On January 14, 2016, a proposed Zoning Text Amendment to the Winery Section of the Zoning Ordinance
(Section 17.56.330) was presented to the Planning Commission. At that time, staff prepared a Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review for the
project. However, in response to public comment received on the MND, staff identified the need to
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to comply with CEQA. Subsequently, working with a task
force of internal staff members from various disciplines within the Community Development Resource
Agency, Department of Public Works and Facilities, and Environmental Health Division, as well as the
Economic Development Director and Agricultural Commissioner, the Winery and Farm Brewery zoning
text was refined and a revised project description was presented to the Planning Commission at a
workshop on June 8, 2017. Following the workshop, staff and the EIR consultant team began preparation
of an EIR for the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment.
A Draft EIR was released on April 19, 2019 and the public comment period closed on June 10, 2019.
Following release of the Final EIR on January 31, 2020, the Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing on February 13, 2020 to consider the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance. At the February 13,
2020 Planning Commission hearing, the Commission received a report from staff, accepted public
comment, continued the hearing, and directed staff to return to the Commission to address their concerns.
Accordingly, staff returned on April 23, 2020 with staff-supported refinements to the Zoning Text
Amendment, which are reflected in the Project Description below.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would update the existing Winery Ordinance and establish
regulations for farm breweries. All the existing wineries, as well as current farm breweries, are located in
the western-central portion of the County. While the zoning text applies to all unincorporated portions of
Placer County, the geographic study area analyzed in the EIR is appropriately focused on the areas of
western Placer County where wineries and farm breweries are currently concentrated and where the
Farm zone district is predominant. This map identifies the primary growth area based on soils, climate,
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access, and the existing area of synergy within the wine and farm beer industry and can be found as
Attachment A.
The policy focus of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is to preserve and protect farmland while
also enhancing the economic viability of Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the
tenets of agri-tourism, which is a type of tourism that brings visitors directly to a farm or ranch. The
Zoning Text Amendment is intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups and support
the principle use to cultivate and process agricultural crops and make locally grown and value-added
products.
The existing Winery Ordinance consists of Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030
(Definitions) of the Placer County Code. The proposed amendments are summarized below (1-15).
Additional refinements recommended by the Planning Commission at the April 23 hearing are
incorporated into the descriptions below and further detail about the refinements can be found in the April
23 staff report included as Attachment F.
1. Amend minimum agricultural standard
The Placer County Agricultural Department has played an important role in the development of the
Zoning Text Amendment. As such, the Agricultural Commission provided feedback on the agricultural
minimum required to develop a winery and a tasting room. As a result of the increased event allowances
it was determined that the threshold for agricultural planting would increase from one acre (either planted
or sourced locally) to two planted acres of vineyard or hopyard. This new minimum is aimed at grounding
the farming aspects of the land use fundamentally in crop production and is further supported by General
Plan policies to preserve agriculture.
2. Add definition of Farm Brewery to zoning text
In recent years, the Community Development Resource Agency has seen an increasing interest in the
farm brewery industry and has been asked to make a determination that farm breweries are the
functional equivalent of wineries. The land use would be required to meet the same development
standards as a winery. For the purposes of acknowledging this niche within the growing craft beer
industry, the following definition is proposed to be added to the zoning text:
“Farm brewery” means a facility, for the manufacturing and packaging of beer that
produces less than 1,500 barrels of product per year and grows hops onsite and
agricultural products necessary for making the beverage. A farm brewery is bonded
through the Alcohol, Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau and has a current California Alcohol
Beverage Control (ABC) License Type 23 Small Beer Manufacturer License.”
3. Amend “Winery” definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC)
license
The current winery definition cites the types of activities that occur at a winery, which is the agricultural
processing facility for grapes and other fruit juices that are converted to wine. According to the State of
California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC), products such as wine, mead, and cider are regulated under
the Type 02 license. As such, a reference to the license is now included in the winery definition.
Agricultural minimums for those product types (e.g., mead and cider) would still be required under the
development standards noted in Section D.1.a. of the zoning text.
4. Add definition of “Tasting Room”
A “Tasting Room” definition has been added to the Zoning text to make it clear that a tasting room is only
allowed in Residential (Residential Agricultural (RA) and Residential Forest (RF)) and Agricultural and
Resource (Agricultural Exclusive (AE), Farm (F), Forest (FOR)) zone districts if production takes place
on-site. A tasting room without on-site production may be allowed in Commercial and Industrial zone
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districts subject to the permit requirements specified in Table 1 of Section C of the proposed Zoning text.
This will be referred to as a stand-alone tasting room. The proposed tasting room definition is as follows:
“Tasting room” is accessory to a winery or farm brewery, typically located on the premises
of a winery or farm brewery’s production facilities, at which guests may sample the winery
or brewery’s products. A tasting room is only allowed in residential, agriculture and
resource zone districts if production takes place on-site (see also “stand-alone tasting
room.”), or at another winery or farm brewery facility with the same ownership within Placer
County, and as allowed by State law.
5. Add definition of “stand-alone tasting room”
A “stand-alone tasting room” definition has been added for tasting rooms that are allowed in Commercial
and Industrial zone districts where no on-site production or agricultural planting is required. The
proposed definition is as follows:
“Stand-alone tasting room” is a tasting room without on-site production, allowed only in
commercial and industrial zone districts. See section C below
6. Modify Promotional Event definition
The redefinition of “Promotional Event” under the proposed amendments now distinguishes between
Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events, as follows:
“Agricultural Promotional Event” is directly related to the education and marketing of wine
and craft beer to consumers including but not limited to winemaker/brewmaster dinners,
pick-up parties, release parties, membership club parties, and any parties, professional
events or gatherings that support the promotion of the agricultural product. An Agricultural
Promotional Event accommodates 50 people or less at one time (excluding staff and
tasting room patrons). If greater than 50 people are in attendance at one time, those
events shall be regulated in the same manner as a Special Event. See Table 3.
“Special event” is an event of greater than 50 people at one time (excluding staff and
tasting room patrons) where the agricultural-related component is subordinate to the
primary purpose of the event. Included in this definition are events such as private parties,
fundraisers, concerts, social or educational gatherings where outside alcohol may be
allowed, and events where the property owner is compensated in exchange for the use
of the site and facility (referred to as a facility rental). Special events do not include
industry-wide events, the normal patronage of a tasting room, and private gatherings of
the owner where the general public does not attend.
Whereas the currently adopted zoning text restricts the number of promotional events at each facility to
six per year, subject to first securing an Administrative Review Permit (ARP), the proposed project
redefines a “Promotional Event” to distinguish between Agricultural Promotional Events and Special
Events. A Special Event would be limited in number. Agricultural Promotional Events, on the other hand,
would not be limited in number, though each event must not exceed 50 attendees at any given time.
7. Define new 10- Acre minimum parcel size
According to Section E.1. of the current zoning text, the minimum parcel size for establishment of a
winery in the Residential (RA and RF) and Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zone districts is 4.6
acres. Based on the new by-right event allowance, new parcel size minimums and the associated use
permit type are outlined in the table below.
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Table 2
Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting Facilities in Residential and
Agricultural Resource Zone Districts
Parcel Size
Residential
Agriculture and Resource
(Acres)
RA
RF
AE
F
FOR
4.6 to Less
MUP
MUP
ARP
ARP
ARP
than 10
10+
MUP
MUP
C
C
C
Notes:
C = Zoning Clearance (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
ARP = Administrative Review Permit
MUP = Minor Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)

8. Create table outlining event allowances, max capacity, and use permit requirement
Under the proposed project, maximum attendance at winery and farm brewery special events is now
limited based upon parcel size. The number of Agricultural Promotional Events with attendance greater
than 50 at one time is also limited based upon parcel size. As shown in the table, parcel sizes for wineries
and farm breweries are characterized as either small (4.6 to less than 10 acres), medium (10 to less than
20 acres), or large (20 acres or larger).
Table 3
Maximum Special Events Allowed Per Year1,4
Max Attendees at One Max Special Events /
Time (Excluding Staff)
Year
As determined by use
6
permit
100
6

Use Permit
Parcel Size (Acre)
Requirement
4.6 to Less than 10
ARP or MUP2
(small)
10 to Less than 20
C
(medium)
20+ (large)3
200
12
C
Notes:
1
Agricultural Promotional Events with attendance greater than 50 at one time are limited per this
Table.
2
An Administrative Review Permit or Minor Use Permit is required for a winery or farm brewery
for parcels 4.6 to less than 10 acres in size in Zone Districts where allowed by the Land Use
and Permit Table (Section 17.06.050) and Table 2: Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer
Tasting Facilities in Residential and Agricultural Resource Zone Districts. This use permit will
consider conditions for events as limited by this table.
3
For large wineries on 40 acres or greater, additional attendees and number of special
events may be permitted by conditional use permit.
4
Parcels within .50 acre of a size referenced in this table that do not result in either a new
significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact if
categorized as a larger size shall be subject to a Planning Director determination of the
appropriate parcel size designation based upon: (1) the actual size of the parcel, (2) the
zoning designation for the property, and/or (3) applicable land conveyance documents.
C = Zoning Clearance (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
CUP = Conditional Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
MUP = Minor Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
Additionally, at the April 23 Planning Commission hearing, a modification was recommended to include
accommodations for large wineries (20,000 case production and more) on 40 acres or greater, as well
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as to allow the Planning Director to make a parcel size determination when a parcel is within .50 acres
of a size referenced in the above table.
9. Update food regulation, potable water, and waste disposal section
Standards pertaining to food regulation and waste disposal have been updated in this section. These
standards include: 1) Requirements for a domestic well versus a public well, 2) Need for separate septic
system intended for commercial use, and 3) Need for waste discharge permit or waiver of waste
discharge by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Additionally, this section was modified by the
Planning Commission to reference the State water standard outlined in the California Safe Water
Drinking Act, by simply referencing the State law.
10. Update access standards section
Safety standards pertaining to public access have been updated to reflect the requirements of the
Engineering and Surveying Division, the Department of Public Works, Facilities Management, as well
as local fire standards. Furthermore, Fire District requirements for on-site circulation and turnaround
have been emphasized, per Planning Commission recommendation, in order to demonstrate that
local fire serving district are the minimum requirement for safe access to a facility.
11. Clarify hours of operation
Hours of operation are proposed to recognize standard hours for tasting facilities as well as event hours,
which are consistent with Section 17.56.340 (Community center, commercial event center, agricultural
event center). Flexibility to modify the hours through a use requiring a permit was added as part of the
refinements supported by the Planning Commission.
All facilities shall be allowed to conduct normal tasting hours from 10am-6pm, and
events shall be allowed from 10am to 10pm on Friday and Saturday and from 10am
to 8pm Sunday through Thursday, or as specified by use permit. If a winery or farm
brewery has an existing permit and is lawfully operating, limits on hours of operation
will be in accordance with the conditions placed on those entitlements.
12. Add winery production (zero to 20,000 cases) as allowable use in Resort Zone District with an
ARP
The current zoning text allows wholesale and retail sales of wine and grape products, as well as wine
tasting in the Resort (RES) Zone District. This zone district accommodates commercial land uses and
is typically found in mountainous areas, water-oriented areas, or other areas with commercial
recreation potential. The Zoning Text Amendment proposes to allow production of wine (0-20,000
cases) in RES-zoned properties subject to an ARP.
13. Add “Accessory Use - Restaurant” as allowable land use with CUP
Restaurants are described as a land use in the Section 17.04.030 – Definitions of the Placer County
Zoning Ordinance. According to Section 17.06.050 – Land Use and Permit Tables, Restaurants are not
currently allowed in Residential, Agricultural, Resource, or Open Space land uses. Specifically, the
proposed change refers to the Residential Agriculture, Residential Forest, Agricultural Exclusive, Farm,
and Forest zone districts. The project proposes that an “Accessory Use - Restaurant” would be allowed
in the Residential Agriculture, Residential Forest, Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, and Forest zone districts
as long as the food preparation and service is subordinate to the primary use on a property as a winery
or farm brewery, and subject to a CUP.
As part of the staff-supported modifications presented to the Planning Commission on April 23, staff
also evaluated the proposal to serve both wine and beer products produced in Placer County under
the analysis outlined in a Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Use – Restaurant. The merits of
this proposal include support for products that are grown and made in Placer County, as well as
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enhancement and diversification of agricultural products offered at facilities. This proposal was
supported by the Planning Commission hearing and a refinement was added to the following effect:
Accessory use – Restaurants may serve wine and/or beer produced by other Wineries
and/or Farm Breweries located in Placer County subject to compliance with State law
and the permit requirements outlined in Section 17.56.330 (C).
14. Additional accommodations for large wineries (20,000+ case production)
Additional attendees at Agricultural Promotional Events, subject only to a Conditional Use Permit and
applicable only to large wineries on parcels greater than 40 acres, was incorporated as part of the
April 23 Planning Commission recommendation. Although large scale winery operation was not
originally envisioned because of the lack of these types of facilities in Placer County, the proposed
change would be supportive of the overall project objectives. This proposed change coincides with
and is consistent with the change in #8 above to allow additional attendees and additional special
events for large wineries on parcels greater than 40 acres. As such, the following change is proposed
to Section 17.56.330(D)(4)(a) (Agricultural Promotional Events):
For large wineries located on 40 acres or greater, additional attendees may be
permitted subject to a Conditional Use Permit.
15. Additional clarifications
Additional refinements are captured in the April 23 staff report to the Planning Commission and
generally cover clean-ups and clarifications related to the flexibility afforded under access
improvement standards to right-scale those improvements based on winery operations, parking
surface requirements, consistency with other sections of Chapter 17, and other refinements at the
direction of the Planning Commission to create a start-up friendly code that fosters the agricultural
industry. Those refinements are referenced as 3, 6, 8, 10, 12, and 15 in the April 23 staff report.
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) COMPLIANCE
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR was issued by Placer County on October 18, 2017 for a 30day period that ended on November 16, 2017. The NOP was sent to the California State Clearinghouse,
federal, state, and local agencies, and members of the public. One public scoping meeting was held on
November 1, 2017 to inform interested parties about the proposed project and to provide agencies and
the public with an opportunity to provide comments on the scope and content of the EIR.
After the close of the NOP public comment period, staff and the EIR consultants began preparation of
the Draft EIR. A Draft EIR was released on April 19, 2019 for a 40-day public comment period that ended
on June 10, 2019. The Draft EIR was made available online at the County’s website, at the Community
Development Resource Agency building, Auburn Library, City of Lincoln Public Library, and the County
Clerk’s Office. During the public comment period, a Planning Commission meeting was held on May 23,
2019 to accept public comments. The County received 14 public comment letters on the Draft EIR during
the public review period.
Framework of Analysis
This EIR has been prepared as a program-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. As a
result, the analysis takes into consideration physical environmental effects in a number of resource
categories. The EIR analyzes both the expansion of allowable use from events for existing winery and
farm brewery facilities as well as facilities expected to be developed within a 20-year horizon. The types
of impacts that could occur are generalized based on the proposed project, which mainly considers the
type and quantity of events that would be allowable by right at existing and future facilities. The
Framework of Analysis is further explained in the Project Description of the Draft EIR (see Chapter 3,
page 3-11).
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Overview of Environmental Impacts
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a significant effect on the environment is defined
as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the
area affected by the project, including land, air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects
of historic or aesthetic significance. Although the proposed project would not result in direct development
of new wineries or farm breweries, implementation of the proposed project could cause significant
impacts related to the ability to hold events by right, as discussed above and in the Project Description
chapter of the EIR. If an impact is determined to be significant, applicable mitigation measures are
identified, as appropriate. The EIR requires mitigation measures to be implemented as part of the
proposed project to reduce potential adverse impacts to a less-than-significant level. The EIR determined
the following environmental resource areas would result in “no impact,” impacts that are “less-thansignificant,” or impacts that are “less than significant with mitigation incorporated.”
Draft EIR No Impact and Less-than-Significant Impacts
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would result in “no impact” or a “less-than-significant” impact
related to the following topics associated with the resource area indicated, as outlined in the Initial Study
(Chapter 1, Introduction, page 1-8) and as summarized in Table 2-1 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary,
of the Draft EIR:
• Aesthetics
• Geology and Soils
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials
• Hydrology and Water Quality
• Mineral Resources
• Housing and Population
• Public Services
• Recreation
• Utilities and Service Systems
• Agriculture and Forest Resources (Chapter 4)
• Air Quality (Chapter 5)
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Chapter 12)
• Land Use and Planning (Chapter 8)
• Transportation and Circulation (Chapter 10)
• Utilities and Services (Chapter 11)
Draft EIR Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would result in “potentially significant” impacts to the
environmental resource areas noted below. These resource areas include impacts that would be “less
than significant” with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, summarized in
Table 2-1 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR:
• Biological Resources (Chapter 6)
• Cultural Resources (Chapter 7)
• Noise (Chapter 9)
Draft EIR Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment will result in potentially significant
impacts that can be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, there is also one significant and
unavoidable impact. According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b), an EIR must include a
description of impacts identified as significant and unavoidable, should the proposed action be
implemented. When the determination is made that either mitigation is not feasible or only partial
mitigation is feasible, such that the impact is not reduced to a less-than-significant level, such impacts
would be considered significant and unavoidable. Additionally, when an impact occurs outside of the
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county’s jurisdiction and the proposed mitigation is outside of the county’s control, such an impact is also
considered significant and unavoidable. The final determination of the significance of impacts and the
feasibility of mitigation measures would be made by the County Board of Supervisors as part of the
County’s certification of the Final EIR.
The Draft EIR has one significant and unavoidable project impact, which is listed below.
•

Cumulative Impacts – Transportation and Circulation (Chapter 12)
o Result in intersection operations that conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system in the
cumulative scenario.
▪ State Route (SR) 49/Cramer Road intersection
Based on the analysis, impacts to all study intersections under Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions would be less than significant with the exception of the State Route
49/Cramer Road intersection. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable,
even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, because any
improvement to the State Route 49/Cramer Road intersection would be subject to
approval by Caltrans. While future study facilities may contribute their fair share to the
cost of any improvements to State Route 49 by paying into the Traffic Impact Fee
Program, Placer County cannot guarantee that improvements to the State Route
49/Cramer Road intersection would occur. As such, in the absence of feasible mitigation
beyond payment into the Traffic Fee Program, the projects incremental contribution to
the cumulatively considerable impact to State Route 49/Cramer Road would be
significant and unavoidable.

CEQA Alternatives
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives that meet most or all project objectives while reducing the magnitude of or avoiding one or
more significant environmental effects of the project. In determining what alternatives should be
considered in the EIR, it is important to consider the objectives of the project, the project’s significant
effects, unique project considerations, and the feasibility of proposed alternatives.
The following summary provides a brief description of the three alternatives to the proposed project that
are evaluated in the Draft EIR. For a more thorough discussion of project alternatives, please refer to
Chapter 13, Alternatives Analysis.
•

Alternative 1 – No Project
The County has decided to evaluate a No Project Alternative, which assumes that the County
would not approve the proposed Zoning Text Amendment and the currently adopted zoning text
would not be altered. The adopted Zoning Text Amendment would continue to apply to existing
and future wineries within Placer County, but would not explicitly address farm breweries. A total
of six promotional events per year would continue to be permitted at the existing facilities with an
ARP. An ARP requires review by Planning Division staff and the Zoning Administrator, who must
be able to make the findings set forth in Section 17.58.140(A) of the County Code. In addition,
the minimum parcel size for establishment of a winery in the Residential (RA and RF) and
Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zoning districts would continue to be 4.6 acres. Large
production wineries (20,000+ cases annually) would not require a 10-acre minimum parcel size.
Furthermore, because the zoning text would not be updated to include clarified hours of operation,
existing and future wineries within the County would continue to operate with unrestricted hours.
Because the No Project Alternative would not increase the minimum requirement of on-site
planted vineyards from one acre to two acres for future wineries, future wineries developed within
the County would not be required to provide the same focus on production of agricultural goods
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as would be required under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. In addition, because the No
Project Alternative would not require a 10-acre minimum parcel size for by-right development of
new wineries within the Residential and Agricultural and Resource zoning districts, potential
incompatibilities with existing agricultural operations could continue to occur. Thus, the No Project
Alternative would not meet the project objectives.
•

Alternative 2 – Conditional Use Permit for Weddings
Under the Wedding CUP Alternative, all the changes included in the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment would still apply, with the exception of the inclusion of weddings as a category of
Special Event. Weddings would not be permitted by-right at wineries/farm breweries within the
County. Rather, each facility would be required to obtain discretionary approval of a CUP by the
Planning Commission, which would ensure site-specific review of the facility. For facilities which
are granted a CUP to conduct weddings, such weddings would still be subject to all applicable
restrictions included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.

•

Alternative 3 – Reduced Intensity
The Reduced Intensity Alternative is tied to the State’s public water system requirements.
Pursuant to Section 116275 of the California Health and Safety Code, a public water system is
required if a facility serves more than 24 people daily, 60 days or more per year. Such standards
currently apply to all wineries and farm breweries within Placer County. The type of public water
system required is a Transient-Noncommunity (TNC) water system, which includes restaurants,
campgrounds, small wineries, motels and other non-residential facilities. Consequently, existing
and future study facilities seeking to host more than 24 people daily, 60 days or more per year,
as a result of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, would be required to install a public water
system and obtain a permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Any new
public water wells would need to be constructed in accordance with the California Department of
Water Resources Bulletin 74-81, “Water Well Standards, State of California.” In addition to the
restrictions on the number of Special Events permitted per year under the proposed project, the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would limit the total number of event days permitted at each study
facility to 59 per year. The other changes included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would
still apply. By restricting the number of event days permitted annually to 59 total, events at existing
and future study facilities within the County would not necessitate the installation of new public
water wells and associated improvements, and any associated environmental effects would be
avoided.
To further clarify this alternative, in order to avoid installation of a TNC water system, any
combination of daily operations, industry-wide events, temporary outdoor events, agricultural
promotional events, and Special Events could not exceed 59 times per year if 24 or more people
visited the facility in a single day. The zoning text would take into account the typical sum of these
events and state a cap of 38 agricultural promotional events.

•

Environmentally Superior Alternative
CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified. Generally, the
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would cause the least damage to the
biological and physical environment. In this case, the environmentally superior alternative is the
Wedding CUP Alternative because it would slightly reduce the potential for impacts in some of
the resource areas evaluated and would not increase the potential for any impact. As discussed
in Chapter 13 of this EIR, the Wedding CUP Alternative and Reduced Intensity Alternative would
result in generally similar impacts, neither alternative is clearly environmentally superior to the
other. However, due to the fact that the Wedding CUP Alternative would result in fewer quantity
impacts such that mitigation measures identified for the proposed project related to noise would
not be necessary, whereas the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still require all the same
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mitigation measures as the proposed project, the Wedding CUP Alternative would be considered
the environmentally superior alternative.
Final EIR
On January 31, 2020 the County released the Final EIR, which included responses to comments received
on the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR and the Final EIR together constitute the Final EIR for the Winery and
Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment. The Planning Commission will be asked to consider and make
a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on certification of the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning
Text Amendment Final EIR, Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program.
The proposed refinements made in response to the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission are
reflected in the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment strikethrough/redline version
contained in Attachment C, Exhibit 1 of this staff report. It should be noted, that each item presented at
the April 23 hearing correlates with a CEQA memo, found in Attachment B, Exhibit 5, prepared by the
Winery and Farm Brewery EIR consultant, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. The memo was written
to evaluate the additional suggested changes to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text
Amendment, which align with the input received at the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission hearing.
Similar to these refinements, the additional staff-supported amendments raised at the April 23 hearing
and provided in the memo found in Attachment G, were not found to be significant and do not warrant
recirculation of the EIR.
The Final EIR includes an analysis of the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment revisions
and determined that none of the revisions would result in new impacts that were not previously analyzed
nor would any of the revisions result in a substantial increase in the severity of impacts described in the
Draft EIR. Because the Final EIR did not result in the identification of any new significant environmental
impacts or substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, it was concluded that
recirculation of the Draft EIR was not required prior to preparation and release of the Final EIR. Revisions
to the Draft EIR are included in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.
DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
Event Noise
Since release of the Draft EIR for public review, public comments related to noise concerns have been
duly considered. In general, outdoor amplified music has been considered in the analysis because of
these concerns, and accordingly there is a measure to mitigate this environmental impact to a less than
significant effect. The following proposed standard is incorporated in Section 17.56.330(E)(4)
(Development and Operational Standards) pertaining to Noise:
Prior to hosting events with amplified speech or music and weddings, the
owner/operator shall submit a site plan to the Community Development Resource
Agency. The site plan shall identify the proposed outdoor location of the event and the
distance to the nearest residential receptor property line. If the distance between the
proposed sound source and nearest sensitive receptor property line is greater than
those shown in Table 5, below, then additional acoustical analysis shall not be
required. If the distance between the proposed sound source location and nearest
sensitive receptor property line is less than those shown in Table 5 below, a sitespecific noise analysis shall be required to evaluate compliance with the Placer County
Code Chapter 9, article 9.36 (Noise Ordinance).

Event/Activity

Table 5: Distances required to attenuate noise
Setback Required (feet)

Page 10 of 17

264

Amplified music/speech at event on 20+ acres
Amplified music/speech at event on 10 to less
than 20 acres
Amplified speech

Auburn/Bowman Other Community
Community Plan
Plan Areas
1,225
750
925
550
450

275

For clarity, the Planning Services Division would identify weddings and concerts (i.e. an event whereby
tickets are sold specifically for entertainment) as Special Events. However, other music such as ambiance
or background music associated with Agricultural Promotional Events that may have amplified music or
speech, would still be required to meet this standard. Noted further below in the Discussion of Issues on
code compliance and in the section pertaining to public outreach, noise is a topic raised by many
constituents. Compliance with the noise standard requires knowledge and education of the standard and
its implications. Property owner education and verification of noise impacts requires comprehension of
noise measurement practices as well as on-site data collection with a noise meter. As such, the standards
outlined above are designed to encourage compatibility between neighboring land uses and achieve
compliance with the Noise Ordinance.
A complete discussion of the analysis for noise impacts can be found in the February 13, 2020 staff report
included as Attachment E.
Food Service, Defining Accessory Use
Comments were made on the Draft EIR pertaining to the provision for an “Accessory Use – Restaurant.”
The comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, this topic is a policy consideration
and is discussed below.
Preparation and service of food are activities that are often associated with winery and farm brewery uses
and seen industry-wide, typically related to winery and farm brewery events and general promotion of
agriculture. In such instances, preparation and service of food has been limited to catered food, prepackaged food, and food trucks. Restaurants are described as a stand-alone land use in Section 17.04.030
(Definitions) of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, which cites food preparation and service [to order] as
the types of activities that occur in conjunction with the Restaurant land use. Currently the Zoning Ordinance
does not specifically address the preparation and service of food [to order] as related to winery and farm
brewery uses.
As noted in the Land Use and Planning Chapter of the Draft EIR, General Plan policies encourage crop
production, value-added production, tasting and other activities that support agriculture as outlined in Table
8-6 on page 8-21. Increasingly, the service of wine or craft beer is an important component of marketing that
helps support other locally grown agricultural products and diversifies the agricultural sector. As an example,
the General Plan provides the following support:
Policy 7.C.3.: The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing
activities for County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are
authorized.
A winery or farm brewery can be established based on the definitions for these facilities and by meeting
specific development standards as outlined in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. These standards
are predicated upon zoning, minimum parcel size, vineyard or hopyard acreage, parking, access, hours
of operation, etc. Accordingly, to recognize accessory food preparation and service, a regulatory provision
for “Accessory Use –Restaurant” is proposed as outlined in the proposed zoning text. The “Accessory Use
– Restaurant” use would be allowed with approval of a CUP. The very purpose of a CUP is to allow for
consideration of a use which may not otherwise be allowed as a matter of right within a zoning district.
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The size and scale of food preparation and service would be evaluated and conditioned through the CUP,
including a determination that the use was accessory and subordinate to a permitted winery or farm
brewery. First and foremost, meeting the definition and establishing a winery or farm brewery would be
a requirement for CUP approval to ensure that a winery or farm brewery is in operation. Verification of
agricultural minimums, State and Federal licensing, proper building permits, and other development
standards would occur as part of the CUP review process. Additionally, certain backstops are proposed
to prevent wineries and farm breweries from operating similarly to a bar or restaurant. As an example,
hours of operation are stated in the proposed zoning text from 10-6pm and support for a CUP would be
predicated on these hours.
Further discussion of this topic related to how the determination of an “accessory use” as defined in
Section 17.04.030 (Definitions) can be found in the February 13, 2020 staff report included as Attachment
E.
Code Compliance and Monitoring
Many comments were made in the Draft EIR pertaining to code compliance. The comments are not
related to the environmental analysis and instead pertain to the enforceability of the zoning text as well
as clarification of the code compliance process and its efficacy.
Placer County Code Compliance Services assists other County departments by enforcing violations of
the County Code. Complaints are received via written complaint forms, online complaints submitted via
Placer County Connect, and referrals from other agencies. The process for responding to issues related
to wineries and farm breweries is the same as other land uses that may be out of compliance with Chapter
17 of the County Code. After a complaint is received, the first step in the process is to send a courtesy
notice to the property owner and/or tenant. Contact with the property owner is made and the Code
Compliance Officers follow up with a field inspection to identify whether a violation of the Code exists. In
instances where a violation has not occurred, the complaint is considered unfounded. If a violation is
found, enforcement is pursued in accordance with Article 17.62 (Zoning Enforcement), which outlines the
fee schedule for administrative citations in addition to other legal mechanisms for pursuing compliance.
Code compliance issues pertaining to wineries and farm breweries are typically related to noise. Issues
pertaining to noise are enforced under Article 9.36 (Noise) and are addressed through a cooperative
effort between the Sheriff’s Office and Community Development Resource Agency Code Compliance
Services. The joint policy referenced by the Planning Commission specifies the days, times, and activities
that may generate the noise, in addition to the authority required to respond. The joint policy can be found
as Appendix A in the Final EIR. The policy specifies that chronic or on-going sources of noise affiliated
with a commercial land use will be handled by Code Compliance Services. As a matter of course, a noise
violation observed by either agency will begin with issuance of a warning citation followed by a fine that
progressively increases if compliance is not reached. Section 9.36.100 (Administrative citations) outlines
the citation process specific to noise violations. Code Compliance Services handles collection of fines
and schedules appeals for the citation process, if necessary.
A review of compliance issues over the past year has shown few complaints related to noise or
unpermitted events in 2019. Staff attributes this to efforts by the Winery Task Force and stepped up
efforts by Code Compliance officers working actively with the operator and neighbors to investigate any
issues that arise. When necessary, Code Compliance staff has the ability to monitor events to check for
exceedance of noise limits and whether events have been properly permitted. Code Compliance staff
also work closely with Planning Division Staff to determine the procedural remedies to bring the property
owner into compliance. With collaborative measures like this in place, and dedicated staff, the code
compliance process can work well.
Although staff is confident that the current Code Compliance process is effective, it is also dependent on
adequate staffing. As such, staff has explored other methods to actively monitor events and noise. One
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such approach includes either voluntary or required participation from winery and farm brewery operators
to share details of their event schedule such as event type, estimated attendees, and if outdoor amplified
music is proposed. This option was discussed in the February 13, 2020 staff report, however, after further
discussion of this option with the Code Compliance Division, it has been determined not to incorporate
code compliance language into this Zoning Text Amendment. The drafting of regulatory provisions to
address code compliance related to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance is an effort that
would require additional time and coordination to vet internally and to ensure meaningful stakeholder
input. Accordingly, at this time, staff is not proposing any specific changes to the code related to
compliance or to require reporting of events. Following adoption of the Winery and Farm Brewery
Ordinance, staff will work with the Code Compliance Division to monitor the efficacy of, and compliance
with the Ordinance, and if event complaints begin to increase, a solution to address compliance can be
explored. Any effort to modify the code to address compliance would be a stand-alone work program and
would be done in collaboration with the Code Compliance Division. As such, the Code Compliance
Division’s existing process (tracking and monitoring complaints through the normal code compliance
process) remains in place.
Nonconforming uses
The current zoning text addresses applicability of existing MUPs approved before the 2008 Zoning Text
Amendment in Section 17.56.330, subsection (E). The proposed zoning text also includes a modification
that recognizes and addresses existing use permits and uses, and allows them to continue so long as
they are operating lawfully and are not expanding their uses. The provision essentially reiterates the
existing requirements of Section 17.60.120 (Legal Non-Conforming Uses), which permits existing nonconforming uses to continue operation until such time as an expansion is proposed. If an expansion of
such uses is proposed, they would be required to comply with the adopted zoning text. The proposed
Zoning Text Amendment affirms the existing Zoning Ordinance requirements pertaining to nonconforming
uses, and therefore clarifies what is already in existence.
PUBLIC OUTREACH
Stakeholder Outreach
Between 2014 and 2020, Planning Division staff held a number of stakeholder meetings with Placer
County Vintners Association and other special interest groups. These meetings covered a wide variety
of topics such as proposed amendments and impacts on existing facilities, environmental analysis and
potential impacts, and community concerns.
Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs)
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment was presented by Planning Division staff to MACs (with the
exception of North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council, Squaw Valley, and Donner Summit due to
geographic location and lack of farmland for crop production) from March 2015 through May 2015. More
recently, Planning Division staff presented the Zoning Text Amendment to the MACs between July and
September 2019. The item was presented after the Draft EIR comment period closed and while
responses to comments were being prepared. Based on input from the various MACs, there are several
policy concerns from the community and many of them were included in the response to comments within
the Final EIR. The main issues expressed at the MAC meetings were noise generated from facilities in
association with the additional event allowance, as well as the ability for the county to enforce compliance
with the Noise Ordinance. Opposition expressed at the MACs was centered on the overall compatibility
of wineries and tasting rooms within the County’s rural landscape, including compatibility issues
pertaining to the allowance for events without any level of discretion.
Agricultural Commission
This item was presented to the Agricultural Commission on September 8, 2014 and March 9, 2015, and
the Agricultural Commission made a formal recommendation on April 13, 2015. Planning Division staff
presented the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment to the Placer County Agricultural
Commission as an action item on May 8, 2017. The purpose of this presentation was to seek input on
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the Zoning Text Amendment project description prior to its review under the CEQA process. More
recently, the item was presented for information at the September 9, 2019 Agricultural Commission
meeting. The Commission’s discussion included concerns over regulation and high cost of compliance,
specifically for potable water standards, CalFire requirements, and shared access off private roads.
Public comment at this meeting voiced concern regarding impacts to neighbors including traffic safety,
noise associated with events, and lack of enforcement.
Airport Land Use Commission
Placer County requested the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review the proposed
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment to determine whether the amendments comply with
the 2014 Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). On September 25, 2019, the
ALUC determined that the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment was consistent subject to
parcels located in the Compatibility Zones A and B1 meeting the ALUCP requirements. Application of
land use allowances and standards for those zones is applied as a matter of course, and as such, the
ALUC’s review was completed.
PLANNING COMMISSION HEARINGS
February 13, 2020
As noted above, a hearing was held with the Planning Commission on February 13, 2020. The Planning
Commission received a report from staff, accepted public comment, continued the hearing, and directed
staff to return within 60 days. They provided comments pertaining to the following:
• Explore refinements to the ordinance that support existing facilities;
• Ensure that the ordinance is start-up friendly to help foster the agricultural industry;
• Clarify language pertaining to large wineries on large acreage;
• Address or explore code compliance concerns.
April 23, 2020
Staff presented 17 refinements to the Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA before the Planning Commission
at its April 23, 2020 hearing. The Commission discussed the staff-supported modifications, including to
simplify the language for the provision to allow the Planning Director to make a parcel size determination
when there is a parcel size disparity. Additionally, the Planning Commission discussed the language
pertaining to access rights on a private road. The Commission left this language as proposed based on
its consistency with Section 17.56.340 (Community center, commercial event center, agricultural event
center). Ultimately, the Commission voted 6-1 (Moss) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors certify
the Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA Final EIR and unanimously voted (7-0) to recommend that the Board
of Supervisors adopt the Ordinance to amend the Zoning Ordinance, along with the April 23 staffsupported modifications, as written.
CONCLUSION
In processing the Zoning Text Amendment, staff has conducted research of trends in other wine regions,
a comparative analysis of policies and regulations from other jurisdictions, analysis of consistency with
existing county regulations for public health and safety, as well as an analysis of environmental effects
from the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with
General Plan policies as they relate to the preservation and protection of agriculture. General Plan
policies supporting the Zoning Text Amendment have been cited throughout the Draft EIR and Final EIR,
including measures to enable operators to conduct agricultural business on their property. The project
provides increased opportunity for agricultural owners and operators to attract visitors to winery and farm
brewery sites thereby helping to promote local agriculture. The project’s allowance for on-site events at
wineries and farm breweries enhances sales and promotional activities of agricultural products grown
and/or processed in Placer County. Promotional events provide education and marketing opportunities
for local wineries and farm breweries, which support the growth and development of the winery and farm
brewery industry and helps to provide stability of the agricultural sector in Placer County. Additionally,
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wine and farm brewery tourism within Placer’s rural landscape offers customers with an authentic
experience of Placer County. Allowing visitors onsite to experience the winery and/or farm brewery helps
the consumer make a connection to the landscape and will educate customers about the importance of
agriculture in Placer County.
Overall, the proposed amendments would provide a regulatory framework intended to address land use
compatibility between residential uses and winery and farm brewery uses in the rural communities of
Placer County.
FISCAL IMPACT
There is no new net County cost associated with this action.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff forwards the Planning Commission’s April 23, 2020 recommendation to the Board of Supervisors
for approval and requests the Board take the following actions:
1) Adopt a resolution to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2015072019) prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement
of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program supported by the findings
set forth in said resolution (Attachment B, Exhibits 1-5) and the following statements:
a.

b.

The Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared as required
by law and in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and the
document as adopted reflects the independent judgment and analysis of Placer County, which
has exercised overall control and direction of the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report.
The custodian of records for the Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report
is the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140, Auburn, CA 95603.

2) Adopt an ordinance to approve the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (Attachment
C) supported by the findings below and in said ordinance:
a. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the Placer
County General Plan and implements the following policies:
i. Policy 1.N.1. The County shall promote economic expansion based on Placer County’s
unique recreational opportunities and natural resources.
ii. Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to
accommodate uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
iii. Policy 7.A.7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes to retain viable
farming units.
iv. Policy 7.A.10. The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing agricultural
service uses (i.e., commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturallydesignated areas
if they relate to the primary agricultural activity in the area.
v. Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market agricultural
products grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets) as part of the
economic development activities of local agencies.
vi. Policy 7.C.4. The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities
for County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are authorized.
b. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the land use
and natural resource objectives outlined in the Auburn-Bowman Community Plan based on the
following policies:
i. Open Space – Policy 1.n. Maintain large parcel sizes in agricultural areas to both preserve
and protect agricultural activity.

Page 15 of 17

269

ii. Open Space – Policy 1.p. Strive to minimize negative impacts of development on the existing
agricultural operations.
iii. Natural Resources – Policy 8. Discourage the conversion of land designated for agricultural
uses to non-agricultural uses by encouraging Williamson Act Preserves, by maintaining large
minimum parcel standards in agricultural areas in order to prevent fragmentation of land
ownership patterns that lead to the loss of open space and economic agricultural units, and
by supporting an agricultural buffer zone which would result in directing urban and suburban
uses into areas appropriately zoned for such uses.
c. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is an allowable land use
consistent with the provisions outlined in the Section 17.64.110 (Williamson Act), which serves to
do the following:
i. The Placer County Williamson Act Lands Program is established in compliance with Chapter
7, Part 1, Division 1 of Title 5 of the Government Code (Section 51200 et seq.), otherwise
known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 and referred to in this article as the
“Williamson Act” or as the “Act.” The purposes of the Program are to protect agricultural lands
for the continued production of agricultural commodities, and to protect certain other lands
devoted to open-space uses, in compliance with the Williamson Act. The county does not
intend for the placement of a Williamson Act contract on land within the county to preclude
the placement of conservation easements on that same land, as long as such easements
recognize the agricultural nature of the property and do not preclude such activity.
d. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the following
objective outlined in the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Program:
i. Maintain a viable agricultural segment of the economy.
e. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment provides greater allowance
with regard to Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events that may occur at existing and
future wineries/farm breweries, and would help increase the financial viability of winery/farm
brewery agricultural operations within Placer County where such operations are compatible with
the Placer County Code.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Anticipated Winery and Farm Brewery Growth Area Map
Attachment B: Resolution to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2015072019)
Exhibit 1: Draft Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover on file with the Clerk
of the Board)
Exhibit 2: Final Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover on file with the Clerk
of the Board)
Exhibit 3: Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
Exhibit 4: Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program
Exhibit 5: April 10, 2020 Raney Planning & Management Memorandum “Suggested
Changes to the Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text”
Attachment C: Ordinance to approve the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
Exhibit 1: Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
Attachment D: Correspondence
Attachment E: February 13, 2020 Planning Commission Staff Report (without attachments)
Attachment F: April 23, 2020 Planning Commission Staff Report (without attachments)
Attachment G: Memorandum to Planning Commissioners, “Staff supported modifications – April 23,
2020”

cc:

Steve Pedretti, CDRA Director
EJ Ivaldi, Planning Director
Crystal Jacobsen, CDRA Deputy Director, Tahoe
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Josh Huntsinger, Agricultural Commissioner
Sherri Conway, Economic Development Director
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
Clayton Cook, County Counsel
Tim Wegner, Building Services Division
Brian Skehan, Placer County Fire
Dave Bookout, Placer County Fire
Mohan Ganapathy, Environmental Health Division
Laura Rath, Environmental Health Division
Danielle Pohlman, Environmental Health Division
Rebecca Taber, Engineering & Surveying Division
Michelle Lewis, Engineering & Surveying Division
Ken Grehm, Department of Public Works
Stephanie Holloway, Department of Public Works
Amber Conboy, Department of Public Works
All Municipal Advisory Councils
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Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance "Sub-Region"

Zoned Farm (F) 10 Ac. Min. or Greater

Zoned Farm (F) < 10 Ac. Min.

Zoned Residential-Agricultural (RA)

Zoned Agricultural Exclusive (AE)

Focus Area

LEGEND

Winery & Farm Brewery Locations
& Zoning

ATTACHMENT A

L

ATTACHMENT B
Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California
In the matter of:
A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING THE
Resolution No.: ____________
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZONING
TEXT AMENDMENT; ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND
A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS; AND
A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at
a regular meeting held on ______________, by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.
_______________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors

Attest:
_______________________
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the County of Placer (“County”) acting as lead agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq., 14 California Code of
Regulations section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”)) (“CEQA”) prepared an environmental
impact report (“EIR”) for the “Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment” project (SCH#
2015072019); and
WHEREAS, the EIR analyzed an update to the County’s 2008 Winery Ordinance, which regulates
wineries in the unincorporated portions of Placer County. The proposed zoning text amendments
are made to Placer County Code, Article 17.56, Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Article 17.04,
Section 17.04.030 (Definitions), and are collectively referred to as “Project” or “Project Approvals.”

Page 1 of 4

273

WHEREAS, the Project Approvals constitute a “Project” for purposes of CEQA and CEQA
Guidelines section 15378 and these determinations of the Placer County Board of Supervisors
(“Board”); and
WHEREAS, as the lead agency under CEQA, the County is responsible for certifying the EIR,
making Findings of Fact, adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations and adopting the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project; and
WHEREAS, a notice of preparation for the Project was issued on October 18, 2017; and
WHEREAS, on April 4, 2019, the County released the Draft EIR that was prepared for the Project
under the direction of the County; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was made available for public comment in accordance with CEQA from
April 4, 2019 through June 10, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the County received written and oral comments on the Draft EIR, in response to
which the County prepared and released a Final EIR on January 31, 2020; and
WHEREAS, on February 13, 2020, the County Planning Commission held a noticed public
hearing pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.140 to consider
the Final EIR and the proposed zoning text amendments, and directed staff to explore refinements
to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance and to return to the Planning Commission
for further consideration of such refinements; and
WHEREAS, on April 23, 2020, the County Planning Commission held a second noticed public
hearing pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.140 to consider
the Final EIR and the proposed zoning text amendments, written and oral testimony on the same,
and considered the findings included in the April 10, 2020 Raney Planning & Management
Memorandum regarding “Suggested Changes to the Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning
Text” (Exhibit 5); and
WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing, pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17,
Article 17.60, Section 17.60.090(C), the Planning Commission recommended certification of the
Final EIR, together with a recommendation of adoption of the Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan; and
WHEREAS, notice of a public hearing was given in compliance with Placer County Code Chapter
17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.140, and on June 23, 2020, the Board held the duly noticed public
hearing pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.090(D) to
consider the recommendations of the Planning Commission and to receive public input regarding
the proposed Draft and Final EIR, together with a recommendation of adoption of the Findings of
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Plan, and the proposed zoning text amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Board has duly considered the Final EIR for the Project, which consists of the
Draft EIR and the Final EIR, the appendices and references thereto, the comments of the public,
both oral and written and all written materials in the administrative record connected therewith;
and
WHEREAS, the Board has duly considered the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan and the findings included in the
April 10, 2020 Raney Planning & Management Memorandum regarding “Suggested Changes to

Page 2 of 4

274

the Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text” (Exhibit 5), prepared for certification of the
FEIR.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE
COUNTY OF PLACER:
(1) The Final EIR (Exhibits 1 through 4) has been prepared in accordance with all
requirements of CEQA and the Guidelines.
(2) The Final EIR was presented to and reviewed by the Board. The Final EIR was
prepared under supervision by the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County.
The Board bases its findings on such review and other substantial evidence in the record.
(3) The Board hereby certifies the Final EIR as complete, adequate and in full compliance
with CEQA and considers such certification as a basis for considering and acting upon the Project
Approvals and exercising its independent judgment.
(4) The Clerk of the Board is the custodian of record of the Final EIR.
(5) The Board has considered and hereby adopts the “Findings of Fact” as set forth in
Exhibit 3, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
(6) The Board hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (“MMRP”)
prepared for the Project Approvals and as set forth in Exhibit 4 and incorporated herein by
reference. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR shall be implemented, and the
MMRP will implement all mitigation measures adopted with respect to the Project pursuant to all
of the Project Approvals. The MMRP is hereby incorporated into the Project and thereby becomes
part of and limitations upon the entitlements conferred by the Project Approvals.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that notwithstanding the imposition of the mitigation measures in
the MMRP as set forth above, not all significant impacts of the Project have been reduced to a
level of insignificance or eliminated by changes in the proposed Project. The Board of Supervisors
finds that the Project will bring substantial benefits to the County and that the Project’s benefits
outweigh the Project’s significant unmitigated adverse impacts and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15093 adopts and makes the Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in
Exhibit 3, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, to explain why the Project’s
benefits override its unavoidable impacts. Having carefully considered the Project, its impacts
and the foregoing benefits, the Board of Supervisors finds, in light of the important social,
economic and other benefits that the Project will bring as set forth in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the adverse environmental impacts of the Project that are not fully mitigated are
acceptable.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Services Division is directed to file a Notice of
Determination with the County Clerk within five (5) working days in accordance with Public
Resources Code section 21152(a) and CEQA Guidelines section 15094.

Exhibits
Exhibit 1: UNDER SEPARATE COVER - Draft Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the
“Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment” (SCH# 2015072019).
NOTE: The above document is available online at www.placer.ca.gov, on file with the
Clerk of the Board’s office, and attached to original resolution
Exhibit 2: UNDER SEPARARE COVER - Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the
“Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment” (SCH# 2015072019).
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NOTE: The above document is available online at www.placer.ca.gov, on file with the
Clerk of the Board’s office, and attached to original resolution
Exhibit 3: Findings of Fact / Statement of Overriding Considerations
Exhibit 4: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Exhibit 5: April 10, 2020 Raney Planning & Management Memorandum regarding “Suggested
Changes to the Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text”
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Exhibit 1
UNDER SEPARATE COVER
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the “Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text
Amendment”
(SCH# 2015072019).

NOTE: The above document is available online at www.placer.ca.gov, on file with the Clerk of
the Board’s office, and attached to original resolution
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Exhibit 2
UNDER SEPARATE COVER
Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the “Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text
Amendment” (SCH# 2015072019).

NOTE: The above document is available online at www.placer.ca.gov, on file with the Clerk of
the Board’s office, and attached to original resolution
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EXHIBIT 3
WINERY AND FARM BREWERY
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT PROJECT

Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations

January 2020
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1

INTRODUCTION

The Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project (proposed project) has been considered by the
Placer County Board of Supervisors, as the decision-making body of Placer County (County), the lead agency for
the project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The environmental analysis contained in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project provides a thorough evaluation of significant and potentially
significant effects on the environment that would occur as a result of project development and alternatives to the
project.
The State CEQA Guidelines state the following regarding approving a project in Public Resources Code, Section
21081:
No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report
has been certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that would
occur if the project is approved or carried out unless both of the following occur:
(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each
significant effect:
(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.
(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.
(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the
environmental impact report.
(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.
Because the EIR identified significant effects that would occur as a result of the project, and in accordance with the
provisions of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Board of Supervisors hereby adopts these findings as part of the
approval of the project.
These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the EIR.
Instead, the findings provide a summary description of each impact, describe the applicable mitigation measures
identified in the EIR and adopted by the Board of Supervisors, and state the Board of Supervisors’ findings on the
significance of each impact after imposition of the adopted mitigation measures, accompanied by a brief
explanation. Full explanations of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the EIR. These
findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in those documents supporting the EIR’s
determinations regarding mitigation measures and the project’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to
address those impacts. In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into
these findings the analysis and explanation in the EIR and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these findings the
determinations and conclusions of the EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures.

2

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The proposed project would amend the existing Winery Ordinance, which regulates wineries in the unincorporated
portions of Placer County.
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Project Overview
The existing Winery Ordinance (the Winery Ordinance) was adopted on August 26, 2008 and consists of Section
17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030 (Definitions) of the Placer County Code. The draft language of the
Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance Zoning Text Amendment contains County staff’s proposed changes based
on public comment received during outreach efforts.
Summary of Proposed Ordinance Changes
The draft Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance language includes the following substantive changes to the current
Winery Ordinance:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Add definition of “Farm Brewery” to the Ordinance
Amend “Winery” definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) license
Add definition of “Tasting Room” to the Ordinance
Modify definition of “Event” in the Ordinance
Define new 10-acre minimum parcel size requirements for Production-only Facilities and Tasting Rooms
Create table outlining “Event” allowances, maximum capacity, and use permit requirement
Clarify hours of operation of all facilities
Update the potable water standards for facility water systems
Update the wastewater disposal standards for all facilities
Update the standards for facility access roadways
Add “Accessory Use - Restaurant” as allowable land use subject to CUP

Add Definition of “Farm Brewery” and “Tasting Room”
It has been determined that farm breweries should be required to meet the same development standards as a winery,
including agricultural planting minimums, parking, access, hours of operation, noise regulation, lighting, food facilities,
tasting facilities, provision of water, and waste disposal. For the purposes of acknowledging this niche within the
growing craft beer industry, the following definition is proposed to be added to the Ordinance.
“Farm Brewery” is a facility, for the brewing and bottling of beer that produces less than 1,500
barrels of product per year and grows hops and agricultural products necessary for making the
beverage on-site. A farm brewery is bonded through the Alcohol, Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau
and has a current California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) License Type 23 Small Beer
Manufacturer License.”
A “Tasting Room” definition has been added to the Ordinance to make it clear that a tasting room is only allowed in
Residential and Agriculture and Resource zone districts if production takes place on-site. A tasting room without onsite production may be allowed in Commercial and Industrial zone districts subject to the permit requirements specified
in Table 1 of Section C of the proposed Ordinance.
Amend “Winery” definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) license
The current winery definition cites the types of activities that occur at a winery, which is the agricultural processing
facility for grapes and other fruit juices that are converted to wine. According to the State of California Alcohol
Beverage Control (ABC), products such as wine, mead, and cider are regulated under the Type 02 license. As such, a
reference to the license is now included in the winery definition.

282

Modify “Event” Definition
Vintners expressed that a small part of their business model is to hold private events where the consumer is required to
purchase a certain amount of wine per attendee as a requirement of utilizing the facility. The proposed definition clarifies
that these events, with fewer than 50 people at one time, and where only the winemaker’s wine is sold, could be
considered promotional in nature. The redefinition of “Event” under the proposed amendments now distinguishes
between Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events, as follows:
An “Agricultural Promotional Event” is directly related to the education and marketing of wine and
craft beer to consumers including but not limited to winemaker/brewmaster dinners, pick-up parties,
release parties, and membership club parties. An Agricultural Promotional Event accommodates 50
people or less at one time (excluding staff). If greater than 50 people are in attendance at one time,
those events shall be regulated in the same manner as a Special Event. See Table 1.
A “Special Event” is an event of greater than 50 people where the agricultural-related component is
subordinate to the primary purpose of the event. Included in this definition are events such as private
parties, fundraisers, social or educational gatherings where outside alcohol may be allowed, and
events where the property owner is compensated in exchange for the use of the site and facility
(referred to as a facility rental). Special Events do not include industry-wide events, the normal
patronage of a tasting room, and private gatherings of the owner where the general public does not
attend.
Whereas the currently adopted Ordinance restricts the number of promotional events at each facility to six per year,
subject to first securing an Administrative Review Permit, the proposed project redefines “event” to distinguish between
Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events. Special Event would continue to be limited in number, similar to
the current Ordinance. Agricultural Promotional Events, on the other hand, would not be limited in number, though
each event must not exceed 50 attendees at any given time. Under the current Ordinance, existing wineries on parcels
4.6 to less than 10 acres would be allowed to conduct up to six promotional events per year with an Administrative
Review Permit (ARP).
Define New 10-Acre Minimum Parcel Size
According to Section E.1. of the current Winery Ordinance, the minimum parcel size for establishment of a winery in
the Residential (RA and RF) and Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zoning districts is 4.6 acres. There is no
parcel size minimum for the other zoning districts where wineries are currently allowed. The proposed Zoning Text
Amendment includes a 10-acre minimum parcel size for large winery production and 10 acres for any new production
facility with a tasting room to be established without a use permit. The minimum parcel sizes for establishment of a
tasting facility in the AE, F, FOR, and RA and RF zone districts are set forth in Table 3-1 of the Project Description, as
reproduced below.
Table 3-1
Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting Facilities in Residential and Agricultural Resource
Zone Districts
Residential
Parcel Size (Acres)
4.6 to Less than 10
10+

RA
CUP
MUP

RF
CUP
MUP

AE
MUP
C

Agriculture and Resource
F
MUP
C

FOR
MUP
C

Notes:
C = Zoning Clearance (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
CUP = Conditional Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
MUP = Minor Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
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Create Table Outlining Special Event Allowances, Maximum Capacity, and Use Permit Requirement
Under the proposed project, maximum attendance at winery and farm brewery special events is now limited based upon
parcel size. The number of Agricultural Promotional Events with attendance greater than 50 is also limited based upon
parcel size. As shown in Table 3-2 of the Project Description (reproduced below), parcel sizes for wineries and farm
breweries are characterized as either small (4.6 to less than 10 acres), medium (10 to less than 20 acres), or large (20
acres or larger).
Table 3-2
Maximum Special Events Allowed Per Year1
Parcel Size (Acre)
4.6 to Less than 10 (small)
10 to Less than 20 (medium)
20+ (large)

Max Attendees at One
Time (Excluding Staff)
As determined by use permit
100
200

Max Special Events / Year
6
6
12

Use Permit Requirement
MUP2
C
C

Notes:
1
Agricultural Promotional Events with attendance greater than 50 at one time are limited per this Table.
2
A MUP is required for a winery or farm brewery for parcels 4.6 to less than 10 acres in size in Zone Districts where allowed by the Land
Use and Permit Table (Section 17.06.050). This use permit will consider conditions for events as limited by this table.
C = Zoning Clearance (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
CUP = Conditional Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
MUP = Minor Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)

Clarify Hours of Operation
The currently adopted Winery Ordinance does not specify allowable hours of operation. The Zoning Text Amendment
would clarify hours of operation for normal tasting to be between 10:00 AM and 6:00 PM. Events would be allowed
from 10:00 AM to 10:00 PM on Friday and Saturday and from 10:00 AM to 8:00 PM Sunday through Thursday.
Update Potable Water and Waste Disposal Sections
The currently adopted Ordinance requires the facility owner to provide bottled water for consumption if more than 24
people per day over a 60-day period are served, unless otherwise approved by the County Environmental Health
Division. The Zoning Text Amendment proposes to clarify potable water standards in accordance with State regulations.
In addition, the Zoning Text Amendment clarifies that winery or farm brewery process wastewater is prohibited from
being discharged to a septic system. Process wastewater is water used in the wine or beer making process, which is high
in organic material. Additionally, the Zoning Text Amendment clarifies that a separate septic system from the residence
needs to be provided if a winery or farm brewery has buildings with plumbing.
Update Access Standards Section
The Zoning Text Amendment requires facilities open to the public and having access from a County-maintained road
to construct a paved commercial encroachment standard per the County Land Development Manual (LDM) engineering
design plates.
For facilities that are accessed by non-County maintained roads, the owner would be required to obtain an encroachment
permit from the County to update ingress, egress, and sight-distance per the County LDM engineering design standards
and serving Fire District requirements where the non-County maintained road connects to a County-maintained road,
if existing conditions do not already meet County standards. In addition, if a winery or farm brewery has public tasting
and is accessed by a private road, the applicant shall provide proof of access rights as determined by the County and an
affirmative written statement of the legal right to access and use said road for the purposes of the requested facility.
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Add “Accessory Use - Restaurant” as Allowable Land Use with CUP
Restaurants are described as a land use in the Section 17.04.030 – Definitions of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance.
According to Section 17.06.050 – Land Use and Permit Tables, Restaurants are not currently allowed in Agricultural,
Resource, or Open Space land uses. Specifically, the proposed change refers to the Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, and
Forest zone districts. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment identifies that an “Accessory Use - Restaurant” would be
allowed in the Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, and Forest zone districts as long as the food preparation and service is
subordinate to the primary use on a property as a winery or farm brewery, and subject to a Conditional Use Permit.
Project Objectives
The policy focus of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is to preserve and protect farmland while also
enhancing the economic viability of Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the tenets of agritourism, which is a type of tourism that brings visitors directly to a farm or ranch. The Zoning Text Amendment
is intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups and support the core principle that the primary use
of the property is to cultivate and process agriculture in order to make a locally grown and value-added product.
Based on its own independent review of the EIR and other information and testimony received in connection with
the project application, the Board of Supervisors finds these objectives to be acceptable and persuasive from a public
policy standpoint. In choosing to approve the project, the Board of Supervisors thus adopts these project objectives,
and accords them substantial weight in considering the feasibility of alternatives set forth in the EIR, and in invoking
overriding considerations in approving the project. (See Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th
1490, 1507-1508; Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715 (Sequoyah
Hills).)
Required Public Approvals
The proposed project will be considered by the Planning Commission, who will make a recommendation to the
Board of Supervisors regarding adoption of the revised Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment. If
approved, the following actions will be required:
1. Certification of the EIR for the proposed project by the County Board of Supervisors
2. Adoption of the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment by the County Board of Supervisors

3

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an EIR for the proposed project was circulated to agencies and the public
from October 18, 2017 to November 16, 2017. Placer County held a NOP scoping meeting during the 30-day review
period on November 1, 2017, for the purpose of receiving comments on the scope of the environmental analysis to
be prepared for the proposed project.
The County prepared a Draft EIR and released it for public comment on April 19, 2019. Public comments on the
Draft EIR were received through June 10, 2019 and a public meeting on the Draft EIR was held in front of the
Planning Commission on May 23, 2019. Responses were prepared to all environmental issues raised in public
comments. The County published and released the Final EIR along with an associated Notice of Availability (NOA)
on January 31, 2020.
The County gave due notice of the public hearing to be held by the Planning Commission to consider and
recommend upon the Final EIR for the project, and a public hearing was held before the Planning Commission.
The County gave due notice of the public hearing to be held by the Board of Supervisors to consider and act upon
the Final EIR for the project, and a public hearing was held before the Board of Supervisors.
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After closing the hearing to public comment, the Board of Supervisors, having considered the Final EIR as prepared
for the project (which includes the Draft EIR dated April 2019) and the Final EIR, (dated July 2019), the comments
of the public, both oral and written, the Planning Commission’s recommendation, and all written materials in the
record connected with the Draft and Final EIR, and the project, makes the following findings:
1. The Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with all requirements of State CEQA Guidelines.
2. The Final EIR was presented to and reviewed by the Board of Supervisors. The Final EIR was prepared
under the supervision of the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County. The Board of
Supervisors has reviewed the Final EIR, and bases the findings stated below on such review and other
substantial evidence in the record.
3. The County finds that the Final EIR considers a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives,
sufficient to foster informed decision making, public participation and a reasoned choice. Thus, the
alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR is sufficient to carry out the purposes of such analysis under State
CEQA Guidelines.
4. The Board of Supervisors hereby certifies the Final EIR as complete, adequate and in full compliance with
CEQA, and as providing an adequate basis for considering and acting upon the project approval and makes
the following specific findings with respect thereto.
5. The Board of Supervisors agrees with the characterization of the Draft EIR and Final EIR with respect to
those impacts identified as “less-than-significant” and finds that those impacts have been described
accurately and are less-than-significant as so described in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. This finding does
not apply to impacts identified as significant or potentially significant that are reduced by mitigation
measures to a level characterized in the Draft EIR and Final EIR as less-than-significant or the impact
characterized in the Draft EIR and Final EIR as significant and unavoidable. Each of those impacts, and the
mitigation measures adopted to reduce them, are addressed specifically by the findings below.
6. The Board of Supervisors agrees with the characterization of the Draft EIR and Final EIR with respect to
the following impact: Impact 12-10, “Study intersections under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.” The
impact listed above is identified as significant and unavoidable because feasible mitigation does not
currently exist to fully reduce this cumulative transportation and circulation impact to a less-than-significant
level.
7. All mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR and Final EIR are adopted and incorporated into the
project.
8. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will apply to all mitigation measures adopted
with respect to the project pursuant to all of the project approvals, and will be implemented.
9. The descriptions of the impacts in these findings are summary statements. Reference should be made to the
Draft EIR and Final EIR for a more complete description.
10. The Community Development Resource Agency is directed to file a Notice of Determination with the
County Clerk within five (5) working days in accordance with Public Resources Code section 21152(a) and
CEQA Guidelines section 15094.
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4

GENERAL FINDINGS

The County has reviewed the Final EIR, consisting of Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR, Revisions to the
Draft EIR Text, and the MMRP. The County has also considered the public record on the project, including all oral
and written comments received. In addition to this Statement of Findings, the public record for the project
additionally includes the following elements, as well as the mandatory elements of a record set forth in Public
Resources Code section 21167.7, subdivision (e) (a full reference list is provided in Chapter 14 of the Draft EIR):
1. Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Environmental Noise Analysis, Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery
Zoning Text Amendment Project. April 16, 2019.
2. California Air Resources Board. 2002-07-29 Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and
Surface Mining Operations. June 3, 2015. Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/atcm/asb2atcm.htm.
Accessed April 2017.
3. California
Air
Resources
Board.
AB
32
Scoping
Plan.
Available
at:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm. Accessed February 2018.
4. California Air Resources Board. Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (iADAM) System. Available
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html. Accessed March 2018.
5. California Air Resources Board. Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial
Motor Vehicle Idling. July 7, 2016. Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truck-idling/truckidling.htm. Accessed November 2018.
6. California Air Resources Board. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.
April 2005.
7. California Air Resources Board. Area Designations Maps / State and National. Published December 2015.
8. California Air Resources Board. California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caaqs/caaqs.htm. Accessed March 2017.
9. California Air Resources Board. Food & Agriculture: Wine Fermentation. Updated March 2005.
10. California Air Resources Board. Glossary of Air Pollution Terms. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/gloss.htm. Accessed March 2017.
11. California Air Resources Board. In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. October 18, 2018. Available
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm. Accessed November 2018.
12. California Air Resources Board. Overview of ARB Emissions Trading Program. Available at:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/cap_trade_overview.pdf. Accessed February 2018.
13. California Air Resources Board. The Advanced Clean Cars Program. Available at
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/acc/acc.htm. Accessed February 7, 2018.
14. California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey. Special Report 190: Relative
Likelihood for the Presence of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in Placer County, California. Published 2006.
15. California Department of Conservation. California Important Farmland Finder. Available at:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed February 2018.
16. California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, FMMP: A Guide to the
Farmland
Mapping
and
Monitoring
Program.
Available
at:
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/DLRP/fmmp/pubs/fmmp_guide_2004.pdf. Accessed April 2017.
17. California Department of Conservation. Placer County Important Farmland 2014. Published April 2016.
18. California Department of Fish and Wildlife. California Natural Diversity Database – Version 5.2.14.
October 2018.
19. California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Report to the Fish and Game Commission: An Assessment of
Mule and Black-tailed Deer Habitats and Populations in California. February 1998.
20. California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). Western Placer Waste Mgmt
Authority MRF (31-AA-0001). Available at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/31-AA0001/. Accessed December 2017.
21. California Department of Transportation, Division of Environmental Analysis. The Effects of Highway
Noise on Birds. September 30, 2007.
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22. California Department of Transportation. Technical Noise Supplement, Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.
November 2009.
23. California Department of Water Resources. Groundwater Basin Boundary Assessment Tool. Available at
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bbat/. Accessed October 17, 2018.
24. California Department of Water Resources. SGMA Basin Prioritization Dashboard. Available at:
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bp2018-dashboard/. Accessed October 17, 2018.
25. California Energy Commission, Efficiency Division. 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards
Frequently Asked Questions. March 2018.
26. California Energy Commission. Zero-Emission Vehicles and Infrastructure. July 5, 2017.
27. California Natural Resources Agency. Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk. July 2014.
28. Carveth, Charlene, Agricultural Commission, El Dorado County. Personal communication with Shawna
Purvines, Principal Planner, Placer County Community Development Resource Agency. November 6,
2017.
29. City of Roseville. City of Roseville General Plan 2035. August 17, 2016.
30. Davies S, Haddad N, Ouyang JQ. Biology Letters, 13:20170276: “Stressful City Sounds: Glucocorticoid
Responses to Experimental Traffic Noise are Environmentally Dependent.” October 2017.
31. Fake, Cindy, Horticulture and Small Farms Advisor, University of California, Division of Agriculture and
Natural Resources, Cooperative Extension Placer County. Personal communication with Nick Pappani,
Vice President, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. March 28, 2018.
32. Francis, Clinton D., Ortega, Catherine P., and Cruz, Alexander. Current Biology, Volume 19: “Noise
Pollution Changes Avian Communities and Species Interactions.” July 23, 2009.
33. Grijalva, Susan, Planning Director, Amador County. Personal communication with Nick Pappani, Vice
President, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. June 23, 2017.
34. Harris, Cyril M. Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control. 1998.
35. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation, and
Vulnerability. 2007.
36. KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. Traffic Impact Analysis for Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery
Ordinance. April 10, 2019.
37. Kenneth L. Finger. Paleontological Records Search for the Placer Greens Project (PLN15-00053). October
6, 2015.
38. Kostka, Stephen L. and Zischke, Michael H. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act,
Second Edition, Vol. 1. Updated March 2018.
39. Lindbloom, Marc, R.E.H.S., Lindbloom Septic Design, Inc. Personal communication [phone] with Nick
Pappani, Vice President, Raney Planning & Management, Inc. September 27, 2018.
40. Napa County. Water Availability Analysis. Adopted May 12, 2015.
41. Northern California Water Association. Drought resilience and conjunctive use in West Placer County:
what more can (should?) be done? 2017.
42. Placer County Air Pollution Control District. Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) Guidance For
Naturally-Occurring Asbestos. May 21, 2014.
43. Placer County Air Pollution Control District. California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance: Justification Report. October 2016.
44. Placer County Air Pollution Control District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. October 11, 2012.
45. Placer County Air Pollution Control District. Placer County Air Pollution District Policy. Review of Land
Use Projects Under CEQA. August 2017.
46. Placer County Department of Facility Services, Environmental Engineering Division (Solid Waste). EIR
Guidance Document. July 2014.
47. Placer County Planning Department. Placer County Natural Resources Report: A Scientific Assessment of
Watersheds, Ecosystems and Species of the Phase I Planning Area. April 2004.
48. Placer County Transportation Planning Agency. Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan Update. Available
at: http://pctpa.net/placer-county-regional-bikeway-plan-update/. Accessed April 2018.
49. Placer County, Community Development Resource Agency, Planning Services Division. Granite Bay
Community Plan. February 2012.
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50. Placer County, Community Development Resource Agency, Planning Services Division. Sheridan
Community Plan. January 6, 2015.
51. Placer County. Countywide General Plan EIR. July 1994.
52. Placer County. Countywide General Plan Policy Document. August 1994 (updated May 2013).
53. Placer
County.
Land
Information
Search.
Available
at:
https://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/gis/online%20maps. Accessed February
2018.
54. Placer County. Meeting Summary, Placer County Community Development Resource Agency Meeting with
Farm Breweries and Wineries. July 14, 2017.
55. Placer County. Placer County Noise Ordinance. 2004.
56. Placer County. Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program, Implementation
Report. June 2000.
57. Placer County. Solid Waste Franchise Areas. September 24, 2013.
58. Sacramento Metropolitan, El Dorado, Feather River, Placer, and Yolo-Solano Air Districts, Spare the Air
website.
Air
Quality
Information
for
the
Sacramento
Region.
Available
at:
http://www.sparetheair.com/health.cfm?page=healthoverall. Accessed March 2017.
59. San Juan Water District. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2016.
60. Shilling F, Waetjen D., UC Davis Road Ecology Center. Impact of Wildlife-Vehicle Conflict on Drivers
and Animals. 2016.
61. Trinity Consultants. CalEEMod. Version 2016.3.2. October 2018.
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The Board of Supervisors has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the project,
even if not every document was formally presented to the Board of Supervisors or County staff as part of the County
files generated in connection with the project. Without exception, any documents set forth above not found in the
project files fall into one of two categories. A number of them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with
which the Board of Supervisors was aware when it approved the proposed project. (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local
Agency Formation Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel
Administration (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6.). The remainder of the documents influenced the expert
advice provided to County staff or consultants, including the EIR preparer, who then provided advice to the Board
of Supervisors. For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the Board of
Supervisors’ decisions relating to the approval of the project. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e)(10);
Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus
Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.)
After reviewing the public record, the County hereby makes the following findings regarding the significant effects
of the project, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

A.

IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

The County agrees with the characterization in the Initial Study (IS) and Draft EIR with respect to all environmental
effects initially identified to have a “less-than-significant” impact or “no impact” and finds that those have been
described accurately in the IS and Draft EIR.
The finding of a “less-than-significant” impact applies to the following in the IS:
I.1
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (PLN)
I.2
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings, within a state scenic highway? (PLN)
I.3
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
(PLN)
I.4
Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area? (PLN)
VI.1
Expose people or structures to unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructures?
(ESD)
VI.2
Result in significant disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcrowding of the soil? (ESD)
VI.3
Result in substantial change in topography or ground surface relief features? (ESD)
VI.4
Result in the destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or physical features?
(ESD)
VI.5
Result in any significant increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site? (ESD)
VI.6
Result in changes in deposition or erosion or changes in siltation which may modify the channel
of a river, stream, or lake? (ESD)
VI.7
Result in exposure of people or property to geologic and geomorphological (i.e. Avalanches)
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? (ESD)
VI.8
Be located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse? (ESD)
VI.9
Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Chapter 18 of the California Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property? (ESD)
VIII.1 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine handling,
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials? (EHS)

290

VIII.2

VIII.3
VIII.4

VIII.5

VIII.6
VIII.7

VIII.8
VIII.9
IX.1
IX.3
IX.4
IX.5
IX.6
IX.7
IX.8
IX.9
IX.10
IX.11
IX.12

X.1
X.6
X.8
XI.1
XI.2
XII.4

XII.5
XIV.1

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
(EHS)
Emit hazardous emissions, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? (PLN, Air Quality)
Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment? (EHS)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (PLN)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing in the project area? (PLN)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands? (PLN)
Create any health hazard or potential health hazard? (EHS)
Expose people to existing sources of potential health hazards? (EHS)
Violate any federal, state or county potable water quality standards? (EHS)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area? (ESD)
Increase the rate or amount of surface runoff? (ESD)
Create or contribute runoff water which would include substantial additional sources of polluted
water? (ESD)
Otherwise substantially degrade surface water quality?(ESD)
Otherwise substantially degrade ground water quality? (EHS)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? (ESD)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area improvements which would impede or redirect flood
flows? (ESD)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (ESD)
Alter the direction or rate of flow of groundwater? (EHS)
Impact the watershed of important surface water resources, including but not limited to Lake
Tahoe, Folsom Lake, Hell Hole Reservoir, Rock Creek Reservoir, Sugar Pine Reservoir, French
Meadows Reservoir, Combie Lake, and Rollins Lake? (EHS, ESD)
Physically divide an established community? (PLN)
Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community (including a low-income
or minority community)? (PLN)
Cause economic or social changes that would result in significant adverse physical changes to the
environment such as urban decay or deterioration? (PLN)
The loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? (PLN)
The loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (PLN)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (PLN)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (PLN)
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (i.e. by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (i.e. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (PLN)
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XIV.2

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (PLN)
XV.1 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for fire protection services? (ESD, PLN)
XV.2 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for sheriff protection services? (ESD, PLN)
XV.3 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for schools? (ESD, PLN)
XV.4 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
(ESD, PLN)
XV.5 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for other governmental services? (ESD, PLN)
XVI.1 Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated? (PLN)
XVI.2 Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (PLN)
XVII.8 Change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks? (PLN)
XIX.4 Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? (ESD)
The finding of a “less than significant” impact or “no impact” applies to the following in the EIR:
4-1

4-2
4-3
4-4

5-1
5-2

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(“Farmland”), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use, or involve
other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
the loss or conversion of Farmland (including livestock grazing) or forest land to non-agricultural
or non-forest use.
Conflict with General Plan or other policies regarding land use buffers for agricultural
operations.
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, a Williamson Act contract, or a Right-to-Farm
Policy.
Conflict with forest land or timberland zoning, affect agricultural and timber resources or
operations (i.e. impacts to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or impacts from
incompatible land uses), or result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use.
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

292

5-3
6-4

6-5
8-1
8-2
9-1

9-2

10-1
10-2
10-3

10-4
10-5

11-1

11-2

11-3

11-4

12-1
12-2
12-3
12-4

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people.
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites.
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat conservation plan.
Conflict with General Plan/Community Plan/Specific Plan designations or zoning, or Plan
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
Result in the development of incompatible uses and/or the creation of land use conflicts, or result
in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area.
Exposure of persons to or generation of off-site traffic noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local General Plan, Community Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies, or result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
Exposure of persons to or generation of on-site traffic noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local General Plan, Community Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies, or result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
Study roadway segments under the Existing Plus Project Condition.
Study intersections under the Existing Plus Project Condition.
Increased impacts to vehicle safety due to roadway design features (i.e. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment), or result in inadequate emergency
access or access to nearby uses.
Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site.
Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation (i.e. bus turnouts, bicycle lanes, bicycle racks,
public transit, pedestrian facilities, etc.) or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities.
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments.
Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water or wastewater
delivery, collection or treatment facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects, or require or result in the construction of new on-site sewage
systems.
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years; or substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin.
Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, or fail to comply
with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste.
Involve changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use.
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.
Cumulative loss of habitat in the Placer County area for special-status species.
Cumulative loss of cultural resources.
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12-5

12-6
12-7

12-9
12-11

B.

Generation of GHG emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict
with an applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of GHGs.
Cumulative land use and planning incompatibilities.
Result in exposure of persons to or generation of traffic noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local General Plan, Community Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies, or a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
Study roadway segments under the Cumulative Plus Project Condition.
Increase demand on utilities and service systems.

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS REDUCED TO LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT THROUGH MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: HAVE

A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT OR CAUSE A FISH OR WILDLIFE
POPULATION TO DROP BELOW SELF-SUSTAINING LEVELS, THREATEN TO
ELIMINATE A PLANT OR ANIMAL COMMUNITY, SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE
NUMBER OF OR RESTRICT THE RANGE OF AN ENDANGERED, RARE, OR
EITHER
DIRECTLY
OR
THROUGH
HABITAT
THREATENED
SPECIES,
MODIFICATIONS, ON ANY SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS A CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE, OR
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES OR
REGULATIONS, OR BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & WILDLIFE, U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE OR NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION FISHERIES. (IMPACT 6-1)

Finding
Upon implementation of the Zoning Text Amendment, the increase in number of people driving to existing wineries
or farm breweries could result in event organizers choosing to allow overflow parking on land that could be
considered biologically sensitive in order to accommodate the additional vehicles. However, given the general
agricultural nature of existing wineries and farm brewers, operators would most likely use agricultural fields and
thus, temporary parking would not have a substantial adverse effect on wildlife habitat. The Zoning Text
Amendment would also allow existing study facilities to have the ability to expand permanent parking spaces.
Should such expansions of parking areas be undertaken to support events, the expansion of parking areas would be
subject to all relevant County, State, and federal regulations.
For instance, Article 15.48 of the Placer County Code regulates all grading activity within the County, which
includes grading activity associated with the establishment of parking spaces, unless such activity meets the
exemptions specified in Section 15.48.070. Non-exempt grading activity subject to Article 15.48 is required to
obtain proper permitting prior to initiation of grading activity, which includes general County review of the parking
design being proposed. Permitting for such grading activity includes conditions related to the safeguarding of
watercourses as specified in Section 15.48.240 of the Placer County Code. Furthermore, wetlands within the County
are protected by the USACE, RWQCB, and the CDFW. In addition, depending upon the size and scope of the
grading activity, the County has the ability to require further environmental review prior to issuing a grading permit
(Code Section 15.48.210). Thus, improper disturbance of sensitive aquatic habitat, such as wetlands, that could be
used by special-status species would not occur during potential future construction of permanent parking.
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Special-status birds and bat species with potential to occur in the project vicinity could be impacted by the removal
of trees, should the expansion of parking require any tree removal. However, as stated above, expansion of parking
areas would be subject to relevant County, State, and federal regulations, including the Placer County Tree
Preservation Ordinance (Article 12.16 of the Placer County Municipal Code). The Tree Preservation Ordinance
protects individual native tree species, meeting specified size requirements as well as allows the approving body to
“impose such reasonable conditions of approval as necessary to protect the health of the protected tree, the public
and the surrounding property or environmental features.” Thus, should operation of existing study facilities under
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment require the provision of additional parking that requires tree removal,
Section 12.16.070 allows the County to impose specific conditions on such tree removal activity in order to protect
any potential nesting birds or roosting bats.
While tree removal is regulated by Placer County and impacts to special-status birds and bats would not be likely
as a result of development of permanent parking, mitigation measures are included to ensure that appropriate
conditions are placed on tree removal permits and grading permits issued for purposes of creating additional
parking. This would ensure that the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact.
Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measures that would reduce to a less-than-significant level the
project’s adverse effects on fish or wildlife populations.
6-1(a)

All grading activity within existing and future wineries and farm breweries not meeting the
exemptions within Section 15.48.070 of the Placer County Code shall obtain a grading
permit from the County prior to initiation of grading activity. Prior to approval and
issuance of any grading permits for existing and future wineries and farm breweries, the
County shall impose biological resource protection measures as conditions of the grading
permit. Such protection measures shall specify that grading activity shall avoid any aquatic
features and riparian areas. Avoidance of such features shall be insured through the
placement of high visibility and silt fencing at the edge of construction/maintenance
footprint if work is anticipated to occur within 50 feet of aquatic features and riparian
areas.

6-1(b)

All ground-disturbing activity requiring the removal of protected trees within existing and
future wineries and farm breweries shall be required to obtain a Tree Removal Permit
prior to the initiation of tree removal activity, in compliance with Placer County Code
Section 12.16. Prior to approval and issuance of any Tree Removal Permits for existing
and future wineries and farm breweries, the County shall impose biological resource
protection measures as conditions of the Tree Removal Permits. Such protection measures
shall include, but are not necessarily limited to the following measures:
•

•

Prior to initiation of any tree-removal activity, the owner/operator shall provide
proof to the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency that nesting
birds are not present within the tree or trees to be removed. Such proof shall be
provided in the form of a pre-removal nesting bird survey, conducted by a qualified
biologist, no more than three days prior to the proposed tree removal activity.
If tree removal activity is proposed to occur outside of the February 1 to August
31 breeding season, a pre-removal survey for active nests shall not be required.

The applicant shall also comply with the following permit condition required by the
Planning Services Division for removal of protected trees: 1:1 tree replacement using fivegallon size trees or greater, or in-lieu fees, or a combination of both, in accordance with
Section 12.16.080 of the Placer County Code.
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Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce Impact 6-1 (Have a substantial adverse effect or
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or animal community, or
substantially reduce the number of special-status species) to a less-than-significant level because the mitigation
measures would ensure that prior to issuance of any grading permits, the County would impose biological resource
protection measures as conditions of the grading permit, such as avoidance of any aquatic features and riparian
areas through placement of high visibility and silt fencing at the edge of construction. Additionally, prior to issuance
of Tree Removal Permits, the applicant must prove that birds are not present within the tree to be removed and that
tree replacement will be implemented at a 1:1 ratio or pay in-lieu fees.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: HAVE

A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON RIPARIAN HABITAT OR OTHER
SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITY, OR FEDERAL OR STATE PROTECTED
WETLANDS AS DEFINED BY SECTION 404 OF THE CWA (INCLUDING, BUT NOT
LIMITED TO, MARSH, VERNAL POOL, COASTAL, ETC.) OR AS DEFINED BY STATE
STATUTE, THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FILLING, HYDROLOGICAL INTERRUPTION,
OR OTHER MEANS. (IMPACT 6-2)

Finding
Several of the existing study facilities within the County contain stock ponds, drainages, or are in proximity to
sensitive habitats such as riparian woodlands. The Zoning Text Amendment would allow the use of temporary
overflow parking for Special Events. However, the Zoning Text Amendment requires overflow parking to occur in
designated areas. Given the general agricultural nature of existing wineries and farm breweries, it is common for
operators to use agricultural fields to temporarily accommodate overflow parking. Areas used for agricultural
purposes generally do not contain sensitive habitats, such as wetlands, as such areas are unsuitable for cultivation.
In addition, the Zoning Text Amendment would allow for the ability to expand permanent parking areas. Should
such expansion of parking areas be undertaken, grading and ground disturbing activities would likely be required.
All parking expansion would be subject to relevant County, State, and federal regulations. For instance, Article
15.48 of the Placer County Code regulates all grading activity within the County, which includes grading activity
associated with the establishment of parking spaces, unless such activity meets the exemptions specified in Section
15.48.070. Per Section 15.48.070, grading activity related to the establishment of new parking could be exempt
from County review if such activity is determined to represent a minor project and meets additional criteria. The
additional criteria include, but are not limited to, requirements related to the maximum amount of material to be
moved, the maximum amount of vegetation to be removed, and prohibitions against grading within certain areas.
In particular, minor projects deemed exempt from further regulation by the County may not include grading activity
that would obstruct any watercourse, disturb, or negatively impact any drainage way, wetland, stream environment
zone or water body. Consequently, even grading activity that may otherwise be considered as a minor project is
subject to state and federal environmental standards, which would protect aquatic habitat types and the specialstatus species that rely on such habitat.
Non-exempt grading activity subject to Article 15.48 is required to obtain a proper permit prior to initiation of
grading activity. Permitting for such grading activity includes conditions related to the safeguarding of watercourses
as specified in Section 15.48.240 of the Placer County Code. Furthermore, wetlands within the County are protected
by the USACE, RWQCB, and the CDFW. Thus, improper disturbance of sensitive aquatic habitat, such as wetlands,
would not occur during potential future construction of permanent parking, as wetland habitat would be protected
by the foregoing ordinances, laws, and agencies. Riparian vegetation is considered a sensitive natural community.
Because riparian vegetation is part of the stream environment zone addressed in the County Grading Ordinance,
grading would not be allowed in riparian areas. Additionally, riparian areas are expressly protected within the Placer
County Tree Preservation Ordinance.
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While riparian areas and other sensitive natural communities are protected under Articles 15.48 and 12.16 of the
Placer County Code, mitigation measures have been included to ensure that appropriate conditions are placed on
grading permits issued for purposed of creating addition parking. Implementation of such measures would ensure
that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact.
Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measure that would reduce to a less-than-significant level the project’s
impact related to adverse effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federal or State
protected wetlands.
6-2

Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1(a).

Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce Impact 6-2 (Substantial adverse effects on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federal or State protected wetlands) to a less-than-significant level
because the measure would require the County to impose biological resource protection measures such as avoidance
of aquatic features and riparian areas through the placement of high visibility and silt fencing, as a condition of
grading permit obtainment.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE
CONVERSION OF OAK WOODLANDS, OR CONFLICT WITH LOCAL POLICIES OR
ORDINANCES RELATED TO THE PROTECTION OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES,
INCLUDING OAK WOODLANDS. (IMPACT 6-3)
Finding
Isolated native oak trees, as well as oak woodlands, exist within several existing study facility sites in the County.
Existing trees within the County are protected under Placer County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, which regulates
the removal of trees within the County, and prohibits tree removals under certain conditions. Where native oaks are
removed during development within the County, the County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance requires proper
mitigation such as payment of compensatory fees, purchase of off-site conservation easements, and planting of
replacement trees.
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would allow for greater flexibility in the number of events being held at the
existing study facilities. Because such events would be anticipated to occur within existing event spaces, direct
physical alterations would not occur. However, the facilities may choose to expand the permanent parking available
for future events under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. Expansion of such parking areas could result in tree
removal during grading and construction.
If removal of protected trees occurs within existing study facilities, existing County regulations would require the
mitigation of such tree removal through replacement plantings, purchase of preservation credits, or other
mechanisms included in Section 12.16 of the Placer County Code. Nevertheless, the following mitigation measure
is included to ensure that implementation of the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the
environment through the conversion of oak woodlands, or the creation of a conflict with local policies or ordinances
related to the protection of biological resources, including oak woodlands. Without mitigation, a significant impact
could occur.
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Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measure that would reduce to a less-than-significant level the project’s
impact related to substantial adverse effects on the environment through the conversion of oak woodlands, or
conflict with local policies or ordinances related to the protection of biological resources, including oak woodlands.
6-3

Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1(b).

Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce Impact 6-3 (Substantial adverse effect on the
environment through the conversion of oak woodlands or conflict with local policies related to protection of
biological resources) to a less-than-significant level because the mitigation would require the County to impose
biological resource protection measures as conditions of the Tree Removal Permits. Such measures would include
a pre-removal nesting bird survey for proof that nesting birds are not present within the trees to be removed.
Additionally, the applicant would also be required to replace removed trees at a 1:1 ratio or pay in-lieu fees.

4.2

CULTURAL RESOURCES

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: CAUSE

A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE SIGNIFICANCE OF A
HISTORICAL OR UNIQUE ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCE AS DEFINED IN CEQA
GUIDELINES, SECTION 15064.5, AND/OR A TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE AS
DEFINED IN PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, SECTION 21074. (IMPACT 7-1)

Finding
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would allow for greater flexibility in the number of events being held at
existing study facilities. Such events would be anticipated to occur within the existing event spaces at each existing
study facility, and, thus, would not result in direct physical alterations to any existing study facility sites. The expansion
of events could possibly require additional parking at the existing facilities. During events, the event organizers could
choose to allow overflow parking, which may result in ground disturbance. However, overflow parking would be
required to occur in areas of the property which are already disturbed. Given the agricultural nature of existing wineries
and farm breweries, it is common for operators to use agricultural fields to temporarily accommodate overflow
parking. In general, the process of vehicle parking does not result in substantial amounts of ground-disturbance. While
some surficial soil particles may be disturbed during parking activity, overflow parking would not result in substantial
ground disturbance, and would not be considered likely to impact subsurface cultural resources.
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would also allow for expansion of permanent parking areas which could require
grading and construction. However, all construction activities would be subject to the relevant County, State, and federal
regulations. For instance, Article 15.48 of the Placer County Code regulates all grading activity within the County,
which includes grading activity associated with the establishment of parking spaces, unless such activity meets the
exemptions specified in Section 15.48.070. As shown in Section 15.48.070, grading activity related to the
establishment of new parking could be exempt from County review if such activity is determined to represent a
minor project or meets other specific exemption requirements. Only the exemptions related to minor projects would
apply to grading related to the provision of permanent parking areas. Section 15.48.070(A) of the Placer County
Code defines minor projects as grading projects that involve cut and fills that do not exceed four feet in vertical
depth, and that meet nine additional criteria. The additional criteria include, but are not limited to, requirements
related to the maximum amount of material to be moved, the maximum amount of vegetation to be removed, and
prohibitions against grading within certain areas. In particular, minor projects deemed exempt from further
regulation by the County may not include grading activity that would obstruct any watercourse, disturb, or
negatively impact any drainage way, wetland, stream environment zone or water body.
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Evidence of the historic Nisenan people is typically found in proximity to drainage ways and water courses. Thus,
grading activity occurring in areas most likely to include tribal cultural resources, such as areas in proximity to
watercourses, streams, or drainage ways, would not be considered minor projects and would be required to obtain
a grading permit from the County. Grading activity subject to the permitting requirements of Chapter 15.48 would
undergo County review prior to initiation.
Non-exempt grading activity subject to Article 15.48 is required to obtain proper permitting prior to initiation of
grading activity, which includes general County review of the parking design being proposed. However, given the
possibility for grading and ground disturbing activities and previously undisturbed areas, the potential for discovery
of archaeological and/or tribal cultural resources exists, and a significant impact could occur.
Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measure that would reduce to a less-than-significant level the project’s
impact related to substantial adverse changes in the significance of a historical or unique archaeological resource.
7-1(a)

All grading activity within existing and future wineries and farm breweries not meeting the
exemptions within Section 15.48.070 of the Placer County Code shall obtain a grading
permit from the County prior to initiation of grading activity. Prior to approval and
issuance of any grading permits for existing and future wineries and farm breweries, the
County shall impose cultural resource protection measures as conditions of the grading
permit. Such protection measures shall include, but are not limited to the following
measures:
1. If potential archaeological resources, cultural resources, articulated, or
disarticulated human remains are discovered during ground-disturbing activities
associated with the proposed project, all work within 100 feet of the find shall
cease, the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency shall be
notified, and the applicant shall retain an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of
the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical
archaeology, as appropriate, to evaluate the finds. Native American
Representatives from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes shall also be
notified. If the resource is determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California
Register Historical Resources and project impacts cannot be avoided, data
recovery shall be undertaken. Data recovery efforts could range from rapid
photographic documentation to extensive excavation depending upon the physical
nature of the resource. The degree of effort shall be determined at the discretion
of a qualified archaeologist and shall be sufficient to recover data considered
important to the area’s history and/or prehistory. The language of this mitigation
measure shall be included on any future grading plans approved by the Placer
County Engineering and Surveying Division for the proposed project; and
2. During construction activities, if any vertebrate bones or teeth are found, all work
shall be halted in the immediate vicinity of the discovery, and the owner/operator
shall notify the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency and
retain a qualified paleontologist to inspect the discovery. If deemed significant
with respect to authenticity, completeness, preservation, and identification, the
resource(s) shall then be salvaged and deposited in an accredited and permanent
scientific institution (e.g., University of California Museum of Paleontology
(UCMP) or Sierra College), where the discovery would be properly curated and
preserved for the benefit of current and future generations. The language of this
mitigation measure shall be included on any future grading plans approved by the
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Placer County Engineering and Surveying Division for future grading within
existing or future wineries and farm breweries in the County, where excavation
work would be required.
3. If any bones, teeth, or other remains found during construction activity are
determined to be human in origin, such remains on non-federal lands must be
handled in compliance with all relevant State regulations. As mandated by Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, PRC §5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations
(CCR) §15064.5(e) (CEQA), should human remains be encountered, during
ground disturbing activity in any existing or future wineries or farm breweries
within the County, all work in the immediate vicinity of the burial must cease, and
any necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the immediate area must be taken.
The Placer County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the Coroner
determines the remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner has 24 hours
to notify the NAHC, which shall determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent
(MLD). Further actions shall be determined, in part, by the desires of the MLD.
The MLD has 48 hours to make recommendations regarding the disposition of the
remains following notification from the NAHC of the discovery. If the MLD does
not make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner of the winery or farm
brewery where such remains are discovered shall, with appropriate dignity,
reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance.
Alternatively, if the owner of the winery or farm brewery where such remains are
discovered does not accept the MLD’s recommendations, the owner of the winery
or farm brewery where such remains are discovered or the descendent may request
mediation by the NAHC.
7-1(b)

The County shall prepare a notice containing information that summarizes the proper
methodology for identifying and protecting historic, paleontological, archeological,
cultural, and tribal cultural resources. Furthermore, the notice shall inform the reader of
the reader’s responsibility to protect such resources and notify the Placer County
Community Development Resource Agency of the existence of such resources. Once
prepared, the notice shall be distributed to the owners of all existing wineries and farm
breweries within the County. In addition to the distribution of such notices to the owners
of existing facilities, the County shall also distribute such notices to owners of any future
wineries or farm breweries receiving approvals from the County.

Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce Impact 7-1 (Substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical or unique archaeological resource) to a less-than-significant level because the mitigation
would require all grading activity within existing and future wineries and farm breweries not meeting the
exemptions within Section 15.48.070 of the Placer County Code to obtain a grading permit from the County prior
to initiation of grading activity. Prior to approval of the grading permits, the County would impose cultural resource
protection measures such as the requirement to cease work within 100-feet of any potential archaeological resource,
cultural resource, or human remains discovery during construction. Consultation with an archaeologist,
paleontologist, or coroner would be required to determine any further necessary actions. Additionally, the County
would prepare a notice containing information that summarizes the proper methodology for identifying and
protecting historic, paleontological, archeological, cultural, and tribal cultural resources. The notice would be
distributed to all existing wineries and farm breweries.

300

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: DISTURB

ANY HUMAN REMAINS, INCLUDING THOSE INTERRED OUTSIDE
DEDICATED CEMETERIES. (IMPACT 7-2).

Finding
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not result in direct physical alterations to existing study facilities.
Nevertheless, changes in the regulation of the size and frequency of potential future events at existing study facilities
could result in the provision of additional permanent parking areas within existing study facilities. The provision of
additional permanent parking areas may require grading activity that would involve land-disturbing activity, which
would have the potential to disturb previously unknown human remains, if such remains exist within any of the
existing study facilities.
Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains on non-federal lands in California have been
mandated by Health and Safety Code §7050.5, PRC §5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations (CCR)
§15064.5(e) (CEQA). Application of the regulations would ensure that should future provision of additional
permanent parking areas within existing study facilities result in the disturbance of previously unknown human
remains, interred outside of dedicated cemeteries, such remains must be handled in compliance with all relevant
state regulations. However, should grading activity proceed within existing facilities following implementation of
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, without the proper implementation of the regulations discussed above, such
grading activity could result in disturbance of human remains, including remains interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries, and a significant impact could occur.
Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measure that would reduce to a less-than-significant level the project’s
potential to disturb any human remains, including those interred outside dedicated cemeteries.
7-2

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1(a).

Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce Impact 7-2 (Disturb any human remains) to a lessthan-significant level because the mitigation would require all grading activity within existing and future wineries
and farm breweries not meeting the exemptions within Section 15.48.070 of the Placer County Code to obtain a
grading permit from the County prior to initiation of grading activity. Prior to approval of the grading permits, the
County would impose cultural resource protection measures such as the requirement to stop work within 100-feet
of any bone, teeth, or other potential human remains discovery and the Placer County Coroner be immediately
notified. The Coroner would advise if any further action is necessary.

4.3

NOISE

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: EXPOSURE

OF PERSONS TO OR GENERATION OF NON-TRANSPORTATION NOISE
LEVELS IN EXCESS OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN THE LOCAL GENERAL PLAN,
COMMUNITY PLAN OR NOISE ORDINANCE, OR APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF OTHER
AGENCIES. (IMPACT 9-3)

Finding
Events occurring at existing study facilities within the County would continue to be required to comply with the
County’s Noise Ordinance, just as such compliance is required currently. For facilities within the Auburn/Bowman
Community Plan, the Zoning Text Amendment requires existing study facilities to comply with the Community

301

Plan’s more restrictive daytime standard, which would also ensure compliance with the Noise Ordinance. However,
while increases in the allowable noise generation of events is not included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment,
the addition of “weddings” as a type of allowable Special Event would introduce a new type of noise source which
could potentially generate more noise than other types of Special Events. For example, larger wedding receptions
where amplified music is present tend to generate higher noise levels than smaller events where unamplified,
acoustic music is present. In order to meet the County standards for sound levels associated with weddings and
other events, wedding receptions with amplified speech and music occurring at existing facilities within all areas of
the County, except the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan area, would require a 750-foot setback from the nearest
sensitive receptor during daytime hours and a 1,225-foot setback from the nearest sensitive receptors during evening
hours. For the two facilities within the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan area, wedding receptions with amplified
speech and music would require a 1,225-foot setback from the nearest sensitive receptors during both daytime and
evening hours. Per Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., based on a review of aerial photographs, some existing
facilities would not include sufficient setback distances for weddings.
Thus, non-transportation noise associated with weddings, which would be a new type of Special Event allowable
under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, could conflict with the County’s established thresholds at the property
lines of the nearest sensitive receptors.
Therefore, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment could result in a significant impact related to exposure of persons
to or generation of non-transportation noise levels in excess of standards established in the Placer County General
Plan, Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, the Placer County Noise Ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.
Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measure that would reduce to a less-than-significant level the project’s
impacts related to exposure of persons to or generation of non-transportation noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local General Plan, Community Plan, or Noise Ordinance.
9-3

The Zoning Text Amendment shall be revised to state that prior to hosting any weddings
under the Special Event allowances set forth in Table 3 of the Winery and Farm Brewery
Ordinance, the owner/operator shall submit a site plan of the existing facility to the Placer
County Community Development Resource Agency. The site plan shall identify the
proposed outdoor location of the wedding reception and distance(s) to the nearest
residential receptors. The County shall review the Site Plan and compare the appropriate
Table 9-11 setback requirements for wedding receptions or to the actual distance(s)
between the proposed sound source location and nearest sensitive receptor property
line(s). If the actual setback distances are greater than those identified in Table 9-11, then
additional acoustical analysis shall not be required. If, however, the actual distances
between proposed sound source location and nearest sensitive receptor location are less
than those shown in Table 9-11, a site-specific noise analysis shall be required to evaluate
compliance with the County’s noise standards.
The distances to the noise contours shown in Table 9-11 do not include any attenuation of
sound caused by intervening structures, vegetation, or topography. In addition, Table 911 contours do not take into account the directionality of amplified sound system speakers,
which can be 10 to 15 dB lower behind the speaker than in front of the speaker. As a result,
the Table 9-11 data should be considered worst-case. Therefore, it is likely that in most
cases, the actual distances to the noise contours will be considerably less than those shown
in Table 9-11. It shall be the function of the site-specific noise analysis to quantify the
additional sound attenuation which would result from natural features, such as intervening
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topography (i.e. hills), structures, or vegetation, which are specific to the location for
which the event permit is being processed. Specific information which shall be included in
project-specific noise analyses is as follows:
1. Shielding by Barriers, Structures, or Topography
Shielding of noise sources, which results in reduced sound levels at locations
affected by such shielding, can result from intervening noise barriers, structures
or topography. Site specific noise studies should include an evaluation of such
shielding. If needed for compliance with the County’s noise standards, additional
shielding of sound sources can be obtained by placing walls or other structures
between the noise source and the receiver. The effectiveness of a barrier depends
upon blocking line-of-sight between the source and receiver, and is improved with
increasing the distance the sound must travel to pass over the barrier as compared
to a straight line from source to receiver. The difference between the distance over
a barrier and a straight line between source and receiver is called the "path length
difference," and is the basis for calculating barrier noise reduction.
Barrier effectiveness depends upon the relative heights of the source, barrier and
receiver. In general, barriers are most effective when placed close to either the
receiver or the source. An intermediate barrier location yields a smaller pathlength-difference for a given increase in barrier height than does a location closer
to either source or receiver.
As a rule of thumb, sound barriers located relatively close to the source or sensitive
receptor generally provide an initial noise reduction of 5 dB once line of sight
between the noise source and receiver has been interrupted by the barrier, and an
additional noise reduction of approximately 1 dB per foot of barrier height after
the barrier intercepts line of sight.
2. Shielding and Absorption Provided by Vegetation
Trees and other vegetation are often thought to provide significant noise
attenuation. However, approximately 50 to 100 feet of dense foliage (so that no
visual path extends through the foliage) is typically required to achieve a 5 dB
attenuation of noise. Thus the use of vegetation as a noise barrier is, therefore,
frequently an impractical method of noise control unless large tracts of dense
foliage are part of the existing landscape. However, in cases where such
vegetation exists between the proposed events and nearby sensitive receptors, an
evaluation of the sound attenuation provided by such vegetation should be
included in the project-specific noise analysis.
Vegetation can be used to acoustically "soften" intervening ground between a
noise source and receiver, increasing ground absorption of sound and thus
increasing the attenuation of sound with distance. Planting of trees and shrubs is
also of aesthetic and psychological value, and may reduce adverse public reaction
to a noise source by removing the source from view, even though noise levels will
be largely unaffected.
In summary, the effects of vegetation upon noise transmission are minor unless
there is considerable intervening vegetation between the source and receptor.
Where the amount of intervening vegetation is not substantial, the benefits may be
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limited to some increased absorption of high frequency sounds and in reducing
adverse public reaction to the noise by providing aesthetic benefits.
3. Direction of Sound Travel
Sound propagation is not affected by gravity. As a result, sound travels uphill
similar to sound traveling downhill, provided all other variables are equal. In
cases where sensitive receptors are located above or below a noise source with no
intervening structures, topography, or substantial vegetation, no additional
shielding offsets should be applied for these features.
4. Other Sound Mitigation Options
Other options for sound attenuation which should be considered when evaluating
permit applications for winery and farm brewery events include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Locating the events or loudest components of those events indoors.
Orienting speakers in directions away from the nearest sensitive
receptors.
Locating speakers in positions which provide the maximum distances to
the nearest noise-sensitive receptors.
Using a larger number of speakers with lower individual output arranged
in such a manner as to focus the sound at the desired locations rather than
fewer speakers with higher sound output.
Setting limits on the sound level output of the amplified speech or music
equipment.
Restricting sound amplification equipment entirely.

Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce Impact 9-3 (Exposure of persons to or generation of
non-transportation noise levels in excess of established standards) to a less-than-significant level because the
mitigation would require the owner/operator of existing facilities to submit a site plan which identifies the distance
of the proposed location of the wedding reception to the nearest residential receptor. If the setback distance is greater
than or equal to those identified in Table 9-11 of the EIR, then additional analysis would not be required. If the
distance between the noise source and sensitive receptor is less than those shown in Table 9-11, a site-specific noise
analysis would be conducted and the owner/operator could be required to incorporate shielding by barriers,
structures, or topography to reduce sound levels at locations affected by events. Additionally, trees or other
vegetation could be used to provide a noise barrier, if conditions are appropriate. Further mitigation options include
locating loud events indoors, orienting speakers away from the nearest sensitive receptors, and setting limits on the
sound level output or restricting amplification equipment entirely.

4.4

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND OTHER CEQA SECTIONS

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: RESULT

IN EXPOSURE OF PERSONS TO OR GENERATION OF NONTRANSPORTATION NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN THE
LOCAL GENERAL PLAN, COMMUNITY PLAN OR NOISE ORDINANCE, OR
APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF OTHER AGENCIES, OR A SUBSTANTIAL PERMANENT
INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY ABOVE LEVELS
EXISTING WITHOUT THE PROJECT. (IMPACT 12-8)
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Finding
Under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, Agricultural Promotional Events are directly related to the education
and marketing of wine and craft beer to consumers including, but not limited to, winemaker/brewmaster dinners,
release parties, membership club parties, and private parties where the only alcohol served is produced by the
winery/farm brewery. An Agricultural Promotional Event accommodates 50 people or less at one time. Due to the
relatively small size and nature of such events, it is considered unlikely that events such as winemaker’s dinners
would include amplified music similar to that which might occur at larger Special Events. If music is to be present
at Agricultural Promotional Events, it is more likely that the music would be of the acoustic variety (acoustic guitar
= 50 A-weighted decibels [dBA] at 100 feet). Furthermore, with 50 attendees or less present at one time, it is
unlikely that a public address system would be required for the speakers to be heard (person speaking in loud voice
= 43 dBA at 100 feet). With half of the attendees speaking in normal voices during casual conversation (58 dBA at
3 feet), the computed hourly average noise level at a reference distance of 100 feet would be 41 dBA. The combined
noise level of such noise sources would be approximately 51 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the event, assuming
the event occurs outdoors. Therefore, noise generated by Agricultural Promotional Events at future study facilities
is predicted to comply with the County’s Noise Ordinance standards provided such events occur beyond 100 feet
from the property line.
Sound levels generated during Special Events held at wineries and farm breweries can vary considerably at nearby
noise-sensitive properties depending on the size and nature of the event. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment
sets maximum attendance limits for Special Events, including weddings, at 100 people for medium parcel-sized
study facilities and 200 people for large parcel-sized facilities. A 5-dB threshold is identified as the limit for nontransportation noise level increases in Section 9.36.060.A.1 of the Placer County Code. Daytime average ambient
conditions in the rural areas of Placer County averaged approximately 50 dB Leq. Thus, satisfaction with the
County’s 55 dB Leq Noise Ordinance daytime threshold, and 50 dB Leq daytime threshold for events within the
Auburn/Bowman Community Plan area, would ensure that the noise level increase associated with winery and farm
brewery events would be approximately 5 dB or less, which is consistent with the Noise Ordinance threshold.
However, because the noise source in question consists of speech and/or music, a -5 dB penalty is applied to the
County noise standard. As a result, the critical daytime noise threshold for speech or music generated during events
would be 50 dB Leq during daytime hours (45 dB Leq for the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan area). During
evening hours (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM), average measured ambient conditions were approximately 45 dB Leq. After
upward adjustment by 5 dB for the allowable increase and downward adjustment by 5 dB because the noise source
consists of speech or music, this analysis concludes that the appropriate evening sound level threshold for special
events would be 45 dB Leq at nearby sensitive areas, including uses within the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan
area.
The distances from the noise source, which are required to meet County noise standards, vary depending on the
noise source. Non-amplified music requires relatively modest setbacks to meet County noise standards, and future
study facilities are generally expected to meet these distances due to parcel size and/or site planning. As would be
expected, with amplification, the setback requirements increase, with the greatest setbacks being required for
wedding receptions having amplified speech and music.
Non-transportation noise associated with Agricultural Promotional Events at future study facilities would comply
with the County’s Noise Ordinance standards provided such events occur beyond 100 feet (200 feet within
Auburn/Bowman Community Plan) from the property line of a noise-sensitive land use if the events are held
outdoors. However, non-transportation noise associated with Special Events, including weddings, could conflict
with the County’s established thresholds at the property lines of the nearest sensitive receptors. Therefore, the
proposed Zoning Text Amendment could result in a significant cumulative impact related to exposure of persons
to or generation of non-transportation noise levels in excess of standards established in the Placer County General
Plan, Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, the Placer County Noise Ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.
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Facts in Support of Finding
The County adopted the following mitigation measure that would reduce to a less than cumulatively considerable
level the project’s potential to result in exposure of persons to or generation of non-transportation noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local General Plan, Community Plan, or Noise Ordinance, or a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
12-8

The Zoning Text Amendment shall be revised to state that when reviewing applications for
new winery and/or farm brewery building permits, Placer County should compare the
appropriate Table12-12 setback requirements to the actual distances between the proposed
sound source location and nearest sensitive receptor property line(s). If the actual setback
distances are greater than those identified in Table 12-12- for the proposed type of sound
source(s), then no additional acoustical analysis would typically be required. If, however,
the actual distances between the proposed sound source locations and nearest sensitive
receptor location(s) are less than those shown in Table 12-12, then a site-specific noise
analysis should be required to evaluate compliance with the County’s noise standards.
The distances to the noise contours shown in Table 12-12 do not include any attenuation
of sound caused by intervening structures, vegetation, or topography. In addition, the
Table 12-12 contours do not take into account the directionality of amplified sound system
speakers, which can be 10 to 15 dB lower behind the speaker than in front of the speaker.
As a result, the Table 12-12 data should be considered worst-case. Therefore, it is likely
that in most cases, the actual distances to the noise contours will be considerably less than
those shown in Table 12-12. It shall be the function of the site-specific noise analysis to
quantify the additional sound attenuation that would result from natural features, such as
intervening topography (i.e. hills), structures, or vegetation, which are specific to the
location for which the event permit is being processed. Specific information, which shall
be included in project-specific noise analyses, is as follows:
1. Shielding by Barriers, Structures, or Topography
Shielding of noise sources, which results in reduced sound levels at locations
affected by such shielding, can result from intervening noise barriers, structures
or topography. Site specific noise studies should include an evaluation of such
shielding. If needed for compliance with the County’s noise standards, additional
shielding of sound sources can be obtained by placing walls or other structures
between the noise source and the receiver. The effectiveness of a barrier depends
upon blocking line-of-sight between the source and receiver, and is improved with
increasing the distance the sound must travel to pass over the barrier as compared
to a straight line from source to receiver. The difference between the distance over
a barrier and a straight line between source and receiver is called the "path length
difference," and is the basis for calculating barrier noise reduction.
Barrier effectiveness depends upon the relative heights of the source, barrier and
receiver. In general, barriers are most effective when placed close to either the
receiver or the source. An intermediate barrier location yields a smaller pathlength-difference for a given increase in barrier height than does a location closer
to either source or receiver.
As a rule of thumb, sound barriers located relatively close to the source or sensitive
receptor generally provide an initial noise reduction of 5 dB once line of sight
between the noise source and receiver has been interrupted by the barrier, and an

306

additional noise reduction of approximately 1 dB per foot of barrier height after
the barrier intercepts line of sight.
2. Shielding and Absorption Provided by Vegetation
Trees and other vegetation are often thought to provide significant noise
attenuation. However, approximately 50 to 100 feet of dense foliage (so that no
visual path extends through the foliage) is typically required to achieve a 5 dB
attenuation of noise. Thus the use of vegetation as a noise barrier is, therefore,
frequently an impractical method of noise control unless large tracts of dense
foliage are part of the existing landscape. However, in cases where such
vegetation exists between the proposed events and nearby sensitive receptors, an
evaluation of the sound attenuation provided by such vegetation should be
included in the project-specific noise analysis.
Vegetation can be used to acoustically "soften" intervening ground between a
noise source and receiver, increasing ground absorption of sound and thus
increasing the attenuation of sound with distance. Planting of trees and shrubs is
also of aesthetic and psychological value, and may reduce adverse public reaction
to a noise source by removing the source from view, even though noise levels will
be largely unaffected.
In summary, the effects of vegetation upon noise transmission are minor unless
there is considerable intervening vegetation between the source and receptor.
Where the amount of intervening vegetation is not substantial, the benefits may be
limited to some increased absorption of high frequency sounds and in reducing
adverse public reaction to the noise by providing aesthetic benefits.
3. Direction of Sound Travel
Sound propagation is not affected by gravity. As a result, sound travels uphill
similar to sound traveling downhill, provided all other variables are equal. In
cases where sensitive receptors are located above or below a noise source with no
intervening structures, topography, or substantial vegetation, no additional
shielding offsets should be applied for these features.
4. Other Sound Mitigation Options
Other options for sound attenuation which should be considered when evaluating
permit applications for winery and farm brewery events include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Locating the events or loudest components of those events indoors.
Orienting speakers in directions away from the nearest sensitive
receptors.
Locating speakers in positions which provide the maximum distances to
the nearest noise-sensitive receptors.
Using a larger number of speakers with lower individual output arranged
in such a manner as to focus the sound at the desired locations rather than
fewer speakers with higher sound output.
Setting limits on the sound level output of the amplified speech or music
equipment.
Restricting sound amplification equipment entirely.
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Finding after Mitigation
Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce Impact 12-8 (Result in exposure of persons to or
generation of non-transportation levels in excess of established standards, or a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels existing without the project) to a less-than-significant level because the mitigation would
require the owner/operator of the winery or farm brewery measure the distance from the location of the event to the
nearest sensitive receptor. If the distance between the proposed location and the nearest sensitive receptor is less
than required by the setbacks in Table 12-12 of the EIR, a site-specific noise analysis would be conducted and could
require the shielding of noise from the nearest sensitive receptor through creation of barriers, structures, topography,
or vegetation. The noise study would determine the necessary barriers required for adequate noise shielding from
the nearest sensitive receptor. Additionally, the owners/operators of the winery or farm brewery may be required to
redirect the speakers, relocate the event indoors, or limit the sound level output of the amplified equipment.

5

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
UNAVOIDABLE

5.1

WHICH

REMAINS

SIGNIFICANT

AND

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND OTHER CEQA SECTIONS

SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: STUDY INTERSECTIONS
(IMPACT 17-16)

UNDER

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS.

Finding
For study intersections within Placer County, level of service (LOS) C is the minimum acceptable standard, except
within one half-mile of a State highway, where LOS D is acceptable. Based on the Traffic Study prepared for the
project, the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection would operate unacceptably (LOS E) without project traffic during the
weekday PM peak hour. Because conditions exceed LOS D with and without the project under the cumulative
condition, the significance of the project’s incremental impact at intersections controlled by side street stop signs is
based on the incremental change in delay and is also predicated on satisfaction of peak hour traffic signal warrant.
In this case, because the incremental change in overall delay (6.8 seconds) at the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection
exceeds the increment allowed under Placer County methodology (i.e., 2.5 seconds), and projected traffic volumes
satisfy peak hour warrants at this time, the project’s incremental impact is significant at this intersection. Thus, the
proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impact at the SR
49/Cramer Road intersection.
Facts in Support of Finding
Caltrans and Placer County have considered future installation of roundabouts at selected intersections along the
SR 49 corridor between Auburn and the Bear River. Installation of a two-lane roundabout at the SR 49/Cramer
Road intersection would result in acceptable operations; however, the intersection may be better served by limiting
intersection movements to right-turns only in concert with U-turn opportunities at future roundabouts at nearby
intersections. Alternatively, signalization of the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection would result in LOS D conditions,
which would satisfy the County’s minimum LOS standard.
While future study facilities may contribute their fair share to the cost of SR 49 corridor improvements by paying
into the Traffic Impact Fee Program, Placer County cannot guarantee that improvements to the SR 49/Cramer Road
intersection would occur.
12-10

Prior to issuance of any Building Permits, future wineries and farm breweries shall be

308

subject to the payment of traffic impact fees that are in effect in the area of development,
pursuant to applicable Ordinances and Resolutions. The applicant is notified that the
following traffic mitigation fee(s) shall be required and shall be paid to Placer County
DPWF:
A. County Wide Traffic Limitation Zone: Article 15.28.010, Placer County Code
B. South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA)
The fees to be paid shall be based on the fee program in effect at the time that the
application is deemed complete. (ESD)
Finding after Mitigation
In the absence of feasible mitigation beyond that which is included above, the project’s incremental contribution to
the cumulatively considerable impact to the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection would remain cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable.
It is important to note that this conclusion is very conservative based on the following actions, which have transpired
since the release of the Draft EIR for public review. At the August 14-15, 2019 meeting of the California
Transportation Commission (CTC), the SR 49 Safety Improvements Project was approved for inclusion in the 2018
State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). The project description states “Near Auburn, from 0.3
mile south of Lorenson Road/Florence Lane to 0.3 mile north of Lone Star Road. Construct concrete median barrier
and two roundabouts.” Specifically, the roundabouts are planned at Lone Star Road and Lorenson Road, whereas,
the median barrier improvement would occur at Cramer Road, in order to restrict the intersection movements to
right-turns. The programming includes $26,340,000 in project funding and anticipates construction beginning in
2022. An initial allocation of $1.5 million in funding for the Project Approval & Environmental Document
(PA&ED) phase was also approved as part of the CTC agenda. As the project was not fully funded at the time of
the Draft EIR preparation, it was not assumed under cumulative conditions.

6

FINDINGS REGARDING GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires an EIR to evaluate the potential growth-inducing impacts of a
proposed project. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Growth can be induced in a number of ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or by
encouraging and/or facilitating other activities that could induce growth. Examples of projects likely to have
growth-inducing impacts include extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve
project-specific demand, and development of new residential subdivisions or office complexes in areas that are
currently only sparsely developed or are undeveloped.
As discussed in Section 12.5 of the EIR, the CEQA Guidelines are clear that while an analysis of growth-inducing
effects is required, it should not be assumed that induced growth is necessarily significant or adverse. Rather, the
EIR evaluated the following potential growth-inducing impacts related to implementation of the proposed project
and assessed whether such effects were significant and adverse (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2[d]):
1. Foster population and economic growth and construction of housing.
2. Eliminate obstacles to population growth.
3. Affect service levels, facility capacity, or infrastructure demand.
4. Encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment.
As discussed on pages 12-62 through 12-64 of the EIR, the proposed project would not result in substantial
population growth within the project area, either directly or indirectly. By allowing for increased flexibility with
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regard to the number of events permitted annually, the proposed changes to the Winery Ordinance could allow for
economic growth at existing and future wineries and farm breweries within the County. However, such growth
would be supportive of continued agricultural production within the County and would be similar to what has been
previously anticipated for the project region. Furthermore, the proposed project would not require or result in the
extension of major public infrastructure or expansion of fire and police facilities. Thus, the proposed project would
not result in any growth-inducing impacts.

7

PUBLIC COMMENTS

The County received 14 comment letters and conducted one hearing to receive verbal comments on the Draft EIR.
In considering specific recommendations from commenters, the County has been cognizant of its legal obligation
under CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental effects to the extent feasible. The County
recognizes, moreover, that comments frequently offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how a commenter believes
that a particular mitigation measure can be modified, or perhaps changed significantly, in order to more effectively,
in the commenter’s eyes, reduce the severity of environmental effects. The County is also cognizant, however, that
the mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR represent the professional judgment and extensive
experience of the County’s expert staff and retained environmental consultants. The County therefore believes that
the recommendations of County staff and professional consultants should not be disregarded or altered without
compelling justification or reason. Thus, in determining whether to accept such suggestions, either in whole or in
part, the County has considered the following factors, among others: (i) whether the suggestion relates to a
significant and unavoidable environmental effect of the originally proposed project or alternative, or instead relates
to an effect that can already be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by proposed mitigation measures in the
Draft EIR; (ii) whether the proposed language represents a clear improvement, from an environmental standpoint,
over the mitigation provision that a commenter seeks to replace; (iii) whether the proposed language is sufficiently
clear as to be easily understood by those who will implement the mitigation as finally adopted; (iv) whether the
language might be too inflexible to allow for pragmatic implementation; (v) whether the suggestions are feasible
from an economic, technical, legal, or other standpoint, as CEQA requires; and (vi) whether the proposed language
is consistent with the project objectives. In no instance did the County fail to take seriously a suggestion made by a
commenter or fail to appreciate the sincere effort that went into the formulation of suggestions.

8

ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR describe a reasonable range of alternatives that would feasibly attain
most of the basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental
effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. (Guidelines §15126(a)). Case law has
indicated that the lead agency has the discretion to determine how many alternatives constitute a reasonable range.
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), 52 C.3d 553, 566). The CEQA Guidelines note that
alternatives evaluated in the EIR should be able to attain most of the basic objectives of the project (Guidelines
§15126.6(a)). An EIR need not present alternatives that are incompatible with fundamental project objectives (Save
San Francisco Bay Association vs. San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission (1992), 10
Cal.App.4th 908); and the Guidelines provide that an EIR need not consider alternatives that are infeasible. (CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(a)). The Guidelines provide that among the factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are “site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent
can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(1)).
The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)).
Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological
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factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (“Goleta II”) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565.)
The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133
Cal.App.3d 410, 417.) “‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Id.;
see also California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001-1002 (City of
Santa Cruz.)
The review of project alternatives is guided primarily by the need to substantially reduce significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with the project, while still achieving the basic objectives of the project, which can be found on
page 6 of this document.
The detailed discussions in Sections 4 and 5 demonstrate that most of the significant environmental effects of the
project have been either substantially lessened or avoided through the imposition of existing policies or regulations
or by the adoption of additional, formal mitigation measures recommended in the EIR.
The County can fully satisfy its CEQA obligations by determining whether any alternatives identified in the Draft
EIR are both feasible and environmentally superior with respect to the project impacts identified in the EIR. (See
Laurel Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 520-521, 526-527; Kings County Farm
Bureau, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at pp. 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University
of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403; see also Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002.) These Findings will
assess whether each alternative is feasible in light of the project applicant’s objectives for the project, which, as
noted earlier, the Board of Supervisors finds to be acceptable.
As discussed in California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, the issue of
feasibility arises at two different junctures: (1) in the assessment of alternatives in the EIR, and (2) during the
agency's later consideration of whether to approve the project. But differing factors come into play at each stage.
For the first phase -- inclusion in the EIR -- the standard is whether the alternative is potentially feasible.
(Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) By contrast, at the second phase -- the final decision on project approval -- the
decisionmaking body evaluates whether the alternatives are actually feasible. (See Guidelines, § 15091, subd.
(a)(3).) At that juncture, the decisionmakers may reject as infeasible alternatives that were identified in the EIR as
being potentially feasible, allowing for approval of the project on the basis of overriding considerations.
As the following discussion describes, no identified alternative qualifies as both feasible and environmentally
superior to the project because the project objectives are focused on preserving and protecting farmland while also
enhancing the economic viability of winery and farm brewery operations in an effort to support agri-tourism. The
event allowances analyzed in this EIR afford wineries and farm breweries a mechanism to enhance their business
and expand their ability to hold a variety of types of events without the requirement for a discretionary action. The
project objectives also speak to the need to balance different stakeholder viewpoints. The mitigation measures
outlined in this EIR are intended to balance those viewpoints, enabling agricultural producers to conduct their
business and remain compatible with surrounding land uses. While the EIR analyzes the physical environmental
effects of the project, it is also incumbent on decision makers to evaluate the alternatives below as a matter of good
policy.

8.1

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6[e]). Analysis of the no project alternative shall:

311

“… discuss […] existing conditions […] as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in
the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services.” (Id., subd. [e][2]) “If the project is other than a
land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project on identifiable property, the ‘no
project’ alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here the
discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in the property’s
existing state versus environmental effects that would occur if the project were approved. If
disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such
as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’ consequence should be discussed. In certain
instances, the no project alternative means ‘no build,’ wherein the existing environmental setting
is maintained. However, where failure to proceed with the project would not result in preservation
of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the project's
non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to
preserve the existing physical environment.” (Id., subd. [e][3][B]).
The EIR evaluates a No Project Alternative, which assumes that the County would not approve the proposed Zoning
Text Amendment and the currently adopted Winery Ordinance would not be altered. The adopted Winery Ordinance
would continue to apply to existing and future wineries within Placer County, but would not explicitly address farm
breweries. Because the No Project Alternative would not increase the minimum requirement of on-site planted
vineyards from one acre to two acres for future wineries, future wineries developed within the County would not
be required to provide the same focus on production of agricultural goods as would be required under the proposed
Zoning Text Amendment. In addition, because the No Project Alternative would not require a 10-acre minimum
parcel size for by-right development of new wineries within the Residential and Agricultural and Resource zoning
districts, potential incompatibilities with existing agricultural operations could continue to occur.
Finding: Implementation of the No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in overall fewer impacts related to
biological resources, cultural resources, noise, and transportation and circulation. For example, under the No Project
Alternative, the total number of permitted promotional events would continue to be capped at six per year at existing
and future study facilities within the County with an ARP, whereas under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment,
the new category of Agricultural Promotional Events could occur without limit and Special Events would be capped
at 12 per year for large parcel-sized facilities and six per year at medium parcel-sized facilities. Thus, compared to
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, vehicle trip generation associated with each study facility would be reduced.
However, the No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not help to meet County policies supporting economic expansion. For
example, General Plan Policy 1.N.1 states that the County shall promote economic expansion based on unique
recreational opportunities and natural resources, which include wineries according to Code Section 17.08.010. By
continuing to limit the events at study facilities, the County would not be able to optimize the opportunity to promote
economic expansion associated with agricultural promotional events, including the provision of additional jobs
within the winery/farm brewery industry. Thus, the County has determined that the above-mentioned economic,
social, and environmental considerations would render the No Project Alternative infeasible. (See CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(3).). Under CEQA, “Feasible” means “[…] capable of being accomplished in
a successful manner in a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364.) As noted above, the concept of “feasibility” also
encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals
and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; City of Santa Cruz, supra, 177
Cal.App.4th at pp. 992, 1000-1003.) The No Project Alternative would not promote the objectives of the project,
including to preserve and protect farmland while also enhancing economic viability of agricultural operations and
supporting the tenets of agri-tourism. The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not meet any of the proposed
project’s objectives, which alone would be considered grounds for rejection of an alternative.
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To the extent that the project has greater environmental impacts than the No Project Alternative, the County believes
they are acceptable, given the efforts taken to mitigate all environmental impacts to the extent feasible and the
overriding considerations identified in these Findings. In sum, the County believes that the benefits of the project
as proposed outweigh its environmental costs. (See Laurel Hills, supra, 83 Cal.App.3d at p. 521 (a public agency
may approve [ ] a project once its significant adverse effects have been reduced to an acceptable level - - that is, all
avoidable damage has been eliminated and that which remains is otherwise acceptable”).)

8.2

WEDDING CUP REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE

Under the Wedding CUP Requirement Alternative, all of the changes included in the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment would still apply; however, weddings would require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Weddings would
not be permitted by-right at wineries/farm breweries within the County. Rather, each facility would be required to
obtain discretionary approval of a CUP by the Placer County Planning Commission, which would ensure sitespecific review of the facility. For facilities which are granted a CUP to conduct weddings, such weddings would
still be subject to all applicable restrictions included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. Although weddings
hosted at wineries and farm breweries would help to support agri-tourism within the County, the Wedding CUP
Requirement Alternative would require additional approvals prior to hosting weddings. Thus, the Alternative would
be less supportive of agri-tourism and the needs of winery/farm brewery owners within the County.
Finding: Implementation of the Wedding CUP Requirement Alternative would generally meet the project
objectives. Because facilities that are granted a CUP to conduct weddings may choose to expand existing parking
areas, the same potential exists as the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for construction associated with parking
expansion to require tree removal or disturb sensitive habitats, as well as uncover previously unknown cultural
resources. As such, impacts related to biological and cultural resources would be similar compared to the proposed
project. For study facilities seeking approval of a CUP to host weddings, project-level review would be provided
by County staff to ensure that such weddings would not result in adverse environmental effects. Therefore,
Mitigation Measures 9-3 and 12-8 would not be required because the County’s discretionary review of the CUP
application would ensure that wedding event noise would be in compliance with the Noise Ordinance standards at
the nearest property lines. Thus, impacts related to noise would be fewer under the Wedding CUP Alternative.
However, the cumulatively considerable impact to the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection would remain significant
and unavoidable because even if a facility does not receive a CUP to host weddings, the facility would still be able
to host Special Events with the same attendance maximums as weddings. Therefore, under the Wedding CUP
Requirement Alternative, study facilities which do not receive a CUP to host weddings could still contribute the
same amount of vehicle traffic to area roadways as was evaluated under the Existing Plus Project and Cumulative
Plus Project Conditions. Thus, impacts related to transportation and circulation would be similar compared to the
proposed project.
Under CEQA, “Feasible” means “[…] capable of being accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period
of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15364.) As noted above, the concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular
alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar, supra,
133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; City of Santa Cruz, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at pp. 992, 1000-1003.) While the Wedding
CUP Requirement Alternative has merit, the Alternative does not allow wineries and farm breweries to hold
weddings without discretion. This limitation could be seen as a potential barrier to agri-tourism. Furthermore, the
Alternative would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact identified for the project.
As such, the economic, social, and environmental considerations noted above render the Wedding CUP
Requirement Alternative infeasible.
To the extent that the project has greater environmental impacts than the Wedding CUP Requirement Alternative,
the County believes they are acceptable, given the efforts taken to mitigate all environmental impacts to the extent
feasible and the overriding considerations identified in these Findings. In sum, the County believes that the benefits
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of the project as it relates to the project objective to support agri-tourism and as proposed outweigh its environmental
costs. (See Laurel Hills, supra, 83 Cal.App.3d at p. 521 (a public agency may approve [ ] a project once its
significant adverse effects have been reduced to an acceptable level - - that is, all avoidable damage has been
eliminated and that which remains is otherwise acceptable”).)

8.3

REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE

In addition to the restrictions on the number of Special Events permitted per year under the proposed project, the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would limit the total number of event days permitted at each study facility to 59 per
year. The other changes included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would still apply. The event quota could
be met with Agricultural Promotional Events only, or with a mix of Agricultural Promotional Events and Special
Events. By restricting the number of event days permitted annually to 59 total, events at existing and future study
facilities within the County would not necessitate the installation of new public water wells and associated
improvements, and any associated environmental effects would be avoided.
Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would substantially curtail the total number of events permitted annually
at existing and future study facilities, the Alternative would propose a limitation on winery/farm brewery owners
within the County and could limit economic viability. In addition, because Agricultural Promotional Events would
help to support agri-tourism and agricultural production at wineries and farm breweries within the County, limiting
such events could conflict with the County’s goals of supporting the tenets of agri-tourism.
Finding: The Reduced Intensity Alternative would partially meet the project objectives of the proposed project.
Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same potential exists for facilities to expand permanent parking spaces
which could disturb biological or cultural resources during grading. Relative to the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not alter the attendance limits associated with each individual
event at existing and future facilities and weddings would still be an allowable use. Thus, non-transportation noise
sources associated with weddings could still result in conflicts with the County’s established noise thresholds at the
property lines of the nearest sensitive receptors. Thus, impacts related to biological resources, cultural resources,
and noise would be similar to those of the proposed project.
Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the total number of annual events assumed to occur at both medium and
large parcel-sized study facilities would be reduced by approximately 92. Therefore, annual vehicle traffic
associated with events covered by the County’s Winery Ordinance would be reduced at each study facility. Because
trips associated with events would still contribute towards cumulative traffic volumes in the region, albeit at a lower
frequency, the cumulatively considerable impact to the SR 49/Cramer Road intersection would likely remain
significant and unavoidable. However, due to the reduction in trip generation, impacts related to transportation and
circulation would be fewer under the Reduced Intensity Alternative.
Finally, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, new public water wells would not be constructed at existing or
future study facilities. Thus, potential adverse physical environmental effects associated with construction of new
public wells and associated infrastructure would be avoided. Additionally, the limitation on number of events held
would result in an overall reduction in annual water demand. Therefore, for facilities which are not served by public
water supply systems, total demand on groundwater supplies would be reduced. It should be noted that significant
impacts associated with utilities and service systems were not identified for the proposed project. Accordingly, the
Alternative would not eliminate an impact identified for the proposed project; however, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would reduce the relative intensity of potential environmental effects related to Utilities and Service
Systems.
While the Reduced Intensity Alternative has merit, the Alternative does substantially limit the number of events
that would be otherwise afforded to wineries and farm breweries under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.
Based upon feedback from the wine and farm brewery industry, this limitation is anticipated to act as a barrier to
economic viability for agricultural operations and agri-tourism. Enhancing economic viability of this industry is a
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stated objective of the project. Another stated objective is to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups.
Placing further limits on event allowances at wineries and farm breweries would not meet the economic needs of
winery/farm brewery stakeholders. While this alternative might be considered to better meet the needs of other
stakeholder groups, such as concerned residents, the Draft EIR demonstrates that the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment has been crafted to minimize effects on the surrounding communities, in response to public feedback
and in an effort to balance the needs of other stakeholders. . It is also noteworthy that, while traffic would be reduced
under this alternative, the one significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact identified in the EIR would be
anticipated to remain under this alternative. As such, the specific economic, social, and environmental
considerations render the Reduced Intensity Alternative infeasible. (See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd.
(a)(3).). Under CEQA, “Feasible” means “[…] capable of being accomplished in a successful manner in a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364.) As noted above, the concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of
whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.
(City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; City of Santa Cruz, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at pp. 992, 10001003.)
To the extent that the project has greater environmental impacts than the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the County
believes they are acceptable, given the efforts taken to mitigate all environmental impacts to the extent feasible and
the overriding considerations identified in these Findings. In sum, the County believes that the benefits of the project
as proposed outweigh its environmental costs. (See Laurel Hills, supra, 83 Cal.App.3d at p. 521 (a public agency
may approve [ ] a project once its significant adverse effects have been reduced to an acceptable level - - that is, all
avoidable damage has been eliminated and that which remains is otherwise acceptable”).)

9

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

As discussed in Section 5 of these CEQA Findings, the Final EIR concludes that the project, even with the
incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures and consideration of alternatives, will nonetheless cause a direct
significant and unavoidable impact related to the following:
•

Study intersections under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (specifically at the SR 49/Cramer Road
intersection).

Placer County, through the Board of Supervisors, has also adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect to
the impact, which further lessens the impact, but would not reduce it below a level of significance. Furthermore,
for reasons discussed in Section 5.1, this is a very conservative conclusion that was due to a lack of project funding
at the time of the Draft EIR preparation. Funding for the project was provided afterwards.
Under CEQA, before a project that is determined to have a significant, unmitigated environmental effect can be
approved, the public agency must consider and adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15043 and 15093. As the primary purpose of CEQA is to fully inform the decision makers and
the public as to the environmental effects of a project and to include feasible mitigation measures and alternatives
to reduce any such adverse effects below a level of significance, CEQA nonetheless recognizes and authorizes the
approval of projects where not all adverse impacts can be fully lessened or avoided. However, that agency must
explain and justify its conclusion to approve such project through the statement of overriding considerations, setting
forth the project’s general social, economic, policy, or other public benefits that support the agency’s informed
conclusion to approve the project.
The Board of Supervisors has balanced the benefits of the project against its unavoidable environmental risks in
determining whether to approve the project, and has determined that the benefits of the project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects. The reasons set forth below are based on the EIR and other information
in the record. As set forth in the preceding sections, approving the Project will result in one significant adverse
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environmental effect that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level, even with the adoption of all feasible
mitigation measures. As determined above, however, there are no additional feasible mitigation measures, nor are
there feasible alternatives, that would mitigate or substantially lessen the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, despite this significant environmental effect, the Board of Supervisors, in accordance with Public
Resources Code Sections 21001, 21002.1(c), 21081(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, chooses to approve
the Project because, in its judgment, the following economic, social, and other benefits that the Project will produce
will render the significant effect acceptable.’
Substantial evidence supporting the benefits cited in this Statement of Overriding Considerations can be found in
the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the
record of proceedings. Any one of the following reasons is sufficient to demonstrate that the benefits of the project
outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental effect, thereby justifying approval of the Project. There is
substantial evidence that these public benefits outweigh the significant impact of the project and therefore is
acceptable to Placer County.
The project will provide for the following benefits:
1. Help preserve and protect agriculture by better enabling owners/operators to conduct a viable
agricultural business on their property, inclusive of agricultural service uses (General Plan Policy
7.A.10). The project provides increased opportunity for agricultural owners and operators to attract visitors
to winery and farm brewery sites thereby helping to promote local agriculture. The project’s allowance for
compatible, on-site events at wineries and farm breweries enhances sales and promotional activities of
agricultural products grown and/or processed in Placer County. Promotional events provide education and
marketing opportunities for local wineries and farm breweries, which support the growth and development
of the winery and farm brewery industry and helps to provide stability of the agricultural sector in Placer
County
2. Amend the zoning ordinance to clarify the approval process and development standards for the
operation of farm breweries. The project provides a regulatory framework that provides new winery and
farm brewery provisions that are intended to address issues of land use compatibility between residential
uses and winery and farm brewery uses in the rural communities of Placer County. Provisions include
parameters for event allowance, with caps set in place for Agricultural Promotional Events over 50 people
at one time and Special Events, which are tied to property zoning and size. Additional development
standards include clarification of hours of operation, requirements for potable water and waste disposal,
safe access, and more. The new winery and farm brewery provisions aim to provide an organized set of
regulations that will create more clarity for enforcement.
3. By providing further opportunity for tasting and direct sales, the project will promote the economic
viability of grape crops and hops and encourage the retention of these crops in production to serve
the local and regional markets. The project provides opportunity for increased agri-tourism in Placer
County. Agri-tourism offers opportunities for winery and farm brewery owners and operators to diversify
and generate additional income from their existing land base, which in turn creates increased stability within
the agricultural industry in Placer County. Agri-tourism also helps preserve agricultural lands and the
retention of farming. The proposed provisions benefit Placer County by further supporting the County as
a wine and craft beer producing region and supporting economic growth of other visitor serving businesses
such a restaurants, cafes and lodging facilities. The project offers opportunities for visitor experience with
the allowance of Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events, which helps to establish and sustain
a reputation of a wine region within Placer County. Wine and farm brewery customers will seek more than
the onsite experience and will connect their visit with nearby opportunities to support other local businesses;
4. Foster economic growth by contributing to the maintenance of the agricultural industry in Placer
County. Wine and farm brewery tourism within Placer’s rural landscape offers customers with an authentic
experience of place. Allowing visitors onsite to experience the winery and/or farm brewery helps the
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consumer make a connection to the landscape and will educate customers on the importance of agriculture
in Placer County.
5. Benefit the County by encouraging tourism and creating greater local employment opportunities.
The project’s allowance for Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events will promote agri-tourism
and help grow the winery and farm brewery industry in Placer County. Agri-tourism provides an
opportunity for wine and farm brewery owners and operators to gain the full value of their products, thereby
supporting the potential to increase the local tax base and creating new employment opportunities within
Placer County.
Regarding Considerations 1 and 3 through 6, it is noted that the currently adopted Ordinance restricts the number of
promotional events at each facility to six per year, subject to first securing an Administrative Review Permit. The
proposed project redefines “event” to distinguish between Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events. As
described in greater detail in the EIR Project Description chapter, Special Events would continue to be limited in
number, similar to the current Ordinance. Agricultural Promotional Events, on the other hand, would not be limited in
number, though each event must not exceed 50 attendees at any given time. Agricultural Promotional Events are a
mechanism by which the operator can generate income to help support their wine and/or craft beer production.
General Plan Policy 7.A.10 states, in part: The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing
agricultural service uses (i.e., commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturally-designated areas if they
relate to the primary agricultural activity in the area.
As discussed in the EIR (pg. 8-21), with respect to General Plan Policy 7.A.10, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment
would promote cultivation of grapes and hops, as well as production of wine and beer, as the primary use associated
with winery/farm brewery operations within the County. Events at winery/farm brewery facilities are considered
agricultural service uses in terms of their importance in financially supporting on-site agricultural uses (see also
Zoning Code section 17.04.030, where wineries and associated uses are considered agricultural processing uses). It
is noted that the proposed project would amend the County’s definition of agricultural processing to include farm
breweries. Thus, the additional events enabled by the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would help to increase the
financial viability of winery/farm brewery agricultural operations and, thus, consistent with the intended uses of the
Farm zone district, would support local agricultural production.
It is noted that General Policy 7.A.10 includes guidelines to evaluate whether agricultural service uses are suitable. Page
8-22 of the EIR demonstrates the suitability of winery/farm brewery events as agricultural service uses.
Regarding Consideration #2 above, the currently adopted Winery Ordinance does not specifically address farm
breweries. It has been determined by the County that farm breweries should be required to meet the same development
standards as a winery, including agricultural planting minimums, parking, access, hours of operation, noise regulation,
lighting, food facilities, tasting facilities, provision of water, and waste disposal. Under the Zoning Text Amendment,
events would be regulated under the same standards and guided under similar General Plan policy to promote
agricultural operations and permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities for County-grown products
in agricultural zone districts. For the purposes of acknowledging this niche within the growing craft beer industry, the
zoning ordinance is amended by this project to define farm breweries and clarify the standards to which they are subject.
As explained earlier, the Board of Supervisors has balanced these benefits and considerations against the significant
unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the project. The Board of Supervisors hereby concludes that those
impacts are outweighed by these benefits, among others. After balancing the environmental risks against project
benefits, the County concludes and therefore finds that the project benefits outlined above outweigh the significant
and unavoidable environmental costs associated with the project.
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CONCLUSION

The mitigation measures listed in conjunction with each of the findings set forth above, as implemented through the
MMRP, have eliminated or reduced, or will eliminate or reduce to a level of less than significant, all adverse
environmental impacts, except for the single significant and unavoidable impact described above in Section 5.
Taken together, the Final EIR, the mitigation measures, and the MMRP provide an adequate basis for approval of
the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project.
Based on the foregoing Findings and the information contained in the record, it is determined that:
1. All significant effects on the environment due to the approval of the project have been eliminated or
substantially lessened where feasible; and
2. Any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the
factors described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 9, above.
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4
4.1

MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM
Introduction

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all State and local
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified
environmental findings related to environmental impact reports.
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Winery and
Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project. The intent of the MMRP is to ensure
implementation of the mitigation measures identified within the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the project.
4.2

Compliance Checklist

The MMRP contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate to the
EIR. This MMRP is intended to be used by Placer County staff and mitigation monitoring
personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation.
Mitigation measures identified in this MMRP were developed in the EIR.
The EIR presents a set of mitigation measures that will be implemented throughout the lifetime of
the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15370, as a measure that:






Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;
Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment;
Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the project; or
Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The
MMRP will provide for monitoring of activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and
resolution of environmental concerns.
Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated by
Placer County. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measure, the monitoring
action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action, and timing of
the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding and effectively
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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implementing the mitigation measures contained within the MMRP. The County will be
responsible for monitoring compliance.
4.3

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is designed
to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and an area for
sign-off indicating compliance.
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6-1

Impact
Number

All ground-disturbing activity requiring
the removal of protected trees within
existing and future wineries and farm
breweries shall be required to obtain a
Tree Removal Permit prior to the initiation
of tree removal activity, in compliance with
Placer County Code Section 12.16. Prior
to approval and issuance of any Tree
Removal Permits for existing and future

Mitigation Measure
6. Biological Resources
All grading activity within existing and
future wineries and farm breweries not
meeting the exemptions within Section
15.48.070 of the Placer County Code shall
obtain a grading permit from the County
prior to initiation of grading activity. Prior
to approval and issuance of any grading
permits for existing and future wineries
and farm breweries, the County shall
impose biological resource protection
measures as conditions of the grading
permit. Such protection measures shall
specify that grading activity shall avoid
any aquatic features and riparian areas.
Avoidance of such features shall be insured
through the placement of high visibility
and silt fencing at the edge of
construction/maintenance footprint if work
is anticipated to occur within 50 feet of
aquatic features and riparian areas.

Implementation
Schedule
Prior to initiation
of grading activity
not meeting the
exemption in
Section 15.48.070
of the County
Code

Prior to the
initiation of tree
removal activity

Monitoring
Agency
Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

6-1(a)
Have a substantial
adverse effect or cause a
fish or wildlife
population to drop below
self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal
community, substantially
reduce the number of or
restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or
threatened species, either
directly or through
habitat modifications, on
any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in
local or regional plans,
policies or regulations, or
by the California
Department of Fish &
Wildlife, U.S. Fish &
6-1(b)
Wildlife Service or
National Oceanic and
Atmospheric
Administration Fisheries.

Impact
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WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT PROJECT

4-3

Sign-off

FINAL EIR
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project
JANUARY 2020

323

Impact
Number

Impact

Prior to initiation of any treeremoval
activity,
the
owner/operator shall provide
proof to the Placer County
Community Development Resource
Agency that nesting birds are not
present within the tree or trees to
be removed. Such proof shall be
provided in the form of a preremoval nesting bird survey,
conducted by a qualified biologist,
no more than three days prior to
the proposed tree removal activity.
If tree removal activity is proposed
to occur outside of the February 1
to August 31 breeding season, a
pre-removal survey for active nests
shall not be required.

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

The applicant shall also comply with the
following permit condition required by the
Planning Services Division for removal of
protected trees: 1:1 tree replacement using





Mitigation Measure
wineries and farm breweries, the County
shall
impose
biological
resource
protection measures as conditions of the
Tree Removal Permits. Such protection
measures shall include, but are not
necessarily limited to the following
measures:

Implementation
Schedule
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6-3

6-2

Impact
Number

See Mitigation
Measure 6-1(b)

See Mitigation
Measure 6-1(b)

Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1(b).

See Mitigation
Measure 6-1(a)

Implementation
Schedule

Monitoring
Mitigation Measure
Agency
five-gallon size trees or greater, or in-lieu
fees, or a combination of both, in
accordance with Section 12.16.080 of the
Placer County Code.
Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1(a).
See Mitigation
Measure 6-1(a)
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6-2
Have a substantial
adverse effect on riparian
habitat or other sensitive
natural community, or
federally or State
protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404
of the CWA (including,
but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
or as defined by State
statute, through direct
removal, filling,
hydrological interruption,
or other means.
6-3
Have a substantial
adverse effect on the
environment through the
conversion of oak
woodlands, or conflict
with local policies or
ordinances related to the
protection of biological
resources, including oak
woodlands.

Impact

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT PROJECT

4-5

Sign-off

FINAL EIR
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project
JANUARY 2020

325

7-1

Impact
Number

1. If
potential
archaeological
resources, cultural resources,
articulated, or disarticulated
human remains are discovered
during ground-disturbing activities
associated with the proposed
project, all work within 100 feet of
the find shall cease, the Placer
County Community Development
Resource Agency shall be notified,
and the applicant shall retain an
archaeologist
meeting
the
Secretary of the Interior's
Professional
Qualifications
Standards in prehistoric or

Mitigation Measure
7. Cultural Resources
All grading activity within existing and
future wineries and farm breweries not
meeting the exemptions within Section
15.48.070 of the Placer County Code shall
obtain a grading permit from the County
prior to initiation of grading activity. Prior
to approval and issuance of any grading
permits for existing and future wineries
and farm breweries, the County shall
impose cultural resource protection
measures as conditions of the grading
permit. Such protection measures shall
include, but are not limited to the following
measures:

Language of this
mitigation measure
shall be included
on future grading
plans
Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

If potential
archaeological
resources, cultural
resources, or
disarticulated
human remains are
discovered during
ground-disturbing
activities, stop

Prior to initiation
of grading activity
not meeting the
exemptions within
Section 15.48.070
of the County
Code

Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

Native American
Representatives
from culturally
affiliated Native
American Tribes

Implementation
Schedule

Monitoring
Agency
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7-1(a)
Cause a substantial
adverse change in the
significance of a
historical or unique
archeological resource as
defined in CEQA
Guidelines, Section
15064.5, and/or a Tribal
Cultural Resource as
defined in Public
Resources Code, Section
21074.

Impact
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Impact
Number

Impact

Implementation
Schedule
work within 100
feet

Language of this
mitigation measure
shall be included

Monitoring
Agency

Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division
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Mitigation Measure
historical
archaeology,
as
appropriate, to evaluate the finds.
Native American Representatives
from culturally affiliated Native
American Tribes shall also be
notified. If the resource is
determined to be eligible for
inclusion in the California Register
Historical Resources and project
impacts cannot be avoided, data
recovery shall be undertaken. Data
recovery efforts could range from
rapid photographic documentation
to extensive excavation depending
upon the physical nature of the
resource. The degree of effort shall
be determined at the discretion of a
qualified archaeologist and shall
be sufficient to recover data
considered important to the area’s
history and/or prehistory. The
language of this mitigation
measure shall be included on any
future grading plans approved by
the Placer County Engineering and
Surveying Division for the
proposed project; and
2. During construction activities, if
any vertebrate bones or teeth are
found, all work shall be halted in
the immediate vicinity of the
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Impact
Number

Impact

Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

Monitoring
Agency
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Mitigation Measure
discovery, and the owner/operator
shall notify the Placer County
Community Development Resource
Agency and retain a qualified
paleontologist to inspect the
discovery. If deemed significant
with respect to authenticity,
completeness, preservation, and
identification, the resource(s) shall
then be salvaged and deposited in
an accredited and permanent
scientific
institution
(e.g.,
University of California Museum
of Paleontology (UCMP) or Sierra
College), where the discovery
would be properly curated and
preserved for the benefit of current
and future generations. The
language of this mitigation
measure shall be included on any
future grading plans approved by
the Placer County Engineering and
Surveying Division for future
grading within existing or future
wineries and farm breweries in the
County, where excavation work
would be required.
3. If any bones, teeth, or other
remains found during construction
activity are determined to be
human in origin, such remains on

If any bones, teeth,
or other remains
found during
construction are

During
construction if any
vertebrate bones or
teeth are found,
stop work

Implementation
Schedule
on any future
grading plans
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Impact
Number

Impact

Native American
Heritage
Commission, if
remains are
determined to be
of Native
American origin

Monitoring
Agency
Placer County
Coroner

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure
non-federal lands must be handled
in compliance with all relevant
State regulations. As mandated by
Health and Safety Code §7050.5,
PRC §5097.98 and the California
Code of Regulations (CCR)
§15064.5(e) (CEQA), should
human remains be encountered,
during ground disturbing activity
in any existing or future wineries
or farm breweries within the
County, all work in the immediate
vicinity of the burial must cease,
and any necessary steps to ensure
the integrity of the immediate area
must be taken. The Placer County
Coroner shall be immediately
notified. If the Coroner determines
the remains are of Native American
origin, the Coroner has 24 hours to
notify the NAHC, which shall
determine and notify a Most Likely
Descendent
(MLD).
Further
actions shall be determined, in
part, by the desires of the MLD.
The MLD has 48 hours to make
recommendations regarding the
disposition of the remains
following notification from the
NAHC of the discovery. If the MLD
does not make recommendations

Implementation
Schedule
determined to be
human in origin
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Impact
Number

Impact

The County shall prepare a notice
containing information that summarizes
the proper methodology for identifying and
protecting
historic,
paleontological,
archeological, cultural, and tribal cultural
resources. Furthermore, the notice shall
inform the reader of the reader’s
responsibility to protect such resources
and notify the Placer County Community
Development Resource Agency of the
existence of such resources. Once
prepared, the notice shall be distributed to
the owners of all existing wineries and
farm breweries within the County. In
addition to the distribution of such notices

Existing Facilities:
The notice shall be
provided
subsequent to the
approval of the
Zoning Text
Amendment
Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

Future Facilities:
The notice shall be
provided upon
project approval

Implementation
Schedule

Monitoring
Agency
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7-1(b)

Mitigation Measure
within 48 hours, the owner of the
winery or farm brewery where
such remains are discovered shall,
with appropriate dignity, reinter
the remains in an area of the
property secure from further
disturbance. Alternatively, if the
owner of the winery or farm
brewery where such remains are
discovered does not accept the
MLD’s recommendations, the
owner of the winery or farm
brewery where such remains are
discovered or the descendent may
request mediation by the NAHC.
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WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT PROJECT

4 - 10

Sign-off

FINAL EIR
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project
JANUARY 2020

330

9. Noise
The Zoning Text Amendment shall be
revised to state that prior to hosting any
weddings under the Special Event
allowances set forth in Table 3 of the
Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, the
owner/operator shall submit a site plan of
the existing facility to the Placer County
Community
Development
Resource
Agency. The site plan shall identify the
proposed outdoor location of the wedding
reception and distance(s) to the nearest
residential receptors. The County shall
review the Site Plan and compare the
appropriate
Table
9-11
setback
requirements for wedding receptions or to
the actual distance(s) between the
proposed sound source location and
nearest sensitive receptor property line(s).
If the actual setback distances are greater
than those identified in Table 9-11, then

Placer County –
Planning
Services
Division

Monitoring
Mitigation Measure
Agency
to the owners of existing facilities, the
County shall also distribute such notices to
owners of any future wineries or farm
breweries receiving approvals from the
County.
Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1(a).
See Mitigation
Measure 7-1(a)

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Exposure of persons to or 9-3
generation of nontransportation noise
levels in excess of
standards established in
the local General Plan,
Community Plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable
standards of other
agencies.

9-3

7-2

Disturb any human
remains, including those
interred outside
dedicated cemeteries.

Impact

7-2

Impact
Number

Prior to hosting
any weddings
under the Special
Event allowances
set forth in Table 3
of the Winery and
Farm Brewery
Ordinance

The Zoning Text
Amendment shall
be revised to
include the
language of this
mitigation measure
prior to adoption of
the Zoning Text
Amendment by the
Board of
Supervisors

See Mitigation
Measure 7-1(a)

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency
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The distances to the noise contours shown
in Table 9-11 do not include any
attenuation of sound caused by intervening
structures, vegetation, or topography. In
addition, the Table 9-11 contours do not
take into account the directionality of
amplified sound system speakers, which
can be 10 to 15 dB lower behind the
speaker than in front of the speaker. As a
result, the Table 9-11 data should be
considered worst-case. Therefore, it is
likely that in most cases, the actual
distances to the noise contours will be
considerably less than those shown in
Table 9-11. It shall be the function of the
site-specific noise analysis to quantify the
additional sound attenuation which would
result from natural features, such as
intervening topography (i.e. hills),
structures, or vegetation, which are
specific to the location for which the event
permit is being processed. Specific

Mitigation Measure
additional acoustical analysis shall not be
required. If, however, the actual distances
between proposed sound source location
and nearest sensitive receptor location are
less than those shown in Table 9-11, a sitespecific noise analysis shall be required to
evaluate compliance with the County’s
noise standards.

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Shielding of noise sources, which
results in reduced sound levels at
locations affected by such
shielding, can result from
intervening
noise
barriers,
structures or topography. Site
specific noise studies should
include an evaluation of such
shielding.
If needed for
compliance with the County’s
noise standards, additional
shielding of sound sources can be
obtained by placing walls or
other structures between the
noise source and the receiver.
The effectiveness of a barrier
depends upon blocking line-ofsight between the source and
receiver, and is improved with
increasing the distance the sound
must travel to pass over the
barrier as compared to a straight
line from source to receiver. The
difference between the distance

Shielding by Barriers, Structures,
or Topography

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

1.

Mitigation Measure
information which shall be included in
project-specific noise analyses is as
follows:

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

As a rule of thumb, sound
barriers located relatively close
to the source or sensitive receptor
generally provide an initial noise
reduction of 5 dB once line of
sight between the noise source
and receiver has been interrupted
by the barrier, and an additional
noise reduction of approximately
1 dB per foot of barrier height

Barrier effectiveness depends
upon the relative heights of the
source, barrier and receiver. In
general, barriers are most
effective when placed close to
either the receiver or the source.
An intermediate barrier location
yields a smaller path-lengthdifference for a given increase in
barrier height than does a
location closer to either source or
receiver.

Mitigation Measure
over a barrier and a straight line
between source and receiver is
called
the
"path
length
difference," and is the basis for
calculating
barrier
noise
reduction.

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency
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Vegetation can be used to
acoustically "soften" intervening
ground between a noise source and

Trees and other vegetation are
often thought to provide significant
noise attenuation.
However,
approximately 50 to 100 feet of
dense foliage (so that no visual
path extends through the foliage) is
typically required to achieve a 5 dB
attenuation of noise. Thus the use
of vegetation as a noise barrier is,
therefore,
frequently
an
impractical method of noise
control unless large tracts of dense
foliage are part of the existing
landscape. However, in cases
where such vegetation exists
between the proposed events and
nearby sensitive receptors, an
evaluation of the sound attenuation
provided by such vegetation should
be included in the project-specific
noise analysis.

2. Shielding and Absorption Provided
by Vegetation

Mitigation Measure
after the barrier intercepts line of
sight.

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency
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Sound propagation is not affected
by gravity. As a result, sound
travels uphill similar to sound

3. Direction of Sound Travel

In summary, the effects of
vegetation upon noise transmission
are minor unless there is
considerable
intervening
vegetation between the source and
receptor. Where the amount of
intervening vegetation is not
substantial, the benefits may be
limited
to
some
increased
absorption of high frequency
sounds and in reducing adverse
public reaction to the noise by
providing aesthetic benefits.

Mitigation Measure
receiver,
increasing
ground
absorption of sound and thus
increasing the attenuation of sound
with distance. Planting of trees
and shrubs is also of aesthetic and
psychological value, and may
reduce adverse public reaction to a
noise source by removing the
source from view, even though
noise levels will be largely
unaffected.

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Locating the events or
loudest components of
those events indoors.
Orienting speakers in
directions away from the
nearest
sensitive
receptors.
Locating speakers in
positions which provide
the maximum distances to
the nearest noise-sensitive
receptors.

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program







Other
options
for
sound
attenuation which should be
considered when evaluating permit
applications for winery and farm
brewery events include the
following:

4. Other Sound Mitigation Options

Mitigation Measure
traveling downhill, provided all
other variables are equal. In cases
where sensitive receptors are
located above or below a noise
source with no intervening
structures,
topography,
or
substantial
vegetation,
no
additional shielding offsets should
be applied for these features.

Implementation
Schedule
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12-8

Impact
Number
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Monitoring
Mitigation Measure
Agency
 Using a larger number of
speakers
with
lower
individual
output
arranged in such a
manner as to focus the
sound at the desired
locations rather than
fewer
speakers
with
higher sound output.
 Setting limits on the sound
level output of the
amplified speech or music
equipment.
 Restricting
sound
amplification equipment
entirely.
12. Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections
12-8
The Zoning Text Amendment shall be Placer County –
Result in exposure of
revised to state that when reviewing Planning
persons to or generation
applications for new winery and/or farm Services
of non-transportation
brewery building permits, Placer County Division
noise levels in excess of
should compare the appropriate Table 12standards established in
12 setback requirements to the actual
the local General Plan,
distances between the proposed sound
Community Plan or noise
source location and nearest sensitive
ordinance, or applicable
receptor property line(s). If the actual
standards of other
setback distances are greater than those
agencies, or a substantial
identified in Table 12-12 for the proposed
permanent increase in
type of sound source(s), then no additional
ambient noise levels in
acoustical analysis would typically be
the project vicinity above
required. If, however, the actual distances

Impact

When reviewing
applications for

The Zoning Text
Amendment shall
be revised to
include the
language of this
mitigation measure
prior to adoption of
the Zoning Text
Amendment by the
Board of
Supervisors

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact
levels existing without
the project.

Monitoring
Agency
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The distances to the noise contours shown
in Table 12-12 do not include any
attenuation of sound caused by intervening
structures, vegetation, or topography. In
addition, the Table 12-12 contours do not
take into account the directionality of
amplified sound system speakers, which
can be 10 to 15 dB lower behind the
speaker than in front of the speaker. As a
result, the Table 12-12 data should be
considered worst-case. Therefore, it is
likely that in most cases, the actual
distances to the noise contours will be
considerably less than those shown in
Table 12-12. It shall be the function of the
site-specific noise analysis to quantify the
additional sound attenuation that would
result from natural features, such as
intervening topography (i.e. hills),
structures, or vegetation, which are
specific to the location for which the event
permit is being processed. Specific
information, which shall be included in

Mitigation Measure
between the proposed sound source
locations and nearest sensitive receptor
location(s) are less than those shown in
Table 12-12, then a site-specific noise
analysis should be required to evaluate
compliance with the County’s noise
standards.

Implementation
Schedule
new winery and/or
farm brewery
building permits, if
the actual distances
between the
proposed sound
source locations
and nearest
sensitive receptor
location(s) are less
than those shown
in Table 12-12
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Shielding of noise sources, which
results in reduced sound levels at
locations affected by such
shielding, can result from
intervening
noise
barriers,
structures or topography. Site
specific noise studies should
include an evaluation of such
shielding.
If needed for
compliance with the County’s
noise
standards,
additional
shielding of sound sources can be
obtained by placing walls or other
structures between the noise
source and the receiver. The
effectiveness of a barrier depends
upon
blocking
line-of-sight
between the source and receiver,
and is improved with increasing
the distance the sound must travel
to pass over the barrier as
compared to a straight line from
source to receiver. The difference
between the distance over a barrier
and a straight line between source

1. Shielding by Barriers, Structures,
or Topography

Mitigation Measure
project-specific noise analyses, is as
follows:

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

As a rule of thumb, sound barriers
located relatively close to the
source or sensitive receptor
generally provide an initial noise
reduction of 5 dB once line of sight
between the noise source and
receiver has been interrupted by
the barrier, and an additional
noise reduction of approximately 1
dB per foot of barrier height after
the barrier intercepts line of sight.

Barrier effectiveness depends upon
the relative heights of the source,
barrier and receiver. In general,
barriers are most effective when
placed close to either the receiver
or the source. An intermediate
barrier location yields a smaller
path-length-difference for a given
increase in barrier height than
does a location closer to either
source or receiver.

Mitigation Measure
and receiver is called the "path
length difference," and is the basis
for calculating barrier noise
reduction.

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Vegetation can be used to
acoustically "soften" intervening
ground between a noise source and
receiver,
increasing
ground
absorption of sound and thus
increasing the attenuation of sound

Trees and other vegetation are
often thought to provide significant
noise attenuation.
However,
approximately 50 to 100 feet of
dense foliage (so that no visual
path extends through the foliage) is
typically required to achieve a 5 dB
attenuation of noise. Thus the use
of vegetation as a noise barrier is,
therefore,
frequently
an
impractical method of noise
control unless large tracts of dense
foliage are part of the existing
landscape. However, in cases
where such vegetation exists
between the proposed events and
nearby sensitive receptors, an
evaluation of the sound attenuation
provided by such vegetation should
be included in the project-specific
noise analysis.

Mitigation Measure
2. Shielding and Absorption Provided
by Vegetation

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Sound propagation is not affected
by gravity. As a result, sound
travels uphill similar to sound
traveling downhill, provided all
other variables are equal. In cases
where sensitive receptors are

3. Direction of Sound Travel

In summary, the effects of
vegetation upon noise transmission
are minor unless there is
considerable
intervening
vegetation between the source and
receptor. Where the amount of
intervening vegetation is not
substantial, the benefits may be
limited
to
some
increased
absorption of high frequency
sounds and in reducing adverse
public reaction to the noise by
providing aesthetic benefits.

Mitigation Measure
with distance. Planting of trees
and shrubs is also of aesthetic and
psychological value, and may
reduce adverse public reaction to a
noise source by removing the
source from view, even though
noise levels will be largely
unaffected.

Implementation
Schedule
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Impact
Number

Impact

Locating the events or
loudest components of
those events indoors.
Orienting speakers in
directions away from the
nearest
sensitive
receptors.
Locating speakers in
positions which provide
the maximum distances to
the nearest noise-sensitive
receptors.
Using a larger number of
speakers
with
lower
individual
output

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program









Other
options
for
sound
attenuation which should be
considered when evaluating permit
applications for winery and farm
brewery events include the
following:

4. Other Sound Mitigation Options

Mitigation Measure
located above or below a noise
source with no intervening
structures,
topography,
or
substantial
vegetation,
no
additional shielding offsets should
be applied for these features.

Implementation
Schedule
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12-10

Impact
Number

A. County Wide Traffic Limitation
Zone: Article 15.28.010, Placer
County Code
B. South
Placer
Regional
Transportation Authority (SPRTA)

Mitigation Measure
arranged in such a
manner as to focus the
sound at the desired
locations rather than
fewer
speakers
with
higher sound output.
 Setting limits on the sound
level output of the
amplified speech or music
equipment.
 Restricting
sound
amplification equipment
entirely.
Prior to issuance of any Building Permits,
future wineries and farm breweries shall
be subject to the payment of traffic impact
fees that are in effect in the area of
development, pursuant to applicable
Ordinances and Resolutions.
The
applicant is notified that the following
traffic mitigation fee(s) shall be required
and shall be paid to Placer County DPW:

Prior to issuance of
any Building
Permits
Placer County
Engineering and
Surveying
Division
Placer County
Department of
Public Works

Implementation
Schedule

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Study intersections under 12-10
Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. Based on the
analysis below, impacts
to all study intersections
under Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions would
be less than significant,
with the exception of the
SR 49/Cramer Road
intersection.

Impact
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Impact
Number

Impact

Monitoring
Agency

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure
The fees to be paid shall be based on the
fee program in effect at the time that the
application is deemed complete. (ESD)

Implementation
Schedule
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EXHIBIT 5

Memorandum
Date:

April 10, 2020

To:

Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner
EJ Ivaldi, Planning Director

From: Nick Pappani, Vice President, Raney Planning & Management, Inc.
RE:

Suggested Changes to the Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text

This Memorandum has been prepared by Raney Planning & Management, Inc. to evaluate additional
suggested changes to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment that were briefly
discussed at the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission hearing. The below numbering is in accordance
with the table format provided by Placer County Community Development Resource Agency (CDRA) staff.
1.

The proposed definition of Agricultural Promotional Events is included on page 3-6 of the Draft
EIR. This is the definition used in the EIR to evaluate the potential environmental effects
associated with Agricultural Promotional Events. As can be seen from reviewing page 3-6, the
definition is not intended to be exhaustive. In other words, the definition is not meant to include
a precise list of the types of activities that would be considered an Agricultural Promotional Event,
such that any activities not listed in the definition are prohibited. This is evidenced by the fact
that, “including but not limited to”, precedes the short list of example activities provided in the
definition. Thus, the suggested change to add the following wording to the definition, “and any
parties, professional events or gatherings that support the promotion of the agricultural product”,
would not create additional flexibility or allow for more intensive types of activities than those
which are already contemplated and evaluated in the EIR. The max attendees at one time remains
the same at 50 people or less.

2.

This suggested change requests clarification in the definitions of Agricultural Promotional Events
and Special Events to make it clear that tasting room patrons are not to be included in the
maximum attendee limits specified in the Ordinance. Such a change would not render inadequate
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR for the following reasons. With respect to
existing winery and farm brewery facilities evaluated in the EIR, given that normal patronage of a
tasting room is an ongoing activity occurring at the time the CEQA review began, it is appropriately
treated as part of the existing environmental baseline. 1 With respect to future anticipated winery
and farm brewery facilities, the EIR appropriately focused on the “net new” operational activities
that could occur by right, as a result of the proposed Ordinance changes.

As such, traffic from normal patronage of tasting rooms was captured in the traffic counts conducted for the EIR
analysis, as stated on page 10-33 of the Draft EIR.

1
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These “net new” allowances are related to Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events,
with the latter being limited in number. No changes are proposed to the Ordinance that would
result in a reasonably foreseeable increase in regular tasting room activity that would require
analysis within the EIR.
3.

The proposed options to modify the Access Standards section of the Ordinance would not affect
the analysis within the EIR. Both options would require approval by oversight
agencies/departments having the expertise to ensure that access is sufficiently designed so as to
ensure safe and efficient ingress/egress.

4.

The suggested change to the Tasting Room definition would provide the operator/owner with
flexibility regarding where production may take place. An operator with a tasting room may
produce their beer or wine on-site or at a separate winery or farm brewery location under their
same ownership. This change would not affect the minimum agricultural requirement for wineries
and farm breweries in the Residential, Agricultural and Resource zone districts. In addition, wine
and beer production facilities are subject to the permit requirements in Table 1 of the proposed
Ordinance, and the proposed text changes to the Ordinance would not provide greater flexibility
with respect to the permit requirements for production facilities. As a result, this change would
not affect the adequacy of the EIR.

5.

The suggested change to modify the proposed Ordinance text to require an Administrative Review
Permit (ARP) rather than a Minor Use Permit (MUP) for a winery or farm brewery with a tasting
room on a 4.6- to less than 10-acre parcel (AE, F, FOR zones) 2 would not adversely affect the
environmental analysis contained in the EIR, as it would continue to give the County discretionary
authority regarding 1) whether or not to allow events at a particular small winery/farm brewery
(parcel sizes of 4.6 to less than 10 acres), and 2) the maximum attendees allowable at one time.
Such discretionary review shows that this change to the proposed Ordinance would not commit
the County to a future course of action; thus, this change does not require analysis in the EIR. 3
As discussed on page 8-10 of the Draft EIR, an ARP is subject to Zoning Administrator approval,
who must be able to make the findings set forth in Section 17.58.140(A) of the County Code. These
findings are included on page 8-11 of the Draft EIR, and among other things, include a finding that
the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, and comfort of people
residing in the neighborhood of the proposed use; will not generate a volume of traffic beyond
the design capacity of all roads providing access to the project; and will be consistent with
applicable general plan and community plan policies.
In addition, the Zoning Administrator may approve an ARP, subject to conditions, and require sitespecific environmental review. The Planning Director or Zoning Administrator may also refer an
ARP to the Planning Commission for a public hearing, consideration, and approval or disapproval.

Agricultural Exclusive (AE), Farm (F), and Forest (FOR).
Stephen L. Kostka and Michael H. Zischke. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, Second
Edition. (March 2019 Update), pg. 12-15, Section 12.10.

2
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The proposed change would also modify the requirement for a tasting room in the Residential
Agriculture (RA) and Residential Forest (RF) zone districts from a CUP to a MUP. As with the ARP,
an MUP is still a discretionary permit. 4
6.

The suggested change would modify the permit requirement for small winery production facilities
(no tasting room) in the RA and RF zones from an MUP to an ARP. As discussed in #5, an ARP still
requires the County’s discretionary review and approval. Such discretionary review shows that
this change to the proposed Ordinance would not commit the County to a future course of action;
thus, this change does not require analysis in the EIR.

7.

The suggested change to allow both wine and beer sales as products permitted through the
Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Use – Restaurant would not have implications for the
environmental analysis conducted within the EIR. The appropriateness of allowing both wine and
beer associated with an Accessory Use – Restaurant could be considered by the County on a caseby-case basis, given the Conditional Use Permit requirement for an Accessory Use – Restaurant
that is included in the proposed Ordinance text.

8.

The suggested change is acceptable insofar as it would clarify that Agricultural Promotional Events
and Special Events could be held outdoors on a winery or farm brewery property. This is consistent
with the analysis contained within the EIR. For example, the quantitative noise analysis conducted
for the EIR, and included in Chapter 9, evaluated potential noise impacts upon nearby sensitive
receptors as a result of outdoor events.

9.

The suggested change to allow additional attendees at an Agricultural Promotional Event, subject
to a Conditional Use Permit, only if the property is greater than 40 acres, would not affect the
adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the EIR for the following reasons. The EIR
evaluated the potential physical environmental impacts associated with activities that could occur
by-right, as a result of the proposed text changes to the Ordinance. Potential future activities that
require discretionary review do not necessitate analysis within the EIR because such discretionary
review requirement shows that approval of this change to the proposed Ordinance would not
commit the County to a future course of action (i.e., allowing a greater number of attendees). The
County can choose to deny a particular applicant the ability to increase the number of attendees
at Agricultural Promotional Events, if it finds, based upon site-specific review at the time of CUP
application, that the CUP findings in County Code Section 17.58.140(A) cannot be met.
Alternatively, the County may find that a greater number of attendees at Agricultural Promotional
Events at a particular facility may be appropriate, subject to certain conditions, which it is allowed
to place on a CUP.

4

An MUP requires review by Planning Department staff and the Zoning Administrator, who shall consider the MUP
at a noticed public hearing. An MUP is subject to Zoning Administrator approval, who must be able to make the
findings set forth in 17.58.140(A). In addition, the Zoning Administrator may approve an MUP subject to conditions.
Decisions of the Zoning Administrator may be appealed to the Planning Commission. In addition, the Planning
Director or Zoning Administrator may refer an MUP to the Planning Commission for a public hearing, consideration,
and approval or disapproval. Such referral may occur when it is deemed necessary because of policy implications,
unique or unusual circumstances, the size of the project, or other factors determined by the Planning Director or
Zoning Administrator to be significant enough to warrant Planning Commission review.
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10.

The suggested change to Table 3 is meant to establish consistency with the changes discussed in
#5. See the response for #5.

11.

The suggested change to modify Table 3 of the proposed Ordinance to allow additional attendees
and greater event frequency only for properties greater than 40 acres, subject to CUP approval,
would not affect the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR, for the reasons discussed
above in Item #9. In general, this is due to the discretionary CUP requirement.

12.

The suggested change is meant to refer readers of the Ordinance to the locally serving fire district
when trying to determine on-site circulation requirements and ensure that they meet fire district
standards, rather than including the standards in the Ordinance. This change is reasonable as
requirements may change over time. The suggested change would not affect the environmental
analysis contained within the EIR.

13.

The suggested change to Section E.3.a regarding hours of operation would not affect the
adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the EIR, as additional hours would not be
allowed by right. Rather, through its Conditional Use Permit process, the County could consider
the appropriateness of extended hours; and the Planning Commission would have to be able to
make the findings in Section 17.58.140(A) prior to approving extended hours as part of a
Conditional Use Permit.

14.

The proposed change to the Potable Water section of the Ordinance would not affect the analysis
within the EIR, as it would provide the County with additional discretion regarding ensuring
compliance with potable water standards.

15.

The suggested change to the Agricultural Event Center ordinance to allow an Accessory Use –
Restaurant through Section 17.56.030 would be considered acceptable, and not affect the
adequacy of the EIR. The referenced Accessory Use – Restaurant is subject to CUP approval.
Therefore, for reasons described in Item #9, the EIR analysis would be unaffected.

If you have any questions regarding this memorandum, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Nick Pappani
Vice President
Raney Planning & Management, Inc.
(916) 267-1397
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ATTACHMENT C
Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California
In the matter of:
AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE
THE WINERY AND FARM BREWERY
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT AND
AMENDING PLACER COUNTY CODE
SECTIONS 17.04.030, 17.56.330, AND 17.56.340

Ordinance No.: ____________

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at
a regular meeting held on______________, 2020, by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.
_______________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors

Attest:
_______________________
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) includes proposed
regulations intended to preserve and protect farmland while also enhancing the economic
viability of Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the tenets of agri-tourism, and
is intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups and support the core principle
that the primary use of the property is to cultivate and process agriculture in order to make a
locally grown and value-added product; and
WHEREAS, the Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA involved a public outreach program that included
multiple public meetings and workshops, including Municipal Advisory Councils, Placer County
Agricultural Commission and the Placer County Vintners Association; and
WHEREAS, on February 13, 2020, the County Planning Commission held a noticed public
hearing pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.140 to consider
Page 1 of 3
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the Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA, and directed staff to explore refinements to the proposed
Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA and to return to the Planning Commission for further consideration
of such refinements; and
WHEREAS, on April 23, 2020, the County Planning Commission held a second noticed public
hearing pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.140 to consider
the Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA, written and oral testimony on the same; and
WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing, pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17,
Article 17.60, Section 17.60.090(C), the Planning Commission recommended approval of the
Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA; and
WHEREAS, notice of a public hearing was given in compliance with Placer County Code Chapter
17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.140, and on June 23, 2020, the Board held the duly noticed public
hearing pursuant to Placer County Code Chapter 17, Article 17.60, Section 17.60.090(D) to
consider the recommendations of the Planning Commission and to receive public input regarding
the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA; and
WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA, considered
the recommendations of the Planning Commission, received and considered the written and oral
comments submitted by the public thereon, and has adopted Resolution No. __-_____ certifying
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the “Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text
Amendment”; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA is in compliance with
applicable requirements of State law, is in the best interest of the County, and is consistent with
the following General Plan Policies:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Policy 1.N.1. The County shall promote economic expansion based on Placer County’s
unique recreational opportunities and natural resources.
Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to
accommodate uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
Policy 7.A.7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes to retain
viable farming units.
Policy 7.A.10. The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing agricultural
service uses (i.e., commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturally designated
areas if they relate to the primary agricultural activity in the area.
Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market agricultural
products grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets) as part
of the economic development activities of local agencies.
Policy 7.C.4. The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing
activities for County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are
authorized.

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed regulations will serve to protect and enhance the
health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of Placer County as a whole; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed regulations are in conformity with public convenience,
general welfare and good land use practice, and will not adversely affect the orderly development
of property, or the preservation of property valued; and
WHEREAS, notice of all hearings required has been given and all hearings have been held as
required by County ordinance and State law.
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER
ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
1. The Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment, as set forth in Exhibit “1”
attached hereto and incorporated by reference, is hereby adopted, and Placer County
Code, Chapter 17, Article 17.04, Section 17.04.030 and Article 17.56, Sections 17.56.330
and 17.56.340 are hereby amended as identified in the exhibit.
2. This ordinance shall take force and become effective thirty (30) days from the date of
adoption.
3. The Clerk is directed to publish this ordinance, or a summary thereof, within fifteen (15)
days in accordance with Government Code Section 25124.

EXHIBIT
Exhibit 1: Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
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ATTACHMENT C - EXHIBIT 1
17.56.330 Wineries and farm breweries.
A.

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

B.

Definitions.
“Accessory use - restaurant” is food preparation and service that is related and
clearly subordinate to the existing primary use on a property as a winery or farm
brewery.
“Administrative review permit.” See this Zzoning Oordinance at Section 17.58.100.
“Agricultural promotional event” is directly related to the education and marketing
of wine and craft beer to consumers including but not limited to
winemaker/brewmaster dinners, pick-up parties, release parties, and any parties,
professional events or gatherings that support the promotion of the agricultural
product. An agricultural promotional event accommodates fifty (50) people or less
at one time (excluding staff and tasting room patrons). If greater than fifty (50)
people are in attendance at one time, those events shall be regulated in the same
manner as a special event. See Table 3.
“Conditional use permit.” See this Zzoning Oordinance at Section 17.58.130.
“Farm brewery” means a facility for the manufacturing and packaging of beer that
produces less than one thousand, five hundred (1,500) barrels of product per year
and grows hops onsite and agricultural products necessary for making the
beverage. A farm brewery is bonded through the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and
Trade Bureau and has a current California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) Type
23-Small Beer Manufacturer license.
“Large winery” refers to a winery with annual production of twenty thousand (20,000)
cases or greater.
“Minor use permit.” See this Zzoning Oordinance at Section 17.58.120.
“Promotional event” means an event, sponsored by the property owner, an association
of agricultural property owners, or similar organizations formed to assist the agricultural
industry in the area, to promote the sale of Placer County wines, and which is intended
to allow for the sampling and direct marketing and sales of wines produced on the
premises or produced elsewhere from grapes grown on site. Such events include
“winemaker’s dinners.”
“Public tasting” refers to wine and beer sampling by the general public.
“Small winery” refers to a winery with annual production less than twenty thousand
(20,000) cases.
“Special event” is an event of greater than fifty (50) people at one time (excluding
staff and tasting room patrons) where the agricultural-related component is
subordinate to the primary purpose of the event. Included in this definition are
events such as private parties, fundraisers, concerts, social or educational
gatherings where outside alcohol may be allowed, and events where the property
owner is compensated in exchange for the use of the site and facility (referred to
as a facility rental). Special events do not include industry-wide events, the normal
1
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patronage of a tasting room, and private gatherings of the owner where the
general public does not attend.
“Tasting room” is accessory to a winery or farm brewery, typically located on the
premises of a winery or farm brewery’s production facilities, at which guests may
sample the winery or brewery’s products. A tasting room is only allowed in
residential, agriculture and resource zone districts if production takes place onsite (See also “stand-alone tasting room”), or at another winery or farm brewery
facility with the same ownership within Placer County, and as allowed by state
law.
“Stand-alone tasting room” is a tasting room without on-site production, allowed
only in commercial and industrial zone districts. See subsection C below.
“Temporary outdoor events” are events that are of limited duration and located primarily
outdoors. If any buildings are used for the event, such use shall not exceed the
occupancy load. Two events per year Events can be authorized on any given site
through the Ttemporary Ooutdoor Eevent Ppermit process as described in Section
17.56.300(B)(1)(b). Any such authorization would be in addition to the promotional
events authorized by this section.
“Wine case” contains twelve (12) standard wine bottles (750 milliliters each).
“Winery” means an agricultural processing bonded winery facility comprising the
building or buildings used to convert fruit juices to wine, and to age, bottle, store,
distribute and sell said wine. A winery, for the purposes of this section, includes
crushing, fermenting and refermenting, bottling, blending, bulk and bottle storage, aging,
shipping, receiving, laboratory equipment and maintenance facilities, sales, and
administrative office functions, and may include tasting and promotional events. A
winery is bonded through the Alcohol, Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau and has a
current ABC Type 02-Winegrowers license.
C.

Permit Requirements for Wineries and Farm Breweries. The permit requirements for
wineries these facilities and accessory uses are set forth below. If a proposal
includes more than one of the elements listed below, the highest applicable permit
process shall apply.
Zone districts
Commercial
CPD

Winery Production <
20,000 Cases

C2

CUP MUP

Winery Production >
20,000 Cases

C3

Industrial

HS

C1

RES

AP

C
MUP

BP

IN

INP

C

C

C

MUP MUP MUP

Wholesale and Retail
Sales of Wine and
Grape Products

CUP

C

C

C

C

C

MUP

C

C

C

Wine Tasting and
Retail Sales of Winerelated Merchandise

CUP

C

C

C

C

C

MUP

C

C

C

2
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Promotional Events
up to 6/year

CUP

ARP

ARP

ARP ARP

ARP

ARP

ARP

ARP

ARP

Residential Zoning Districts
(Residential Agriculture and Residential Forest only)
Winery Production < 20,000 Cases

ARP

Winery Production >20,000 Cases

MUP

Wholesale and Retail Sales of Wine

ARP

Wine Tasting and Retail Sales of Wine-related merchandise

ARP

Promotional Events Up to 6/year

ARP

Agricultural and Resource Districts
(Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, Forestry, Timberland Production only)
Winery Production <20,000 Cases

C

Winery Production >20,000 Cases

MUP

Wholesale and Retail Sales of Wine Grown or Produced on Premises

C

Wine Tasting and Retail Sales of Wine-Related Merchandise

C

Promotional Events Up to 6/year

ARP

Table 1
PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

Commercial
CPD
Small
Winery
Production
0-20,000
cases
Large
Winery
Production
20,000+
cases

CUP

C2

MUP

C3

C

HS

C1

Industrial
RES

AP

BP

ARP

MUP

Farm
Brewery
Production
0-1,500
barrels

3

IN

Residential
INP

C

C

C

MUP

MUP

MUP

RA

RF

MUP
ARP

MUP
ARP

[1]

Agriculture and
Resource
AE

F

FOR

[1]

C[1]

C[1]

C[1]

MUP[2]

MUP[2]

MUP[2]

MUP[2]

MUP[2]

MUP[1]

MUP[1]

C[1]

C[1]

C[1]
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Wholesale
and Retail
Sales of
Wine, Grape
or Beer
Products
On-Site

C
CUP

C

C

C

C

MUP

C

C

C

Accessory
Use Restaurant
Tasting
Room and
Retail Sales
of Wine- or
CUP
C
C
Beer Related
Merchandise
[1] 4.6 acre minimum required.
[2] Ten acre minimum required.

MUP[1]

MUP[1]

C[1]

C[1]

C[1]

CUP

CUP

CUP

CUP

CUP

C
C

C

MUP

C

C

C

See Section D.3.b.

KEY TO PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
Zoning Clearance required (Section 17.06.050)

C

Administrative Review Permit required (Section 17.06.050)

ARP

Minor Use Permit required (Section 17.06.050)

MUP

Conditional Use Permit required (Section 17.06.050)

CUP

Use not allowed

D.

Winery and Farm Brewery Uses. The primary purpose of the winery or farm
brewery shall be to process wine grapes and hops. All accessory uses shall be
clearly related and subordinate to the primary operation of a bonded winery or
small beer manufacturing facility. The following provisions apply to all wineries
and farm breweries, accessory structures, and accessory uses.
1.

Minimum Agricultural Requirement.

4
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a. In the residential, resource and agricultural zone districts where
wineries and farm breweries are allowed, at least two acres on-site of
planted vineyard, hopyard, or other agriculture related to beverage
production is required. Planting densities should be consistent with
what is found in the Sierra Nevada foothills and shall be properly
maintained as a requirement of the facility’s continued operation, as
determined by the Placer County agricultural commissioner. A
determination by the agricultural commissioner may be appealed to the
agricultural commission, whose decision shall be final. This section
shall not apply to wineries and farm breweries approved prior to [insert
adoption date].
2.

Production Facilities.
a. Minimum Parcel Size. Minimum parcel sizes for the production of wine
and beer are set forth in Table 1 above (see footnotes). Minimum
agricultural requirements must still be met. No on-site tasting or public
access shall be allowed either directly or by appointment unless
permitted as a tasting room.

3.

Tasting Room.
a. Wine and Beer Sales. The tasting room is primarily for the marketing
and sale of the agricultural products produced at the facility. Wine
products shall be limited to those produced, vinted, cellared or bottled
by the operator in accordance with state law. Wine products sold at the
facility may also be grown on the premises and custom crushed at
another facility for the operator. Beer sales shall be limited to those
manufactured and packaged in accordance with state law. Incidental
sales of wine and beer-related merchandise and food shall be allowed
subject to the requirements of California state law. Accessory use –
restaurants may serve wine and/or beer produced by other wineries
and/or farm breweries located in Placer County subject to compliance
with state law and the permit requirements outlined in Section
17.56.330 (C).
b. Minimum Parcel Size. The minimum parcel size for establishment of a
tasting facility in the farm, forest, agricultural exclusive, residential
agricultural, and residential forest zone districts are set forth in Table 2
below. Note: large winery production has a ten (10) acre minimum per
subsection C, Table 1.

5
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Table 2
PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR WINE AND BEER TASTING FACILITIES
IN RESIDENTIAL AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE ZONE DISTRICTS [1][2]
Residential

Agriculture and Resource

Parcel Size
(Acres)

RA

RF

AE

F

FOR

4.6 to less
than 10

CUPMUP

CUPMUP

MUPARP

MUPARP

MUPARP

MUP

MUP

C

C

C

10+

[1] An administrative review permit may be waived if a minimum of ten (10) contiguous acres is
under the same ownership and deed restricted to preclude their separate sale, and if the structures
related to the use meet the standards for the base zone district.
[2] Parcels within .50 acre of a size referenced in this table that do not result in either a new
significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact if categorized
as a larger size shall be subject to a planning director determination of the appropriate parcel size
designation based upon: (1) the actual size of the parcel, (2) the zoning designation for the property,
and/or (3) applicable land conveyance documents.

KEY TO PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
Zoning Clearance required (Section 17.06.050)

4.

C

Administrative Review Permit

ARP

Minor Use Permit required (Section 17.06.050)

MUP

Agricultural Promotional and Special Events. Agricultural promotional
events and special events shall only be allowed on-site as an accessory
use to a tasting room at a production facility where grapes, hops, or
agricultural products necessary for making the beverage are grown on-site.
a. Agricultural Promotional Events. Tasting rooms may include
agricultural promotional events sponsored by a winery or farm brewery
that are intended for the promotion and sale of the facility’s product, as
defined in subsection B above. Agricultural promotional events are not
limited in number. For large wineries located on forty (40) acres or
greater, additional attendees may be permitted subject to a conditional
use permit.
b. Special Events. Special events, as defined in subsection B above, are
allowed subject to the following table.

6
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Table 3
MAXIMUM SPECIAL EVENTS ALLOWED PER YEAR [1][4]
Parcel Size
(Acres)

Max Attendees at
one time (excluding
staff)

Max Special
Events/Year

Use Permit
Requirement

4.6 to less than
10 (small)

As determined by use permit

6

ARP or MUP[2]

10 to less than 20
(medium)

100

6

C

20+ (large)

200

12

C

[1] Agricultural promotional events with attendance greater than fifty (50) at one time are limited per this
Table.
[2] An administrative review permit or minor use permit is required for a winery or farm brewery for
parcels 4.6-9.9 acres in size in zone districts where allowed by the land use and permit tables (Section
17.06.050) and Table 2: Permit requirements for wine and beer tasting facilities in residential and
agricultural resource zone districts. This use permit will consider conditions for events as limited by this
table.
[3] For large wineries on forty (40) acres or greater, additional attendees and number of special events
may be permitted by conditional use permit.
[4] Parcels within .50 acre of a size referenced in this table that do not result in either a new
significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact if categorized
as a larger size shall be subject to a planning director determination of the appropriate parcel size
designation based upon: (1) the actual size of the parcel, (2) the zoning designation for the property,
and/or (3) applicable land conveyance documents.

c. Temporary Outdoor Event. Special events, industry-wide events, or
other functions where the number of attendees will exceed the
allowances in Table 3 above may be allowed as required by Section
17.56.300, subsection B (temporary uses and events).
E. D.Development and Operational Standards. The following development and
operational standards shall apply to all wineries and farm breweries, and expansions
of existing lawfully operating facilities. If a winery or farm brewery is required to
have a use permit by this section, the standards will be applied in accordance with
the conditions placed on those entitlements. These standards will be applied with
flexibility to encourage activities for the protection and preservation of agriculture.
wine grape growing, consistent with the agricultural use of the property. For wineries on
commercially and industrially-zoned parcels, commercial standards will apply. Wineries
established prior to the adoption date of this ordinance will be afforded maximum
flexibility in establishing reasonable standards when adding new uses.
1.

General.
a. The primary purpose of the winery shall be to process wine grapes grown on the
winery property or on other local agricultural lands as delineated in the Food and
Agriculture Code as grape pricing District 10. District 10 encompasses Placer,
Nevada, El Dorado, Amador, Tuolumne and Mariposa Counties. In the
7
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Residential, Resource and Agricultural zoning districts where wineries 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 (i.e. winery is contracted to receive a substantial portion of the winery
production capacity from locally produced vineyards).
b. Retail sales of wine fruit products shall be limited to those produced, vinted,
cellared or bottled by the winery operator or grown on the winery premises, and
custom crushed at another facility for the winery operator.
c. The minimum parcel size for establishment of a winery is 4.6 acres in the
Residential, Resource and Agricultural zoning districts where wineries are
allowed.
2.1.

Parking. The following parking standards shall apply to wineries:

a. Small Wineries. If public tasting is proposed, a minimum of five permanent parking
spaces shall be provided.
b. Large Wineries. The minimum number of required parking spaces as indicated
below shall be provided.
Table 4
MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS
Use Type

Parking Required

Areas for use by or for
patrons, including tasting rooms, reception
areas, and outdoor seating

One space per 300 square feet

Offices or administration areas

One space per 300 square feet

Production, storage or
warehousing areas

One space per 1,500 square feet

Promotional eEvent parking[1]

One space per 2.5
persons

[1] Event size is limited to the number of available on-site parking spaces as required by the parking
standards below.

a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

A site plan shall show permanent parking locations for the use types
described in Table 4 above.
On-site parking space sizes and drive aisles shall be designed in
accordance with Section 17.54.070 (design and improvement of parking).
On-site parking may be an aggregate base all weather surface. The
circulation aisles shall be capable of supporting that can support a seventyfive thousand (75,000) pound vehicle loading as approved by the serving
fire district.
Parking shall not be proposed on existing agriculturally productive land.
Temporary overflow parking may be utilized in conjunction with special
events, as described in subsection (D)(4) above, and temporary outdoor
events as described in Section 17.56.300, subsection (B)(1)(b). Temporary
overflow parking shall be accommodated on-site and shall meet fire district
requirements, and shall only take place in designated areas in accordance
with a site plan approved by the county.
8

360

3. 2. Access Standards.
a. Access roads to winery structures shall meet state and local fire safe standards as
determined by the serving fire agency. Alternative design allowances and/or
requirements may be determined on a case-by-case basis for modification to the
standards, dependent upon anticipated level of use, site constraints, turnout
opportunities, road length, slope, and other site-specific issues.
b. Access—County-Maintained Roads. If a winery is accessed from a countymaintained highway, an encroachment permit may be required to address ingress,
egress and sight-distance requirements.
c. Access—Non-County Maintained Roads. If a winery is accessed by a private road,
the applicant shall provide reasonable proof of access rights as determined by the
engineering and surveying division.
a.

County Maintained Roads
(i) A paved commercial standard encroachment shall be required to
address Placer County land development manual ingress, egress, and
sight-distance engineering design standards and serving fire district
requirements.

b.

Non-County Maintained (Private) Roads
(i) An encroachment permit shall be required to address Placer County
land development manual ingress, egress, and sight-distance
engineering design standards and serving fire district requirements
where the non-county maintained (private) road connects to a county
maintained road, and if the applicable standards are not already met.
(ii) If a winery or farm brewery has public tasting and is accessed by a
private road, the applicant shall provide proof of access rights as
determined by the county and an affirmative written statement of the
legal right to access and use said road for the purposes of the
requested facility. The owner must also obtain written approval of the
governing board of the applicable road maintenance association or
homeowners association. If no governing body or association exists,
written approval from a majority of the individuals who have access
rights to the private road shall be required. The owner shall include with
said statement the proposal for road maintenance or provide evidence
of an existing road maintenance agreement. The owner shall be
required to defend and indemnify the county for any claims resulting
from said road access.
(iii) The facility must obtain written approval of the governing board of the
applicable road maintenance association or homeowners association. If
none exists, written approval from a majority of the individuals who
have access rights to the road shall be required.

c. Access roads to a winery or farm brewery shall comply with county code,
state and local fire safe standards, as determined by the county and the
serving fire district. Unless otherwise determined by serving fire district,
driveway shall have a minimum access width of twenty (20) feet to the
facility structure, provide adequate turnaround, and be either paved or
9
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surfaced with an approved alternative all-weather material. , or as required
by the serving fire district. Access roads to a winery or farm brewery shall comply
with the Placer County Code, state and local fire-safe standards as determined
by the county and the serving fire district.
d. A design exception request prepared by a professional civil engineer
registered in the state of California may be submitted and reviewed by both
Placer County’s engineering and surveying division and its department of
public works on a case-by-case basis for modification to the county
standards, dependent upon justification for a deviation to the standard(s), a
review of alternatives, consideration of physical constraints, and meeting
minimum safety requirements.
3.

Hours of Operation.
a. All facilities shall be allowed to conduct normal tasting hours from 10 a.m.
to 6 p.m. Events shall be allowed from 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. on Friday and
Saturday and from 10 a.m. to 8 p.m. Sunday through Thursday, or as
specified by use permit. If a winery or farm brewery is required to have a
minor use permit or conditional use permit by this ordinance or has an
existing permit and is lawfully operating, limits on hours of operation will
be in accordance with the conditions placed on those entitlements.

4.

Noise Regulations.
a. All winery and farm brewery facilities shall be subject to Placer County
Code Article 9.36 (Noise), unless a more restrictive standard is specified in
a community plan.
b. Prior to hosting events with amplified speech or music and weddings the
owner/operator shall submit a site plan to the community development
resource agency. The site plan shall identify the proposed outdoor location
of the event and the distance to the nearest residential receptor property
line. If the distance between the proposed sound source and nearest
sensitive receptor property line is greater than shown in Table 5 below,
then additional acoustical analysis shall not be required. If the distance
between the proposed sound source location and nearest sensitive
receptor property line is less than shown in Table 5 below, a site-specific
noise analysis shall be required to evaluate compliance with the Placer
County Code Article 9.36 (Noise).
Table 5
DISTANCES REQUIRED TO ATTENUATE NOISE[1]

Event/Activity

Setback Required (feet)
Auburn/Bowman Other
Community Plan Community Plan
Areas

Amplified music/speech at event on 20+
acres

1,225

750

Amplified music/speech at event on 10 to
less than 20

925

550

10
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Amplified speech

450

275

[1] Parcels within .50 acre of a size referenced in this table that do not result in either a new
significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact if categorized
as a larger size shall be subject to a planning director determination of the appropriate parcel size
designation based upon: (1) the actual size of the parcel, (2) the zoning designation for the property,
and/or (3) applicable land conveyance documents.

5.

Lighting.
a.

6.

All lighting for wineries and farm breweries shall be consistent with
the rural design guidelines for Placer County and shall be dark-sky
compliant as specified by the International Dark-Sky Association.

Food Regulations.
a.

Service and/or preparation of food in an existing or new tasting
room shall be subject to prior approval and applicable permitting by
environmental health. If food is prepared on-site, wineries shall have
a commercial kitchen. The kitchen shall comply with all conditions
for a commercial kitchen as specified by the Placer County health
department, division of environmental health. If a winery or farm
brewery is required to have a minor use permit or conditional use
permit by this ordinance or has an existing permit and is lawfully
operating, food regulations will be in accordance with those
entitlements.

Depending on site conditions and resources, options for food service may
include a self-contained mobile food facility (food truck), food prepared by
a caterer at their approved facility and then plated at facility, a food booth
operated by the facility at a temporary outdoor event, a market to sell prepackaged foods from approved sources, and food preparation and service
as defined under an accessory use - restaurant.
3.

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

7.

Potable Water.
a. Compliance with the California Code of Regulations Titles 17 and 22
of the California Safe Drinking Water Act shall be required.
a.

A public well and small public water system annual permit shall be
required if the facility serves more than twenty-four (24) people, sixty (60)
days or more per year, as required by California Code of Regulations
Titles 17 and 22 of the California Safe Drinking Water Act. The public well
shall be required for tasting facilities that allow unlimited agricultural
promotional events with fifty (50) persons and fewer. For any tasting
11
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facility with occupancy of twenty-five (25) or more, or if food is prepared at
the facility, the standard shall automatically apply.
Alternatively, an approved domestic well can be used if all the following
conditions are met:
i. The Placer County health department, division of environmental health,
has documentation that the well has a twenty (20) foot annular seal
installed under permit (Department of Water Resources Drilling Report);
ii. The Placer County health department, division of environmental health,
conducts a sanitary inspection and the water is tested to demonstrate
potability; and
iii. The facility owner certifies that the well will not serve more than twentyfour (24) people, sixty (60) days or more per year through an
administrative review permit approval.
Note: Residential (Class I) wells cannot be converted into a public well (Class II)
due to state construction standards.
5.

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 nuisance
conditions. Pomace, culls, lees, and stems may be recycled, onsite in accordance
with the report of waste discharge approved for each individual winery by the
regional water quality control board.
b. Winery Production Waste. Standards for waste disposal shall be set, where
applicable, by the regional water quality control board and shall be stipulated in the
report of waste discharge.
c. On-site Sewage Disposal. If public sanitary sewer is not available, then the on-site
sewage disposal system shall be designed in compliance with County Code Chapter
8.24 and sized to accommodate employee, tasting room and commercial sewage
flows. Portable toilets may be approved by the county environmental health division
for temporary and promotional events.
8.

Waste Disposal.
a.

Septic Systems. If a winery or farm brewery has buildings with
plumbing, the buildings must be served by an individual septic
system sized and designed for the intended use. Occupancy and
use of the building determines the size of the septic system. Food
preparation and dishwashing may increase the septic system size
and require a grease interceptor.

b.

Solid Waste. All solid waste shall be stored in a manner that
prevents the propagation, harborage, or attraction of flies, rodents,
vector, or other nuisance conditions. Pomace, culls, lees, and stems
may be recycled on-site in accordance with a report of waste
discharge approved for each individual winery by the regional water
quality control board.
12
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c.

Winery/farm brewery wastewater is prohibited from being
discharged to the septic system. A waste discharge permit or a
waiver of waste discharge issued by the regional water quality
control board is required prior to building permit issuance.

d.

On-site Sewage Disposal. If a public sanitary sewer is not available,
then the on-site sewage disposal system shall be designed in
compliance with Placer County Code Article 8.24 (County
Wastewater Regulations) and sized to accommodate employee,
tasting room and commercial sewage flows. Portable toilets may be
approved by the division of environmental health for temporary
events.

6.
Tasting Facilities. The primary focus of the tasting area shall be the marketing and sale
of the wine and grape products produced at the winery. Incidental sales of wine-related
merchandise and food shall be allowed subject to the requirements of the California Retail Food
Code.
7.

Promotional Events.

a.

Application Requirements. The application shall include the following information:

i.

Number of annual events,

ii.

Estimated number of participants,

iii.

Description of parking and circulation, and

iv.

Sanitation provisions.

b.

Standards.

i.

Duration. No single promotional event shall exceed more than two consecutive days.

ii.
Parking Requirements. Temporary, overflow parking may be utilized. The applicant
shall demonstrate to the development review committee the ability to provide safe access and
parking, including providing attendants to monitor proper parking and access road clearance for
emergency vehicles.
iii.
Noise Standards. Any promotional event proposing outdoor amplified music shall be
subject to Placer County Code Article 9.36 (Noise Ordinance).
E. F. Continuing Applicability of Minor Use Permits and Existing Legal Operations. To the
extent a minor use permit or administrative review permit was approved for uses on a parcel
or parcels as required under the provisions of this Zoning Ordinance in effect as of September
23, 2008[adoption date 2020], and to the extent that use would be required to obtain a minor
use permit or an administrative review permit under the provisions of this Zoning Ordinance in
effect after, the conditions of the minor use permit shall continue to apply in full force and effect.
Any proposed new or additional use shall be subject to compliance with the provisions
of this zoning ordinance in accordance with Section 17.02.030 and all other applicable
provisions of the Placer County Code.

13
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F. G. Special Notice Requirements. For all applications for a winery or farm brewery activity
that is requested for property which is accessed by a private road and which requires the
issuance of an administrative review a use permit pursuant to this section, in addition to any
other notice required by Section 17.58.100(A), notice shall be provided to all property owners
identified pursuant to Section 17.58.030(F). Failure of a property owner who shares access
rights with an applicant to a private road to receive notice shall not invalidate the issuance of the
permit.
G. H. Notice of Decision. A copy of any decision on an application for a winery or farm brewery
activity that is requested for property which is accessed by a private road and which involves the
issuance of an administrative review a use permit pursuant to this section shall be provided to
all property owners identified pursuant to Section 17.58.030(F), in addition to any other person
who may otherwise be entitled to notice of the decision. Failure of a property owner who shares
access rights with an applicant to a private road to receive a copy of the decision shall not
invalidate the issuance of the permit.
H. I. Waiver of Appeal Fee. Notwithstanding subsection (C)(1) of Section 17.60.110, the
requirement of the submission of an appeal fee shall be waived for a property owner who
appeals the determination of the zoning administrator to approve an administrative review a use
permit and who owns property that shares access rights to a private road with the applicant who
has received a permit. This waiver shall not apply to any appeal of a decision of the planning
commission to the board of supervisors.

14
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CHAPTER 17: PLANNING AND ZONING
17.04.030 Definitions of land uses, specialized terms and phrases.
*****
“Agricultural processing” (land use) means the processing of crops after harvest, to prepare
them for on-site marketing or processing and packaging elsewhere, including, but not limited to,
the following; provided, that any of the activities performed in the field with mobile equipment not
involving permanent buildings are included under “Crop production.” Agricultural processing
does not include the process of composting or the processing of Cannabis sativa L.
1.

Alcohol fuel production;

2.

Alfalfa cubing;

3.

Corn shelling;

4.

Cotton ginning;

5.

Custom grist mills;

6.

Custom milling of flour, feed and grain;

7.

Dairies (but not feedlots, see instead “Animal sales yards, feedlots, stockyards”);

8.

Drying of corn, rice, hay, fruits and vegetables;

9.

Grain cleaning and custom grinding;

10.

Hay baling and cubing;

11.

Pre-cooling and packaging of fresh or farm-dried fruits and vegetables;

12.

Sorting, grading and packing of fruits and vegetables;

13.

Taxidermy;

14.

Tree nut hulling and shelling;

15.

Wineries, farm breweries, and associated uses. See definition for “Wineriesy and
farm breweries” and Section 17.56.330 for specific use requirements applicable to
wineries and associated uses.

*****
“Restaurants and bars” (land use) means restaurants, bars and other establishments for selling
prepared foods and drinks for on-premise consumption, as well as facilities for dancing and
other entertainment that are secondary and subordinate to the principal use of the
establishment as an eating and drinking place. Also includes drive-in restaurants, lunch
counters, brew pubs, outdoor eating areas, wine bars, wine tasting rooms not on winery
premises and refreshment stands selling prepared goods and drinks for either immediate or offpremises consumption. Restaurants, lunch counters, and drinking places operated as
subordinate service facilities within other establishments are not included here unless they are
operated as leased departments by outside operators, includes catering services incidental to
food preparation for on-site consumption. See Section 17.56.190 for specific use requirements
applicable to restaurants with outdoor eating areas, and Section 17.56.330 for accessory use
– restaurants for wineries and farm breweries. (SIC: Group 58)
*****
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“Roadside stands for agricultural products” (land use) means structures for the retail sale of
agricultural products (except hay, grain and feed sales-included under “Farm equipment and
supplies”), located on the site or in the area of the property where the products being sold were
grown, including products whose primary ingredients were grown on site and were later
modified (e.g., apple cider, cherry pies, fruit preserves, wine made from grapes grown on-site
even if the wine is not located produced on site, etc.). Does not include field sales or
agricultural products, which is included under “Crop production.” For wine tasting, see Section
17.56.330 (Wineries and farm breweries).

*****
17.56.340 Community center, commercial event center, agricultural event center
11.

Food Regulations.

a.

Community center: as specified by the conditional use permit.

b.

Commercial event center: as specified by the conditional use permit.

c.
Agricultural event center: as specified by the conditional use permit and if a
commercial kitchen is approved with the event center it shall only be used in conjunction with
on-site events. Restaurants are not allowed as part of an agricultural event center, unless
otherwise permitted as an Accessory Use - Restaurant through Section 17.56.330 as a
winery or farm brewery.

*****
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ATTACHMENT D
Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Shirlee Herrington
Tuesday, March 3, 2020 10:56 AM
Sue Colbert; Nikki Streegan; EJ Ivaldi; Steve Pedretti; Clayton Cook; Nick Pappani
(npappani@raneymanagement.com)
CORRESPONDENCE: Winery and Brewery Zoning Ordinance Comments

FYI
From: Cheryl Berkema <cheryl.berkema@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 3:03 PM
To: Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Cheryl Berkema <cheryl.berkema@gmail.com>
Subject: Winery and Brewery Zoning Ordinance Comments
Hello Shirlee,
Please pass my comments onto both the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors and place my comments on
the administrative record.

1. The definitions for most terms in the document are vague. What is an event? What constitutes cooking
facilities? These are just a couple examples. In order to be enforceable terms need to be explicit so that it is not
left to an individual's discretion.
2. In order to provide mitigation for impacts the impacts must first be quantifiable. Since the ordinance is County
wide, the EIR must address the entire County or the impacts cannot be quantified. The EIR is insufficient.
3. Traffic has not been adequately quantified. Emissions need to be quantified County wide. Being in between LOS
and VMT is not an excuse for not adequately representing emissions that this ordinance will introduce. This
incomplete EIR seems like a deliberate attempt at measuring the true impacts. A recent court case in wine
country has come to a similar conclusion. It is reasonable to assume that a wine trail will rapidly ensue in Placer
County with the adoption of such a loose ordinance. Projections county wide need to be considered.
4. Placer Planning clearly has its priorities wrong. Affordable housing plan should be in place prior to creating a
chaotic mess that will directly compete for housing. The county is already thousands behind in housing numbers.
The priority should be to solve the current housing crisis first. Creating a wine trial will push the housing prices
around venues up, housing that could have met the already dire needs of residents. AirBnBs will pop up as is
readily evidenced in wine country. The impacts to how this will actually be regulated and enforced are missing
from the EIR. With recent assistance from the county in no fees under 750 sq ft will be an attractive draw to not
paying fees to construct/provide, but who will enforce the usage?
5. The EIR does not adequately address how, who will pay, to bring roads up to code for fire safety, for wear and
tear for the additional traffic?
6. The EIR also does not adequately address how fire evacuation will happen since it doesn't even include the
entire county.
7. It is not clear that there is sufficient water to meet the demands of wineries across the county along with the
tourism that a wine trail would likely need. Recent Sacramento Bee articles are already suggesting water is an
issue in the region.
8. Placer transportation is severely underfunded. The obvious wear that this will place on roadways has not been
accounted for in the EIR.
9. Because the County has failed to evaluate the entire county on a county wide proposal, the impacts to sewer
and septic systems required are unknown. Residents should not have to pay for additional upgrades to sewer
systems until the impacts are known.
1
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10. At a Board of Supervisors meeting this year I attended an appeal by neighbors regarding noise.
11. The Ag Commissioner for wineries and breweries recently unexpectedly resigned. This ordinance should not
proceed without a new commissioner in place that can deal with the current proposal.
12. This ordinance was not sufficiently socialized with the community. A planner presented to the Granite Bay MAC,
presumably as a checkbox activity to say it was presented. It is clear that resident feedback was not
incorporated.
13. The Proposed Sehr Winery was not included in the EIR. Additionally, the same property owner owns the same
property that the Hawks Homestead proposed project was on that received significant opposition from the
community. Approximately 500 residents appeared to protest the project. Supervisor Uhler has cancelled MAC
meetings and failed to bring this to the MAC so that residents understand what is being proposed. If Supervisor
Uhler cared to be in touch with his constituents at all, he would realize that residents are very unhappy with his
failure to communicate.
14. The Sehr Winery suggests a commercial venture surrounded by residential neighborhoods. It is not compatible
with the neighboring properties.
15. As with many Placer proposed projects the mitigation for enforcement is not only not defined but is out of touch
with reality. Residents will likely be calling law enforcement not code enforcement to complain about nose. How
many new law officers and code enforcement will be hired county wide to deal with traffic, DUIs, noise, lights,
etc.?
This ordinance seems to be driven by the winery and brewery business rather than by good planning practices. The
ordinance needs to go back to the drawing board‐ too many holes.
Thank you for consideration of my comments,
Cheryl Berkema

2
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Gavin Newsom, Governor
David Shabazian, Director

April 13, 2020
VIA EMAIL: NSTREEGA@PLACER.CA.GOV
Nikki Streegan, Senior planner
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ms. Streegan:
PLACER COUNTY WINERY AND BREWERY ORDINANCE UPDATE
The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection
(Division) has reviewed the Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance Update
(Project). The Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis, provides
technical assistance regarding the Williamson Act, and administers various agricultural
land conservation programs. We offer the following comments and recommendations
with respect to the proposed project’s potential impacts on agricultural land and
resources.
Project Description
In the years since the 2008 Winery Ordinance was approved, industry concerns
regarding the County’s existing Winery Ordinance had been raised. Staff determined
that it was appropriate to re-examine the existing Winery Ordinance to meet the needs
of the community and the winery owners. The Planning Commission previously held five
workshops and one hearing in relation to the review and adoption of this Zoning Text
Amendment. The workshops introduced and analyzed a variety of changes to the
proposed ordinance.
The purpose of this ordinance is to provide for the orderly development of wineries and
farm breweries within agricultural zoning districts and certain commercial, industrial and
residential zoning districts, and to encourage the economic development of the local
agricultural industry, provide for the sampling and sales of value-added products, and
protect the agricultural character and long-term agricultural production viability of
agricultural lands.
Department Comments
Government Code (GC) § 51242 enables local governments to enter into Williamson
Act contracts on land that is devoted to agricultural use. In return, restricted parcels

State of California Natural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 14-15, Sacramento, CA 95814
conservation.ca.gov | T: (916) 324-0850 | F: (916) 327-3430
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are assessed for property tax purposes at a rate consistent with their actual agricultural
and/or open space use, as opposed to potential market value. Because the
Williamson Act provides a preferential tax assessment on contracted land in exchange
for limiting the land to agricultural uses, any use other than the agricultural or open
space use for which the property was placed under contract must be found to be
compatible.
The Williamson Act1 instructs counties and cities on what constitutes a compatible use -that counties and cities are given latitude to determine other uses that can be deemed
compatible within the intent of the Williamson Act; and that these uses must be
associated with agricultural operations on the property. GC § 52138.1(b)(3) also states
that a compatible use, “is consistent with the purposes of this chapter to preserve
agricultural and open-space land or supports the continuation of agricultural uses, as
defined in Section 51205, or the use or conservation of natural resources, on the subject
parcel or on other parcels in the agricultural preserve”.
The Division supports activities of an agribusiness venture on land under a Williamson
Act contract as long as the facilities, events, and activities support and promote the
agricultural commodity being grown on the premises. However, it must be shown that
these uses, and facilities would be inherently related to the site's existing agricultural
operation; and the number of attendees does not abuse the Williamson Act's leniency
in allowing counties to determine the permanent or temporary human population of
the agricultural area2.
The County proposes to eliminate the currently allowed six “Promotional Events” per
year, instead defining a new category of events, “Agricultural Promotional Events”,
which would allow an unlimited number of events contain less than 50 attendees per
event. “Special Events” is another new category of events being introduced. This new
category would allow either six events/year with up to 100 attendees/event, or 12
events/year with up to 200 attendees/event, depending on the size of the
winery/brewery.
Special Events, industry-wide events, or other functions where the number of attendees
will exceed these allowances above may be allowed as a Temporary Outdoor Event.
Temporary Outdoor Events are currently limited to two per year; however, the proposed
ordinance update strikes the two events per year, in effect allowing unlimited
Temporary Outdoor Events.
Conclusion
The Department is concerned that the County has potentially underestimated the
effects of the proposed changes to the ordinance, and that the potential increased

1
2

Government Codes §51201, §51206, §51220, §51220.5, §51238, §51238.1, §51242, and §51250.
Government Code §51220.5 – Legislative Findings: Compatible Uses (Temporary Population Increases)
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population and traffic could have a negative effect on the subject properties and their
agricultural productivity. It is suggested that the County carefully consider how this
update, as proposed, will remain consistent with the principles of compatibility and not
cause an undue hardship on agricultural productivity of not only those sites under
Williamson Act contract but all other agricultural sites throughout the County as well.
The Department encourages the County to carefully consider allowing additional
events which could greatly increase the temporary population of the area, and
potentially hinder and impair both on-site, and nearby agricultural operations. The
Department also encourages the County to include within the ordinance, that uses be
compatible with the Williamson Act on Williamson Act contracted parcels.
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Placer County Winery and
Farm Brewery Ordinance Update. Please provide this Department with notices of any
future hearing dates as well as any staff reports pertaining to this project. If you have
any questions regarding our comments, please contact Farl Grundy, Associate
Environmental Planner at (916) 324-7347 or via email at
Farl.Grundy@conservation.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Monique Wilber
Conservation Program Support Supervisor
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Shirlee Herrington
Monday, February 24, 2020 9:16 AM
Nikki Streegan; Sue Colbert; EJ Ivaldi; Steve Pedretti; Clayton Cook
CORRESPONDENCE: Winery and Brewery Zoning text Amendment

fyi
From: Paul Congdon <Paul@congdon‐family.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2020 7:43 AM
To: Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Winery and Brewery Zoning text Amendment
I support the Winery and Brewery Zoning text Amendment.
I welcome the change and am voicing my opinion of support. I'd like to voice my opinion against the queaky wheels
that will complain, so hoping you are acknowledging positive support.
Paul Condon
5582 Carlile Ct
Granite Bay, Ca

1

374

375

376

377

378

April 13, 2020
Via Electronic Mail Only
Placer County Planning Commission
3091 County Center Drive, Suite #140
Auburn, CA 95603
E-Mail: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
Re:

Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project and
Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2015072019

Dear Commissioners:
On behalf of Public Interest Coalition, we submit these comments on the Final
Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text
Amendment Project (“Project” or “ZTA”). The purpose of this letter is to inform the
County that the FEIR fails to comply with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.,
and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, sections 15000 et
seq. (“CEQA Guidelines” or “Guidelines”). Our client remains deeply concerned about
the far-ranging environmental impacts that would result from the proposed Project. For
the reasons set forth below, Public Interest Coalition respectfully requests that the
Planning Commission recommend denial of the ZTA.
This firm previously submitted a letter outlining the deficiencies in the Draft EIR
(“DEIR”) dated June 10, 2019. Based on our review of the County’s responses, we
conclude that the FEIR neither adequately responds to comments previously raised nor
cures the legal inadequacies identified in those comments. The FEIR perpetuates the
failings of the DEIR and seeks to defend the erroneous assertions and conclusions of the
prior document, rather than providing meaningful public disclosure of environmental
impacts. The FEIR, like the DEIR, fails to adequately evaluate the extensive
environmental impacts that could result from the Project because it focuses exclusively
on the existing ten medium (10- to 20-acre) and large (>20 acre) parcel-sized wineries
and farm breweries that would be subject to the proposed ZTA. As we explain below, the
ZTA would facilitate development of new wineries and breweries and marketing events
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at these new facilities. Although the proposed ZTA applies to the entire county, the FEIR
also continues to rely on a myopic study area (i.e., western Placer County) and
consequently ignores the myriad environmental impacts that could occur throughout the
remaining areas of the County resulting from implementation of the Project. In addition,
although we identified several feasible measures to reduce the ZTA’s significant and
purportedly unavoidable environmental impacts, the FEIR rejects the vast majority of
these measures. The FEIR also fails to include a reasonable range of Project alternatives.
Rather than restate each of the valid issues identified in our June 10, 2019 letter, we
highlight certain of the FEIR’s most egregious deficiencies.
I.

The FEIR Is Legally Inadequate Because it Does Not Account For All of the
Development That Will Occur Upon Approval of the ZTA.

We commented that the DEIR failed to analyze impacts from the reasonably
foreseeable development that would stem from implementation of the ZTA. (Comments
6-5 and 6-6, FEIR at 2-77 and 2-78). The proposed ZTA is not an end in itself. It is the
prelude to development of additional wineries and breweries and additional events at
these facilities. Rather than provide a reasoned response or analyze the reasonably
foreseeable environmental impacts, the FEIR repeats the mistaken assumption that the
ZTA would not result in the direct development of additional wineries or farm breweries.
FEIR at 2-2.
Under CEQA, future activity is a part of a project if (1) it is “a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future . . . action will be
significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its
environmental effects.” Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 396. If, per these factors, the future activity is part of
the project under review, then its impacts must be considered in the same environmental
document. Here, the proposed ZTA is clearly the first step toward development and
additional events. This development and these events are reasonably foreseeable
consequences of the ZTA—indeed, promoting additional development is the entire
purpose of the ZTA. (See DEIR at 3-5, stating that the purpose of the Project is to permit
a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities). Such development and events,
moreover, would have substantial potential environmental impacts. For example, events
at these facilities would contribute traffic to area roadways. That traffic, in turn, would
cause significant emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions and increase
noise for neighboring residents. These are just a few examples, but they are sufficient to
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establish that the future development and events meets the Laurel Heights factors and
must be included in the Project under review.
Breaking the Project into parts by leaving out the future activity is illegal
segmentation and leads to inadequate environmental review. See, e.g., Bozung v. Local
Agency Formation Comm’n (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283-84 (CEQA mandates that
“environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project
into many little ones”). A lead agency, moreover, may not segment a project by
reviewing entitlements one at a time, waiting for each new approval to consider the
specific development proposed. Instead, an agency must provide environmental review of
an entire project at the time of the first approval. See, e.g., City of Carmel-By-the-Sea
(1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 233-35, 244 (city must analyze full environmental
consequences of rezone because it “was a necessary first step to approval of a specific
development project”); Koster v. County of San Joaquin (1996) 47 Cal.App.4th 29, 31,
34, 39-40 (County EIR must analyze General Plan amendment that was the “first step”
toward developing new towns).
The Bozung case is particularly relevant to the present EIR. In that case, the
Ventura County LAFCO approved an annexation without preparing appropriate CEQA
review. The LAFCO defended its approach in part by arguing that the annexation itself
had no environmental impact. Bozung, 13 Cal. 3d at 278-81. The Court of Appeal
wholeheartedly rejected that argument: because the annexation was in fact the first step
toward a large residential development, that entire development was the project at hand,
and the CEQA review had to account for all of its impacts. Id. at 282.
Here, the County appears to be taking the same approach that the Court of Appeal
quashed in Bozung. It is looking at the ZTA in isolation, as if no development will
follow. (See e.g., DEIR at 3-15, “However, this EIR is not required to evaluate the
physical environmental effects of construction of new facilities, because the Zoning Text
Amendment would not result in the direct development of additional medium or large
wineries/farm breweries, as they are already permitted by-right in certain zones, and the
project is not expanding the number of zones where by-right development can occur.”)
The FEIR errs in its claim that the Project is not expanding the number of zones where
by-right development can occur. In certain instances, the ZTA would be less restrictive
than the existing ordinance. For example, small production facilities are currently not
allowed in the RES (resort) zones but would be allowed with only Administrative Review
(ARP) under the proposed ZTA. Moreover, the Project would allow an unlimited number
of Agricultural Promotional Events compared to the existing ordinance. Consequently,
although the Project would allow an increase in small production facilities and
Agricultural Promotional Events, the EIR fails to identify the increase in the number of
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these facilities and events, let alone analyze the environmental effects that would occur
from this development and events.
In light of these facts, CEQA demands that environmental review encompass all of
those plans. This will require revisiting every single impact analysis and revising it to
include the full range of projected development and additional events that could occur.
Unless and until the County provides analysis of the entire Project, this EIR will remain
inadequate to support approval of the Project.
II.

The FEIR’s Analysis of Environmental Impacts Remains Inadequate.
A.

The EIR Substantially Underestimates the ZTA’s Environmental
Impacts Because it Relies on a Truncated Study Area.

In our previous letter, we detailed flaws in the DEIR’s analysis of the ZTA’s
environmental effects. We explained that without considering all of the geographic areas
that may be impacted by the ZTA, the DEIR underestimated the environmental effects
that would accompany the Project. (Comments 6-2 and 6-3, FEIR at 2-76 and 2-78). The
FEIR response reiterates that, although the ZTA would apply countywide, the EIR
analysis is limited to western Placer County because that region has geographical and
climatic characteristics that make the area conducive to wine grape production. FEIR
Master Response 2 at 2-5. The fact that western Placer County is conducive to wine grape
production in no way suggests that wineries and breweries would not be developed
elsewhere in the County. Indeed, the Sehr Winery Project, currently under consideration
by Placer County, would be developed in Granite Bay, which is outside of western Placer
County. If approved, the Sehr Winery would produce up to 20,000 cases of wine annually
and host six promotional events annually. See Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated
Negative Declaration, Sehr Winery, attached as Exhibit A. Yet, the ZTA EIR ignores the
Sehr Winery and any other likely winery and brewery facility that could certainly be
developed outside western Placer County.
Indeed, given the County’s minimal requirement that wineries and breweries plant
only two acres of grapes or hops, the cited geographic and climate characteristics are
unlikely to play a role in limiting the development of wineries and breweries in other
parts of the County. Moreover, it is our understanding that many wineries import the
majority of the grapes they use for wine production from other vineyards, and in some
cases, even use wine produced off-site for tastings and events. This practice essentially
means that a winery can locate anywhere in the County, because wineries are not
dependent on the productivity of on-site soils. Therefore, approval of the Project will
encourage and promote establishment of facilities for hosting wine-tasting events,
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dinners, and other events despite the fact that the hosting facility may engage in minimal
farming activities.
Furthermore, the EIR’s rationale for facilities locating in the western part of the
County fails to address the location of breweries. Presumably, conditions for growing
hops differ from those required for growing grapes. However, the EIR remains silent on
this issue.
The EIR offers one excuse after another as to why it need not analyze
development activity and events outside of western Placer County. Yet, because the ZTA
explicitly intends to promote marketing events, it is entirely plausible that Placer County
could become a winery tourist destination similar to Napa County. Napa County’s
wineries have been experiencing unprecedented growth as the County is projected to
approve 225 new wineries between 2006 and 2030. See “Wine country growth within
general plan numbers,” Napa County Register, February 25, 2017, (“Napa County
Register article”), attached as Exhibit B. Between 2008 through 2016 alone, the Napa
County Planning Commission granted 155 winery approvals, of which 70 were for new
wineries and 85 for changes to existing wineries. Id. Thus, one need only examine the
boom in Napa Valley marketing events to understand the magnitude of growth that could
occur as a direct result of Placer County’s proposed ZTA. See Wine Marketing &
Tourism Conference, attached as Exhibit C.
Just as Napa County failed to accurately predict how many existing wineries
would expand when it last updated its general plan (see Exhibit B (Napa County Register
article)), it appears, based on the cursory approach taken in the ZTA EIR, that Placer
County is also failing to grapple with the issue of winery/brewery-related growth. The
EIR’s failure to accurately identify Placer’s projected growth in wineries and breweries
and provide a comprehensive analysis of the environmental effects of this growth is a
fatal flaw. Given the potentially severe environmental implications of this growth, Placer
County should defer consideration of its ordinance until it studies this issue in a General
Plan Update. Indeed, Napa County could have adopted a different, more restrictive
growth vision with its 2008 general plan, yet it declined to do so. One rejected idea in
Napa County would have limited new wineries to properties of at least 40 acres instead of
10 acres. See Exhibit B (Napa Valley Register). Placer County faces these same choices
with its proposed ordinance. Placer County could and should learn from Napa County’s
unprecedented winery growth rate.
Finally, in our prior comments, we suggested that if in fact the County is so certain
that future wineries and breweries will locate only in the western part of the County, then
the County should apply the proposed ZTA solely to that region. (Comment 6-12, FEIR
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at 2-80). Such a restriction would ensure protection of medium- and large-parcel
agricultural parcels in other areas. The FEIR fails to respond to this comment.
B.

The EIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Pertaining to
Wildfire Safety and Emergency Evacuation/Response.

As we explained, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze wildfire-related impacts
including emergency evacuation/response resulting from the proposed Project. The DEIR
offers several explanations as to why it declined to conduct a thorough analysis. Each of
these reasons is unavailing and the FEIR does nothing to correct the deficient approach
taken in the DEIR. We will not reiterate the points made in our prior letter; instead we
identify additional deficiencies.
First, the DEIR myopically focuses on existing winery and brewery facilities in its
cursory discussion of wildfire-related impacts because it mistakenly assumes that future
events would occur only within established event areas. DEIR at 1-7, 1-8. As we have
repeatedly explained, however, the Project has the potential to cause development of new
wineries and breweries throughout the County. Because lands in the County are located
within State Responsibility Areas (“SRAs”) and within areas that are classified as Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (“VHFHSZ”), the EIR must evaluate the potential for
these new facilities to cause wildfire-related hazards including impacts relating to
emergency evacuation and response. 1 Moreover, it is important to note that CEQA
requires an analysis of impacts beyond those that might occur in SRAs and VHFHSZ.
Guidelines, § 15126.2(a) (An EIR must “analyze any significant environmental effects
the project might cause or risk exacerbating by bringing development and people into the
area affected).” Because much of Placer County is prone to wildfire, the EIR must
analyze the Project’s potential wildfire-related hazards regardless of whether these lands
are within SRAs or VHFHSZs.
Second, the DEIR errs in mistakenly assuming that it need not analyze impacts
related to increased wildfire-related hazards resulting from an increased number of events
at the existing facilities based on a claim that these facilities are not located in VHFHSZs.
DEIR at 1-7. The DEIR provides no support for this assumption. Moreover, as the DEIR
notes, all of the existing facilities are located within SRAs. DEIR at 1-7. Consequently,

CEQA requires analysis of wildland fire hazards and emergency access and evaluation
impacts for projects that are located in or near an SRA or on lands classified as VHFHSZ.
DEIR at 1-7.

1
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the EIR certainly should have evaluated the Project’s potential to increase wildfirerelated impacts within SRAs.
Third, instead of fully evaluating the Project’s wildfire-related impacts, the EIR
effectively assumes that no such impacts are possible because future applicants will be
required to comply with applicable (unspecified) regulations. DEIR at 1-7. The County
incorrectly conflates code compliance with the CEQA process. CEQA directly forbids an
assumption, without underlying analysis, that simply complying with a regulatory
standard is adequate to mitigate a potentially significant impact. Under well-established
case law, compliance with existing policies and regulations does not excuse the agency
from describing project activities or from analyzing resulting impacts. See, e.g.,
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of Food & Agriculture (2005) 136
Cal.App.4th 1, 16-17 (compliance with regulation alone not a basis for finding impact
less than significant); Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency
(2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1108-09 (environmental effect may be significant despite
compliance with such requirements).
Rather than provide responses to our comments on the DEIR, the FEIR asserts that
the public did not provide evidence that the increased number of events would
substantially increase fire hazard relative to existing conditions. (FEIR at 2-72). There is
ample scientific support that humans are the dominant source of fires; thus, adding new
visitors to the County as a result of the Project is bound to increase the likelihood of
wildfires. See, e.g., “What’s the Leading Cause of Wildfires in the U.S.? Humans”
(humans cause more than 8 in 10 fires nationwide), attached as Exhibit D; see also
“Human-started wildfires expand the fire niche across the United States,” attached as
Exhibit E.
As regards emergency response and evacuation, the DEIR merely asserts that the
Project would not introduce any incompatible uses to area roadways. (DEIR at 1-7). The
EIR provides no explanation as to why it opted to focus exclusively on the introduction
of incompatible uses to roadways. Consequently, the EIR lacks evidentiary support for its
conclusion that the Project’s impacts relating to evacuation and emergency response
would not be significant. In order to reach such a conclusion, the EIR should have
prepared evacuation analyses. These analyses would have: (1) identified the locations of
existing facilities that would experience increased events; (2) identified the locations of
reasonably foreseeable new facilities; (3) identified the expected number of visitors at
each of these facilities; (4) evaluated the capacity of roadways near the existing and new
facilities and determined whether these roadways would be able to accommodate added
traffic during evacuations; (5) modeled the various scenarios of wildland fire that could
occur near each facility’s vicinity; and (6) determined whether (a) area residents and
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facility visitors would have adequate time to escape and (b) emergency service providers
would be able to access the sites’ in a timely manner, consistent with emergency service
response time goals. It is imperative that such analyses be conducted for the proposed
Project given the wildfire crisis that is plaguing the West.
C.

The FEIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Pertaining to
Noise Impacts.

We commented that the DEIR fails to provide an analysis of project-related noise
impacts because it focuses exclusively on noise in the vicinity of existing medium and
large parcel size wineries and breweries. (Comment 6-18, FEIR at 2-84). The FEIR
response makes two points, both of which are unavailing. First, the FEIR suggests that
our comment pertained to cumulative impacts and directs the reader to the cumulative
chapter. (Response 6-18, FEIR at 2-127). As we have explained, the Project would result
in the development of new wineries and breweries throughout the County and an increase
in marketing events throughout the County. This increase in development would be a
direct result of the Project, not a cumulative effect. Regardless, the DEIR’s cumulative
analysis makes no attempt to evaluate the noise that would be generated by these events.
Second, the FEIR asserts that because facilities that would be developed within
residential and agricultural and resource zone districts would require a CUP or MUP,
environmental review would be conducted prior to the approval of future use permits. Id.
This is incorrect. “Small production” uses would be allowed in residential zones and
tastings of retail sales of wine and beer and/or agricultural promotions would be allowed
by-right (i.e., without additional environmental review). Moreover, it is important to
point out that even if certain facilities/events would require a CUP or MUP as the FEIR
asserts, this does not excuse the FEIR from analyzing the reasonably foreseeable impacts
of the Project now. Environmental review must be completed “at the earliest possible
stage.” Bozung, 3 Cal.3d at 282.
Nor does the FEIR provide an adequate response to the comment pertaining to
noise impacts from non-wedding events. As we explained, although the Project would
result in an increase in non-wedding events (e.g., it would allow an unlimited number of
Agricultural Promotional Events compared to the existing ordinance), and these nonwedding events have the potential to result in excessive noise, the DEIR fails to analyze
this increase in noise or mitigate for the Project’s noise impacts from these non-wedding
events. (Comment 6-19, FEIR at 2-84). Nor can the County rely on the premise that all
events are required to comply with the County’s noise standards to suggest that noise
impacts from these non-wedding events would not be significant. (Comment 6-20, FEIR
at 2-128). As discussed above, CEQA prohibits an assumption, without underlying
analysis, that simply complying with a local noise standard is adequate to avoid or
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mitigate a potentially significant impact. See, e.g., Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County
of Santa Clara (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 714, 732. Finally, the FEIR lacks evidentiary
support for its assertion that non-wedding events would “generate far lower sound levels
than the typical wedding.” (Comment 6-20, FEIR at 2-128). The FEIR asserts that
measurements of noise at these other events has been undertaken but the document does
not identify or otherwise describe these measurements that would allow the public to
verify the accuracy of this statement. Indeed, in our prior letter, we provided evidence
that these other events have the potential to result in excessive noise. Consequently, the
EIR’s failure to analyze and mitigate these potential noise impacts is a serious flaw.
D.

The FEIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Pertaining to
Traffic Impacts.
1.

The EIR Fails to Analyze Impacts to Residential Roads.

In our prior letter, we requested that the County analyze the effect that the increase
in traffic from the new wineries and breweries resulting from the ZTA would have on
private roads and private driveways. (Comment 6-17, FEIR at 2-83). The FEIR fails to
provide this analysis based on the erroneous claim that the County need only analyze
impacts on public roads. (See Response 6-17, FEIR at 2-126, “Regarding the comment
about traffic congestion on private roadways, it is important to note that Placer County
traffic operational analysis requirements and methodologies of assessment apply to the
intersections of public roads. The LOS occurring at private driveways are not considered
to be an impact significance criterion.”). This approach is contrary to CEQA’s clear
requirements. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible because
the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For example, an activity which
may not be significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural area.” CEQA
Guidelines § 15064(b). Many roads in the County may not be able to reasonably
accommodate Project-generated traffic.
The EIR should have recognized that resident perceptions of the Project’s increase
in traffic is dependent upon many variables, including ambient traffic levels, traffic
speed, vehicle mix (such as number of trucks), and the general environment. Although
there is no universally accepted standard for addressing traffic impacts on residential
streets, some jurisdictions employ a methodology known as the Traffic Infusion on
Residential Environments (“TIRE”) index. For example, the Transportation Element of
the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 2030 (Adopted November 13, 2017) states:
Additionally, to address community concerns, the City has
developed a Traffic Intrusion on Residential Environments
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(TIRE) methodology that estimates resident perception of
traffic impact based on anticipated average daily traffic
growth. The Traffic Intrusion on Residential Environments
(TIRE) index is a measure of the effect of traffic on the safety
and comfort of human activities, such as walking, cycling and
playing on or near a street and on the freedom to maneuver
vehicles in and out of residential driveways. The TIRE index
ranges from 0 to 5 depending on daily traffic volume. An
index of 0 represents the least intrusion of traffic and 5 the
greatest, and thereby, the poorest residential environment.
Although not required by the California Environmental
Quality Act or VTA guidelines, the City of Palo Alto uses the
TIRE Index to measure the impact of traffic on residents
along a street.
Furthermore, Policy T-4.6 of the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan states:
Require project proponents to employ the TIRE methodology
to measure potential street impacts from proposed new
development of all types in residential neighborhoods.
The TIRE methodology reflects a logarithmic relationship between traffic volume
and the residential environment. It is based on research performed at the University of
California, Berkeley as well as earlier work at the Ministry of Transport in England. This
approach recognizes that a given change in traffic volume has a greater effect on
residential streets with low traffic volumes than on higher volume streets. An increase in
the TIRE index of 0.1 or greater generally indicates that the additional traffic will be
noticeable to residents.
Using data from Placer County, it is possible to apply the TIRE index to determine
the proposed Project’s quality of life impact on residents near private roads that would be
affected by the Project’s increase in traffic. The EIR should be revised to include this
analysis.
2.

The EIR Fails to Evaluate the Project’s Potential to Increase
VMT.

The DEIR relies on a level of service (“LOS”) metric to evaluate the Project’s
impacts. Although lead agencies have the discretion to set or apply their own thresholds
of significance, section 21099 of the Public Resources Code states that the criteria for
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determining the significance of transportation impacts must promote: (a) the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions; (b) the development of multimodal transportation networks;
and (c) a diversity of land uses. Pub. Resources Code § 21099(b)(1).) To this end, vehicle
miles traveled (“VMT”) is now considered the most appropriate metric to evaluate a
project’s transportation impacts. As one appellate court recently explained: “During the
last 10 years, the Legislature has charted a course of long-term sustainability based on
denser infill development, reduced reliance on individual vehicles and improved mass
transit, all with the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.” Covina Residents for
Responsible Development v. City of Covina (2018) 21 Cal.App.5th 712, 729.
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (“OPR”) has confirmed the
importance of using VMT as a metric for analyzing a project’s transportation impacts:
Beyond greenhouse gas emissions, increases in VMT also
impact human health and the natural environment. Human
health is impacted as increases in vehicle travel leads to more
vehicle crashes, poorer air quality, increases in chronic
diseases associated with reduced physical activity, and worse
mental health. Increases in vehicle travel also negatively
affects other road users, including pedestrians, cyclists, other
motorists, and many transit users. The natural environment is
impacted as higher VMT leads to more collisions with
wildlife and fragments habitat. Additionally, development
which leads to more vehicle travel also tends to consume
more energy, water, and open space (including farmland and
sensitive habitat). This increase in impermeable surfaces
raises the flood risk and pollutant transport into waterways.
(Fang et al., 2017.) See Office of Planning and Research,
Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA at 2 (April 2018), attached as Exhibit F.
Here, because the County evaluated transportation impacts based solely on LOS
(or roadway capacity), the EIR fails to disclose the Project’s potential to increase VMT.
To comply with CEQA, the revised EIR must evaluate the Project’s transportation
impacts with the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
E.

The EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Potential to Cause
Loss of Agricultural Lands.
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The EIR fails to adequately evaluate the loss of agricultural lands that could result
from the Project because it fails to consider the potential for new wineries and breweries
to be developed throughout the County. A recent study by the Greenbelt Alliance reveals
that large scale event centers and resorts in Napa County pose a longstanding acute threat
to farmlands, and vineyards in particular. See At Risk: the Bay Area Greenbelt, Greenbelt
Alliance, 2017, at 16, attached as Exhibit G. As the Study explains, “The agricultural
connection may allow these [event centers and resorts] to sidestep the review required for
large-scale development—even as they pave land with new buildings and roads, and put
new demands on scarce groundwater. The county is debating the issue with no resolution
in sight.” Id. In light of these impacts occurring in Napa County, Placer County must
evaluate the potential for such impacts as a result of its proposed ZTA.
F.

The FEIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Pertaining to
Growth Inducing Impacts

Because the Project’s purpose is to promote agri-tourism to enhance the economic
viability of the County’s agricultural operations (DEIR at 1-3 and 3-1), the Project will
promote growth. And because the Project would regulate wineries throughout the
unincorporated portions of the County, common sense dictates that this growth has the
potential to occur throughout the County, not just in Western Placer County. Regardless
of whether the County views this growth as direct project-related growth or induced
growth, it is undebatable that the Project would cause this growth. Consequently, the
EIR’s failure to acknowledge this growth and analyze the environmental impacts of this
growth is a serious flaw.
Although the DEIR correctly acknowledges that growth can be induced in a
number of ways, including by encouraging and/or facilitating other activities that could
induce growth (DEIR at 12-62), the EIR fails to actually evaluate how the proposed
Project would facilitate this growth. As we explained, by easing restrictions on small
production facilities and allowing an unlimited number of Agricultural Promotional
Events compared to the existing ordinance, the Project will create pressure to convert
rural residential and agricultural parcels to winery and brewery uses rather than retaining
them in rural residential and forestry uses. This increase in facilities and events, will in
turn, encourage and/or facilitate other growth including increased tourism (e.g., hotels,
bed & breakfasts, restaurants, and retail). The EIR must be revised to identify the extent
and location of new development facilitated by the proposed Project and to analyze the
environmental impacts of this growth.
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G.

The FEIR’s Cumulative Impact Analysis Remains Inadequate.

Notwithstanding our comment that the DEIR failed to provide a legally adequate
analysis of the Project’s cumulative environmental effects (comments 6-21—6-25, FEIR
at 2-85, 2-86), the FEIR fails to provide this analysis. In our prior letter, we identified
numerous land use projects that had been omitted from the DEIR’s cumulative impact
chapter. Id. The FEIR largely focuses its response to our comment on the topic of traffic,
explaining that traffic from those projects was likely included in the County’s regional
travel demand forecast model. FEIR at 2-129. Yet, the FEIR did not specifically mention
the vast majority of the projects we identified (Sunset Area Plan Update/Placer ranch
Specific Plan, Silver Sage – Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, Mill Creek Subdivision,
Mason Trails, Sehr Winery, or Stoneridge Westwood Family Cellars). Consequently, it is
impossible for the public to determine whether these projects were in fact included in the
County’s traffic model. If they were not included, this omission implicates the air quality,
greenhouse gas, and energy cumulative impact analyses.
The EIR also misses the mark in its discussion of cumulative water supply and
groundwater impacts. Here too, the DEIR provides no indication that it has taken the
cumulative projects we identified in our letter into account. The Project, together with the
cumulative land use projects, have the potential to result in a tremendous increase in
water demand. The EIR’s failure to evaluate the effect that these projects would have on
water supply and groundwater resources is a serious flaw.
III.

The EIR Fails to Include a Reasonable Range of Alternatives and Incorrectly
Rejects Community Proposed Alternatives as Infeasible.

The EIR identifies only two alternatives, the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the
Wedding CUP Requirement Alternative, but neither of these alternatives would reduce
the Project’s significant and unavoidable cumulative transportation impacts. FEIR Table
13-4 at 13-17. For this reason, the EIR should have considered at least one other
alternative capable of avoiding this impact.
It is important to note that, under CEQA, an agency may not approve a proposed
project if a feasible alternative exists that would meet a project’s objectives and would
reduce or avoid its significant environmental impacts. Pub. Res. Code § 21002; Kings
County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal. App. 3d at 731; see also CEQA Guidelines §§
15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d); Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta,
198 Cal. App. 3d 433, 443-45 (1988). An alternative need not meet every Project
objective or be the least costly in order to be feasible. See CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(b).
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Our prior letter identifies several such alternatives that would achieve the Project’s
main objective: “preserve and protect farmland while also enhancing the economic
viability of Placer County’s agricultural operations.” DEIR at 3-4. The FEIR response
states that many our suggested alternatives would “restrict the ability of local wineries
and farm breweries to host events that are considered an important part of the business
model by the industry and important for the economic viability of the facilities.”
Response 6-33, FEIR at 2-133. This response is dismissive and disingenuous. The ZTA
itself imposes restrictions while allowing certain events. Our proposed alternatives would
function similarly, but would impose revised restrictions to minimize environmental
impacts. Given the concerns of community members and potential significant impacts
related to traffic, noise, and air quality as discussed above, the FEIR should have
included analysis of at least one of these alternatives.
For example, in our prior letter, we requested that the County analyze an
alternative that eliminates the distinctions between various types of events and instead
allows a maximum of 24 events per year of any type, of 50 or fewer patrons. This
provision would still allow local wineries and farm breweries to host multiple events per
week to support economic viability of the facilities. However, in addition to allowing
events, this limit would help ensure the event uses would remain secondary to
agricultural uses, and would reduce potentially significant impacts related to traffic, noise
and air quality.
Similarly, our prior comments requested analysis of an alternative that further
limits Special Events to four events annually of up to 200 patrons maximum for parcels
larger than 10 acres and require discretionary review for all facilities regardless of size.
This would allow the County to prevent several venues within one area from holding
large events at the same time, thus reducing impacts related to traffic and noise. The
FEIR fails to respond to either of these suggested alternatives.
Our prior letter also requested that the County analyze an alternative that amends
the County Noise Ordinance to prohibit outdoor amplified sound systems in Agricultural
and Rural Residential zones, and instead require amplified sound to be within a
permanent structure. Such a provision would apply to all rural land uses, not just wineries
and breweries, thereby addressing potentially significant impacts from winery/brewery
events and other excessive outdoor noise as well. The FEIR completely ignores this
suggested alternative.
To ensure that the public and decision makers have adequate information to
consider the effects of the proposed Project, the County must prepare and recirculate a
revised EIR that considers additional meaningful alternatives to the Project.
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IV.

The EIR Must Be Recirculated

In order to cure the panoply of EIR defects identified in this letter, the County
must obtain substantial new information to adequately assess the proposed Project’s
environmental impacts, and to identify effective mitigation and alternatives capable of
alleviating the Project’s significant impacts. CEQA requires that the public have a
meaningful opportunity to review and comment upon this significant new information in
the form of a recirculated draft supplemental EIR.
V.

Conclusion

The ZTA has the potential to result in extensive environmental impacts throughout
Placer County. For this reason, Public Interest Coalition respectfully requests that the
Planning Commission recommend denial of the Project. If, however, the Planning
Commission opts to proceed with the Project, it should not be approved with anything
less than a thorough, accurate, and complete EIR that meets all the requirements of
CEQA.
Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Carmen J. Borg, AICP
Urban Planner

Laurel L. Impett, AICP
Urban Planner
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Exhibits:
Exhibit A:

Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration, Sehr Winery.

Exhibit B:

Wine country growth within general plan numbers, Napa County Register,
February 25, 2017.

Exhibit C:

Wine Marketing & Tourism Conference.

Exhibit D:

“What’s the Leading Cause of Wildfires in the U.S.? Humans.”

Exhibit E:

“Human-started wildfires expand the fire niche across the United States.”

Exhibit F:

Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, April 2018.

Exhibit G:

At Risk: the Bay Area Greenbelt, Greenbelt Alliance, 2017.

cc:

Sierra Club
Defend Granite Bay
Alliance for Environmental Leadership
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EXHIBIT A
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE AGENCY
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATION SERVICES
County of Placer

NOTICE OF INTENT
TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
The project listed below was reviewed for environmental impact by the Placer County
Environmental Review Committee and was determined to have no significant effect upon
the environment. A proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for this
project and has been filed with the County Clerk's office.
PROJECT: Sehr Winery (PLN18-00469)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Small winery that would produce up to 20,000 cases of wine
annually and host six promotional events annually. The proposed project consists of
construction of an approximately 11,200 square-foot facility inclusive of a 4,300 squarefoot wine cave. In addition to the winery, the project proposes to produce a small amount
of olive oil from trees grown on the property. The project also proposes construction of
approximately 6,200 square-feet of patio and covered porch.
PROJECT LOCATION: 6635 Cavitt Stallman Road in Granite Bay, approximately 0.65
miles west of the intersection of Cavitt Stallman Road and Auburn Folsom Road, Placer
County
APPLICANT: Kaufmann Architects, Jim Bob Kaufmann
The comment period for this document closes on March 2, 2020. A copy of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration is available for public review at the County’s web site:
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2826/Negative-Declarations
Community Development Resource Agency public counter, and at the Granite Bay Public
Library. Property owners within 300 feet of the subject site shall be notified by mail of the
upcoming consideration of an Administrative Review Permit. Additional information may
be obtained by contacting the Environmental Coordination Services, at (530)745-3132,
between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm. Comments may be sent to
cdraecs@placer.ca.gov or 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603.

Delivered to 300’ Property Owners on January 31, 2020
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3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 / Auburn, California 95603 / (530) 745-3132 / Fax (530) 745-3080 / email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE AGENCY
Environmental Coordination Services
County of Placer

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
In accordance with Placer County ordinances regarding implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Placer County has
conducted an Initial Study to determine whether the following project may have a significant adverse effect on the environment, and on the
basis of that study hereby finds:
The proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; therefore, it does not require the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and this Negative Declaration has been prepared.
Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, there will not be a significant adverse effect
in this case because the project has incorporated specific provisions to reduce impacts to a less than significant level and/or the
mitigation measures described herein have been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has thus been prepared.
The environmental documents, which constitute the Initial Study and provide the basis and reasons for this determination are attached
and/or referenced herein and are hereby made a part of this document.
PROJECT INFORMATION
Title: Sehr Winery

Project # PLN18-00469

Description: Small winery that would produce up to 20,000 cases of wine annually and host six promotional events annually. The
proposed project consists of construction of an approximately 11,200 square-foot facility inclusive of a 4,300 square-foot wine cave. In
addition to the winery, the project proposes to produce a small amount of olive oil from trees grown on the property. The project also
proposes construction of approximately 6,200 square-feet of patio and covered porch.
Location: 6635 Cavitt Stallman Road in Granite Bay, approximately 0.65 miles west of the intersection of Cavitt Stallman Road and
Auburn Folsom Road, Placer County
Project Owner: AJS Enterprises, LLC
Project Applicant: Jim Bob Kaufmann Architects, Jim Bob Kaufmann
County Contact Person: Shirlee I. Herrington

530-745-3132

PUBLIC NOTICE
The comment period for this document closes on March 2, 2020. A copy of the Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for public
review at the County’s web site (https://www.placer.ca.gov/2826/Negative-Declarations), Community Development Resource Agency
public counter, and at the Granite Bay Public Library. Property owners within 300 feet of the subject site shall be notified by mail of the
upcoming consideration of an Administrative Review Permit. Additional information may be obtained by contacting the Environmental
Coordination Services, at (530)745-3132 between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm at 3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603.
If you wish to appeal the appropriateness or adequacy of this document, address your written comments to our finding that the project will
not have a significant adverse effect on the environment: (1) identify the environmental effect(s), why they would occur, and why they
would be significant, and (2) suggest any mitigation measures which you believe would eliminate or reduce the effect to an acceptable
level. Regarding item (1) above, explain the basis for your comments and submit any supporting data or references. Refer to Section
18.32 of the Placer County Code for important information regarding the timely filing of appeals.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE AGENCY
Environmental Coordination Services
County of Placer

INITIAL STUDY & CHECKLIST
This Initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of the following
described project application. The document may rely on previous environmental documents (see Section D) and
site-specific studies (see Section J) prepared to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project.
This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources
Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all state
and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have
discretionary authority before acting on those projects.
The Initial Study is a public document used by the decision-making lead agency to determine whether a project may
have a significant effect on the environment. If the lead agency finds substantial evidence that any aspect of the
project, either individually or cumulatively, may have a significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether
the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the lead agency is required to prepare an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), use a previously-prepared EIR and supplement that EIR, or prepare a Subsequent EIR to
analyze the project at hand. If the agency finds no substantial evidence that the project or any of its aspects may
cause a significant effect on the environment, a Negative Declaration shall be prepared. If in the course of analysis,
the agency recognizes that the project may have a significant impact on the environment, but that by incorporating
specific mitigation measures the impact will be reduced to a less than significant effect, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration shall be prepared.

Project Title: Sehr Winery

Project # PLN18-00469

Entitlement(s): Administrative Review Permit
Site Area: 78.7 acres

APN: 035-050-073-000

Location: 6635 Cavitt Stallman Road in Granite Bay, approximately 0.65 mile west of the intersection of Cavitt
Stallman Road and Auburn Folsom Road, Placer County
A. BACKGROUND:
Project Description:
The project proposes an Administrative Review Permit to operate a small winery that would produce up to 20,000
cases of wine annually and host six promotional events annually. The proposed project consists of construction of an
approximately 11,200 square-foot facility inclusive of a 4,300 square-foot production area for processing grapes, a
4,600 square-foot tasting room, and a 2,300 square-foot wine cave. In addition, to the winery, the project proposes
to produce a small amount of olive oil from trees grown on the property. The project also proposes construction of
approximately 6,200 square-feet of patio and covered porch. Additional site improvements include parking and
circulation areas, landscaping, hardscaping, and an onsite sewage disposal area. The winery and associated
improvements would be located within an approximately 11-acre area in the south-central portion of the 80-acre site.
Figure 1 and 2 below show the Sehr Winery Site Plan.
The hours of operation for the tasting room are proposed to be Wednesday through Sunday 10:00 am to 6:00 pm.
Operations are proposed to be limited to appointment-only tasting from 10:00 am to 2:00 pm with public tasting hours
from 2:00 pm to 6:00 pm. The project applicant proposes to reduce trips to the winery by controlling trips through
appointment only tastings and offering wine tastings only to the public in the restricted 2:00 pm to 6:00 pm window.
Additionally, the project proposes to monitor traffic on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays and will limit trips to the site
during peak days.
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Initial Study & Checklist continued

Six regular employees of the tasting room are anticipated to work from 9:30 am to 6:30 pm. Wine making operations
vary by the season. For example, nine months of the year the hours range from 6:00 am to 3:00 pm; and in the
approximate three months of the year comprising harvest and crushing, the hours may range from 11:00 pm to 6:00
am the following day.
Noise levels from the operation of the vineyard and wine production would largely include noise associated with the
ongoing agricultural operation and various farm equipment. Noise levels associated with the tasting room may include
music, conversation, and noise associated with the installation of temporary tents and other contracted elements (for
events). Amplified music would be restricted to the inside of the tasting room. Other music such as a small group of
classical guitarists or a string quartette with a small single amplifier may be proposed on the patio for ambiance.
Six promotional events (e.g. winemaker dinners and other agricultural promotional events) are proposed to be held
each year, with a maximum of 102 attendees per event. During these promotional events the applicant is proposing
to have meals prepared by a caterer. Hours for the promotional events would be held between 7:00 pm and 11:00
pm. Preparation and break-down of those six events are proposed to occur between 7:00 am and 1:00 am.
Public parking for the winery would be located in an on-site parking lot accessible from the main driveway. Employee
parking and production activities would be in an on-site lot accessible from the production road. ADA-accessible
parking spaces are proposed within the parking lots. The 41 parking spaces that are proposed meet the number of
spaces required by County standards for use space and square footage, as well as for an event with 102 attendees.
The driveway and round-about at the building entry are designed to comply with the Fire Department standards. The
production road connects with the main driveway near the middle pond.
The proposed project would be served by public water from the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), including
service for potable water as well as water used for emergency services (e.g. fire hydrants). Domestic waste would
be treated in a leach field located on the property and a separate septic system would be located on the property to
treat the wine production waste water. The property is serviced by an onsite solar array to provide most of the
electricity for the ongoing operations of the winery. The array is located on the roof of a farm shop building located
near the caretaker’s house. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides commercial electrical service to the
property for the winery and a separate residential service for the barn, caretaker’s home, and future main residence.
Two paved driveways provide access to the property. However, the proposed project would provide access via an
existing main driveway on Cavitt Stallman Road roughly 3,500 feet west of the Cavitt Stallman Road/Laird Road
intersection. This main driveway provides entry directly from Cavitt Stallman Road and was previously constructed in
2018 under a separate grading permit (ESD16-00037) from Placer County. It is the main entrance and only access
for the public and employees to the tasting facility. The access at the east end of the site is a service road located at
the original entrance to the property. It has a gate barring access by the public and is used only for the service
functions associated with property maintenance and the property caretaker.
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Figure 1: Sehr Winery Site Plan (showing 80-acre extent)
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Figure 2: Sehr Winery Site Plan

The property is under Williamson Act Contract and the winery is considered a compatible use in accordance with
Table 2 – Allowable Compatible Uses in Section 17.64.090 – California Conservation Act “Williamson Act” of the
Placer County Code.
An Administrative Review Permit is required as part of the project approval in the Residential Agricultural zone district,
and the use would require compliance with the Placer County development standards including the Land
Development Manual, Zoning Ordinance, and California Building Code.
Project Site (Background/Existing Setting):
The 78.7-acre site is zoned RA-B-X 4.6 Ac. Min. (Residential Agriculture, Combining Minimum Building Site of 4.6
Acres) and the land use designation is Rural Estate 4.6 – 20 Acre Minimum. Existing site improvements include
twenty acres of vineyards, ten acres of olive trees, a barn, and a 1,200 square foot caretaker residence. A shop with
a solar-mounted array is located south of the caretaker residence. A gated, paved driveway enters the site at the
south and meanders towards the north, terminating at the barn. The site is fenced and the frontage has been
extensively landscaped. The site also supports three seasonal creeks and several ponds.
The site occurs at the lower edge of the western foothills of the Sierra Nevada at approximately 430 feet elevation.
The primary habitat on the site is foothill woodland. The study area is surrounded by rural development, Cavitt
Stallman Road to the south, and a PCWA canal to the southwest.

Initial Study & Checklist

4 of 40

403

Initial Study & Checklist continued

B. Environmental Setting:
Location

Zoning

Site

RA-B-X 4.6 Ac. Min. (Residential
Agriculture, Combining Minimum
Building Site of 4.6 Acres)

North
South
East

Same as project site
Same as project site
RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture,
Combining Minimum Building Site
of 2.3 Acres)
Same as project site

West

General Plan/Community Plan
Designations
Rural Estate 4.6 – 20 Acre
Minimum

Same as project site
Same as project site
Same as project site

Same as project site

Existing Conditions and
Improvements
20-acre vineyard, 10-acre olive
orchard, barn, 1200 SF
caretaker residence, shop,
driveway, ponds, seasonal
creeks, foothill woodland, gate,
fencing, landscaping
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential and
one undeveloped lot
Single-Family Residential

C. NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES: Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for
consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources,
procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?
Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014), consultation requests were sent to tribes traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the project area on January 9, 2019. Requests for consultation were received within the
30-day time frame required by Assembly Bill 52 from the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) on January 25,
2019. The CHRIS Records Search dated October 5, 2018 was provided to the UAIC and no site-specific Tribal
Cultural Resources were identified by the Tribe. A mitigation measure to address inadvertent discoveries is included
within the Tribal Cultural Resources section of this Mitigated Negative Declaration consistent with the requests of the
Tribe. Consultation between Placer County and the UAIC under AB 52 was closed on October 17, 2019.
NOTE: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public
Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.
D. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT:
The County has determined that an Initial Study shall be prepared in order to determine whether the potential exists
for unmitigable impacts resulting from the proposed project. Relevant analysis from the County-wide General Plan
and Community Plan Certified EIRs, and other project-specific studies and reports that have been generated to date,
were used as the database for the Initial Study. The decision to prepare the Initial Study utilizing the analysis contained
in the General Plan and Specific Plan Certified EIRs, and project-specific analysis summarized herein, is sustained
by Sections 15168 and 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Section 15168 relating to Program EIRs indicates that where subsequent activities involve site-specific operations,
the agency would use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity, to
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the earlier Program EIR. A Program
EIR is intended to provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have any
significant effects. It will also be incorporated by reference to address regional influences, secondary effects,
cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole.
The following documents serve as Program-level EIRs from which incorporation by reference will occur:
 Placer County General Plan EIR
 Granite Bay Community Plan EIR
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E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
The Initial Study checklist recommended by the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines is
used to determine potential impacts of the proposed project on the physical environment. The checklist provides a
list of questions concerning a comprehensive array of environmental issue areas potentially affected by the project
(see CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). Explanations to answers are provided in a discussion for each section of
questions as follows:
a) A brief explanation is required for all answers including “No Impact” answers.
b) “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project’s impacts are insubstantial and do not require any
mitigation to reduce impacts.
c) "Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures" applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has
reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less than Significant Impact." The County, as lead
agency, must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-thansignificant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced).
d) "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
e) All answers must take account of the entire action involved, including off-site as well as onsite, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts [CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15063(a)(1)].
f)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, Program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063(c)(3)(D)].
A brief discussion should be attached addressing the following:
 Earlier analyses used – Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review.


Impacts adequately addressed – Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. Also, state
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.



Mitigation measures – For effects that are checked as “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

g) References to information sources for potential impacts (i.e. General Plans/Community Plans, zoning ordinances)
should be incorporated into the checklist. Reference to a previously-prepared or outside document should include
a reference to the pages or chapters where the statement is substantiated. A source list should be attached and
other sources used, or individuals contacted, should be cited in the discussion.
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I. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (PLN)
2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings,
within a state scenic highway? (PLN)
3. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? (PLN)
4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
(PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X
X

X

X

Discussion Item I-1, 3:
Official scenic vistas have not been designated by Placer County, however the Granite Bay Community Plan identifies
Cavitt Stallman Road as a “Country Road.” The Granite Bay Community Plan identifies several roadways as Scenic
and Country Roads to preserve the rural character of the area and establish design parameters that dictate the
development standards along these roadways. Cavitt Stallman Road is relatively narrow, has no stoplights at this
time, and has no streetlights. The roadway is one of the few non-urbanized areas in Granite Bay, and the proposed
project site itself is one of two large parcels that remain on Cavitt Stallman Road. Therefore, development proposals
on this roadway may have an adverse effect on a scenic area. However, the proposed winery would be nearly 550
feet north of the roadway. The proposed project’s entrance has already been constructed and includes substantial
landscaping and fencing. Existing vegetation and landscaping provides natural screening, and the landscape plan
submitted with the proposed project shows extensive landscaping around the winery, which would further screen the
proposed project from public views. The existing landscaping obscures the interior of the site from public viewsheds
and the winery would be largely screened from public vantage points along Cavitt Stallman Road. The site
improvements would not be visible from public rights-of-ways. However, development of the winery and associated
improvements would result in impacts to 90 trees that are considered “protected” trees per the Placer County Tree
Preservation Ordinance, including the removal of 63 trees and impacts to an additional 27 trees. Tree impacts would
occur within the proposed development area of the winery, and no tree removal adjacent to public roadways or
adjacent private properties is proposed. Therefore, tree removal associated with the proposed project is not expected
to have a significant impact on the scenic resources of the site. The proposed project is required to mitigate for the
loss of the trees in terms of biological resources and with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.1, IV.4 and IV.5,
impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures Item I-1, 3:
MM IV.1, MM IV.4, MM IV.5
Discussion Item I-2:
The site is not within a state scenic highway and there are no historic buildings on the site. Therefore, there is no
impact.
Discussion Item I-4:
Lighting associated with the winery would have the potential to create a new source of light or glare. However, with
the following mitigation measures, potential impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures Item I-4:
MM I.1
All exterior lighting for the winery, 50 watts or greater, shall be a full “cut-off” design so that the light source is fully
screened from off-site and is Dark Sky compliant. Roof lighting, backlit awnings, and upward lighting is prohibited.
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Exterior lights shall not “spill over” onto adjacent properties and streets and shall be mounted such that they point
downward without direct rays extending past the parking lot, building entrance, walkway, or area intended to be
illuminated. Additional shielding of light sources, which could include installing larger shield fixtures and/or reducing
the wattage or lumens of the light source, may be required post-approval to satisfy the intent of this Mitigation
Measure.
MM I.2
The Improvement Plans shall contain a Photometric Study for all outdoor lighting associated with the winery. The
Photometric Study shall detail the location, lighting type, lumens, wattage, and fixture types and demonstrate that
light does not “spill” onto adjacent properties.
II. AGRICULTURAL & FOREST RESOURCES – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use? (PLN)
2. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, a
Williamson Act contract or a Right-to-Farm Policy? (PLN)
3. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? (PLN)
4. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use? (PLN)
5. Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? (PLN)
6. Conflict with General Plan or other policies regarding land
use buffers for agricultural operations? (PLN)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion Item II-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6:
The property is not designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance
as shown on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Maps. The property is enrolled in the Williamson Act
under contract PGAP 20130188. However, the proposed use of a winery is a compatible land use per Section
17.64.090(B) of the Placer County Williamson Act Lands Program. The site supports 20 acres of vineyards and ten
acres of olives and the proposed project would not result in a conversion to a non-agricultural land use.
Placer County General Plan buffer standards are not applicable to the proposed project. Agricultural land use buffers
outlined in the General Plan are applicable to larger land uses. The parcel is zoned Residential Agriculture, which
allows a number of agricultural uses within a residential area. Furthermore, vineyard operations are required to
comply with State and Federal standards for pesticides, weed suppressants, and fertilizers. Therefore, the proposed
project would not be in conflict with General Plan policies regarding land use buffers for agricultural operations.
The proposed project would not conflict with the existing zoning. Wineries are an allowed use in the Residential
Agriculture zone district with approval of an Administrative Review Permit. The project does not propose to develop
a conflicting land use nor would the proposed project cause rezoning of forest land, timberland, or existing Timberland
Production Zones. The proposed project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to a
non-forest use.
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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The proposed development is located in an area that is zoned to allow agricultural activity as protected under the
County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance (Section 5.24.050). The purpose of the Residential-Agricultural zone district is to
identify residential areas where parcel sizes and neighborhood conditions are suitable for the raising and keeping of
a variety of farm animals and agricultural products without compatibility problems with surrounding residential uses.
Currently, there are no properties surrounding the proposed project site that are developed with large agricultural
uses. Rather, the majority of the surrounding properties are developed with single-family residences and minor
agricultural uses such as keeping horses. For these reasons, and because the property is zoned ResidentialAgricultural, the proposed project would have no impact on existing zoning for agricultural uses. Therefore, there is
no impact.
III. AIR QUALITY – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan? (AQ)
2. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard? (AQ)
3. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (AQ)
4. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? (AQ)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X
X

Discussion Item III-1, 2:
The proposed project is located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) portion of Placer County and is under
the jurisdiction of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The SVAB is designated non-attainment
for the federal and state ozone standards (ROG and NO x), and nonattainment for the state particulate matter standard
(PM10). The winery would be located on 11.2 acres of the full 80-acre site, with the remaining acreage in agricultural
production.
The proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the regional air quality plan, if the
proposed project emissions were anticipated within the emission inventory contained in the regional air quality plan,
referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and would not exceed the PCAPCD CEQA thresholds adopted
October 13, 2016 as follows:
PCAPCD CEQA THRESHOLDS FOR CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
1. Construction Threshold of 82 pounds per day for Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx),
and particulate matter smaller than 10 microns (PM10);
2. Operational Threshold of 55 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 82 pounds per day for PM10; and
3. Cumulative Threshold of 55 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 82 pounds per day for PM10.
The daily maximum emission thresholds represent an emission level below which the proposed project’s contribution
to criteria pollutant emissions would be deemed less than significant. These levels of operational emissions would be
equivalent to a project size of approximately 617 single‐family dwelling units, or a 249,100 square foot commercial
building.
During construction, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily operate. Construction exhaust
emissions would be generated from construction equipment, demolition, vegetation clearing and earth movement
activities, construction workers’ commute, and construction material hauling. The proposed project construction
activities would generate air pollutant emissions of criteria pollutants, including ROG, NOx, PM10 and Diesel
Particulate Matter (DPM).
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Table 1
Maximum Unmitigated Project
Short-term Construction & Long-term Criteria Pollutant Emissions, Stoneridge Westwood Family Cellars (PLN1600139)
Short-Term Construction
Long-term Operational
Project
Project
PCAPCD
PCAPCD
Construction
Operational
2
Pollutant
Thresholds
Thresholds2
Emissions1
Emissions1
(lbs/day)
(lbs/day)
(lbs/day)
(lbs/day)
ROG
48.45
82.0
2.97
55
NOx
75.23
82.0
2.56
55
PM10
25.77
82.0
2.13
82
Source 1: CalEEMod 2016.3.2, Project Analysis (October 11, 2016)
Source 2: PCAPCD CEQA Thresholds (adopted October 13, 2016)
The above information is from the air quality analysis for a similar project with a winery, Stoneridge Westwood Family
Cellars in Newcastle (PLN16-00139). The Stoneridge winery project, approved in 2019, contains a smaller winery at
6,000 square feet and also includes the construction of eight residential lots and substantial road improvements. The
project-related emissions for the Stoneridge Winery were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.1. CalEEMod is a planning tool for estimating emissions related to land use projects.
As shown in the table, Stoneridge Winery would result in an increase in regional and local emissions from
construction of the proposed project but would be below the PCAPCD’s thresholds. As the proposed Sehr Winery is
smaller in terms of number of vehicle trips generated and required improvements, it can be assumed that the
proposed project would generate fewer emissions than the Stoneridge Winery; nevertheless, to reduce constructionrelated emissions, the proposed project would be conditioned to list the PCAPCD’s Rules and Regulations on the
associated grading/improvement plans. A Dust Control Plan must also be submitted to the PCACPD prior to the start
of earth-disturbing activities.
➢
➢
➢
➢

Rule 202—Visible Emissions. Requires that opacity emissions from any emission source not exceed 20
percent for more than three minutes in any one hour.
Rule 217—Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials. Prohibits the use of the following asphalt
materials for road paving: rapid cure cutback asphalt; slow cure cutback asphalt; medium cure cutback
asphalt; or emulsified asphalt.
Rule 218—Application of Architectural Coatings. Requires architectural coatings to meet various volatile
organic compound (VOC) content limits.
Rule 228—Fugitive Dust.
o Visible emissions are not allowed beyond the proposed project boundary line.
o Visible emissions may not have opacity of greater than 40 percent at any time.
o Track‐out must be minimized from paved public roadways.

With compliance with APCD Rules and Regulations, and with submittal of a Dust Control Plan, impacts related to
short-term construction-related emissions would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
For the operational phase, the proposed project does not propose to increase density beyond the development
anticipated to occur within the SIP. Additionally, given the proposed project size, the proposed project-related
emissions would not exceed the PCAPCD’s Project-level thresholds of significance.
The proposed Project-related long-term operational emissions would result from vehicle exhaust, utility usage, and
water/wastewater conveyance. As noted above, the air quality analysis prepared for the Stoneridge Winery project
is the basis for analysis for the Sehr Winery, which is a similar project.
Maximum daily emissions were estimated for the Construction and Operational phases, using default settings for
manufacturing and residential land uses in CalEEMod, with a rural land-use setting. The analysis indicates the
proposed project would result in an increase in regional and local emissions from the operation of the proposed
project, but would not exceed the PCAPCD’s Project-level and Cumulative Thresholds of 55 pounds per day for ROG,
NOx, and 82 pounds per day for PM10.
The proposed project-related long-term operational emissions would result from vehicle exhaust from motor vehicle
trips; utility usage; fuel combustion from landscape maintenance equipment; natural gas combustion emissions used
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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for space heating, and water heating; and wood stoves; evaporative emissions of ROG associated with the application
of architectural coatings and use of consumer products; and water/wastewater conveyance. The proposed project
does not propose to increase density beyond the development anticipated to occur within the SIP. The applicant is
required to comply with all PCAPCD Rules applicable to the proposed project, including Rule 225, Wood Burning
Appliances, which establishes emission limits of PM entering the atmosphere from the operation of a wood-burning
appliance. Additionally, given the proposed project size, the proposed project related operational emissions would
not exceed the PCAPCD’s Project or Cumulative thresholds of significance and therefore would have a less than
significant effect. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item III-3:
Certain air pollutants are classified by the ARB as toxic air contaminants, or TACs, which are known to increase the
risk of cancer and/or other serious health effects. Localized concentrations of Carbon Monoxide (CO) can be a TAC
and are typically generated by traffic congestion at intersections. The anticipated traffic resulting from the proposed
project would not impact the nearby intersections’ ability to operate acceptably and would therefore not result in a
substantial concentration of CO emissions at any intersection.
The construction of the proposed project would result in short-term diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from
heavy-duty onsite equipment and off-road diesel equipment. Additionally, DPM emissions would result from monthly
testing of the diesel generator. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has identified DPM from diesel exhaust as
a toxic air contaminant, with both chronic and carcinogenic public health risks.
The ARB, PCAPCD, and Placer County recognize the public health risk reductions that can be realized by idling
limitations for on-road and off-road equipment. The proposed project would be required to comply with the following
idling restriction (five minute limitation) requirements from ARB and Placer County Code during construction activity,
including the use of both on-road and off-road equipment:
•

California Air Resources Board (ARB) Section 2449(d)(3) of the ARB’s In-use Off-road Diesel regulation: Offroad diesel equipment shall comply with the five-minute idling restriction. Available via the web:
www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/ordiesl07/frooal.pdf

•

Placer County, Code Section 10.14. Available via the web: http://qcode.us/codes/placercounty/

Portable equipment and engines (i.e., back-up generators) 50 horsepower (hp) or greater, used during construction
activities and operation require either a registration certificate issued by ARB, based on the California Statewide
Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) or a District permit to operate. The proposed project would be
conditioned to obtain all necessary permits from ARB and PCAPCD prior to construction. Due to the short-term nature
of the construction, and infrequent periodic testing of the diesel generator, and with compliance with State and Local
regulations, potential public health impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item III-4:
The proposed project would result in additional air pollutant emissions generated by diesel-powered construction
equipment, as well as long-term operational emissions from patrons’ vehicle exhaust that could create odors.
However, wineries are not typically associated with the creation of objectionable odors. Therefore, potential impacts
from odors would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish & Wildlife, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service or
National Marine Fisheries Service? (PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community, identified in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or regulated by the
California Department of Fish & Wildlife, U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, or Regional Water
Quality Control Board? (PLN)
3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federal or state
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) or as defined by state statute,
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means? (PLN)
4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? (PLN)
5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance? (PLN)
6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (PLN)
7. Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number of restrict the
range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species? (PLN)
8. Have a substantial adverse effect on the environment by
converting oak woodlands? (PLN)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion Item IV-1, 2:
A Biological Resources Assessment was prepared for an 11.5-acre area of the 78.7-acre site for the proposed project
by Salix Consulting, Inc dated September 2018. The 11.5-acre study area is the approximate development footprint
of the winery and associated improvements. The Assessment was prepared based on literature review, special-status
species reports, a Wetlands Assessment prepared for the project, and two field surveys conducted on June 19, 2018
and June 24, 2018. The field surveys were conducted to characterize existing conditions, to assess the potential for
sensitive plant and wildlife resources to occur, and to determine if waters of the U.S. were present onsite.
According to the Assessment, foothill woodland is the predominant habitat type in the area. Most areas not mapped
as foothill woodland on the site exhibit human-caused changes including agriculture (vineyard), pond, and dirt road.
The 11.5-acre study area is primarily disturbed habitat, with an existing dirt road used to access the property. Portions
of two manmade ponds are within the study area, in addition to a wetland swale that is located at the outfall of one
of the ponds. The habitat types of the study area includes 7.2 acres of foothill woodland, 1.8 acres of
developed/disturbed areas, 1.2 acres of vineyard, a 0.9-acre pond, and a 0.4-acre wetland swale.
Onsite vegetation consists of three primary tree species including interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni), blue oak
(Quercus douglasii), and gray pine (Pinus sabiniaba). The Assessment noted the shrub layer is marginal and consists
of poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), toyon (Heteromoles arbutifoia), and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
armeniacus). Grasses are the most abundant herb type and include hedgehog dogtail (Cynosurus echinatus), wall
barley (Hordeum murinum), and ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus). Common non-grass herbs include hedge parsley
(Torilis arvensis) and rose clover (Trifolium hirtum).
Soil types onsite include Andregg course sandy loam two to nine percent slopes and Andregg course sandy loam,
rock, two to 15 percent slopes. These soils are found on foothills and hills. The parent material consists of residuum
weathered from granodiorite. Depth to bedrock is typically 29 to 33 inches. The natural drainage class is well drained
and water movement in the restrictive layer is very low. The soil is not flooded or ponded, and there is no zone of
water saturation within a depth of 72 inches. This soil does not meet hydric criteria and these soil types are not
associated with serpentine or gabrro soils.
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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The Assessment determined the site provides suitable habitat for a variety of common species such as mule deer
(Odocoileus hemionus), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica) and the Western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus).
The site also provides suitable habitat for several special-status species including plants, reptiles, and birds. Of the
23 special-status plant species potentially found in the area, the Assessment determined that three species have the
potential to be onsite including Western viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum), Big-scale balsamroot (Balsamorhiza
macrolepis), and Dubious pea (Lathyrus sulphureus argillaceus). However, only marginal habitat is present for these
species, and while Big-scale balsamroot is shown as occurring within a five-mile radius of the site, none of the three
species were identified during the field surveys which were conducted when the species could be detected. Therefore,
the project would not have an impact to special-status plant species and no mitigation measures are required.
A turtle was observed basking in the northern pond site however the species was not determined and it is possible
that western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) occurs onsite. The project could impact this species by project activities
including ground disturbance within the vicinity of the pond. In addition, suitable nesting habitat is present within the
study area for white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) and purple martin (Progne subis). Although these two bird species
were not observed during the field assessment, the presence of suitable nesting habitat means the species could
occur onsite. Therefore, development of the project could impact nesting habitat for white-tailed kite and purple
martin, as well as other birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code, from grading and
tree removal. However, with the following mitigation measures, potential impacts to these species would be reduced
to less than significant.
Mitigation Measures Item IV-1, 2:
MM IV.1
If tree removal activities take place during the breeding/nesting season (February 1 through August 31) disturbance
of nesting activities could occur. Take of any active raptor nest is prohibited under California Fish and Game Code
section 3503, 3503.5, and 3513. To avoid impacts to nesting birds, necessary tree removal should occur outside of
the typical nesting season (February 1 through August 31). If tree removal occurs at any time during the nesting
season, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than two weeks prior to the
initiation of proposed development activities. A report summarizing the survey shall be provided to Placer County and
the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) within 5 days of the completed survey. If active nests are found
during the pre-construction survey within 500’ of ground-disturbing activity, appropriate mitigation measures shall be
developed and implemented in consultation with CDFW and the County. Construction activities may only resume
after a follow-up survey shall be conducted 2 months following the initial survey, if the initial survey occurs between
February 1st and July 1st. Additional follow up surveys may be required based on the recommendations in the raptor
study and/or as recommended by the CDFW and the County. Temporary construction fencing and signage as
described herein shall be installed at minimum 500-foot radius around trees containing active nests. If all project
construction occurs between September 1st and February 1st no raptor surveys will be required. Trees previously
approved for removal by Placer County, which contain stick nests, may only be removed between September 1 st and
February 1st.
MM IV.2
Within 48 hours of the start of any ground disturbing activities, a pre-construction survey for western pond turtle or
their nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and to the satisfaction of the Placer County Planning Services
Division. If western pond turtle or their nests are not found, no further action is needed.
If western pond turtles are found within an area that is proposed to be disturbed, a qualified biologist, in consultation
with CDFW, shall relocate the western pond turtle to a suitable location away from the proposed construction area.
If western pond turtle nests are found, they must be avoided until the nestlings have hatched.
Discussion Item IV-3, 4, 7:
The study area contains a 0.9-acre manmade pond and a 0.4-acre wetland swale. The wetland swale is a potential
Waters of the U.S. and occurs in the southwestern portion of the site, immediately west of the pond. The swale occurs
in a natural landscape feature that originates at the pond. When the pond is at spillway elevation, it flows into a
vertical culvert, under the pond berm and outfalls into the swale downslope. The swale only receives water when the
pond is full. The proposed project could impact this feature from development of the site including grading and tree
removal. Furthermore, impacts to the bed, bank, or channel of streams and ponds could occur from development
activities. However, with the following mitigation measure, potential impacts would be less than significant:
Mitigation Measures Item IV-3, 4, 7:
MM IV.3
Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, the wetlands report shall be field verified by the U.S. Army Corps of
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. If permits are
required, evidence of their approval and purchase of any required mitigation bank credits shall be provided to the
Planning Services Division prior to approval of Improvement Plans.
Discussion Item IV-6:
Placer County does not currently have an active Habitat Conservation Plan; however, the County is currently
preparing the Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP), which is nearing completion. This proposed project
would have the option to participate in the PCCP for incidental take coverage and mitigation for effects to waters of
the U.S. if the PCCP’s permits are issued and local implementing ordinances adopted prior to the proposed project
receiving its entitlements. Coverage under the PCCP for wetland and/or species impacts requires implementation of
all PCCP-required avoidance and minimization measures as well as payment of appropriate PCCP fees. Therefore,
there is no impact.
Discussion Item IV-5, 8:
Two Arborist Reports were prepared for the proposed project. The first Arborist Report was prepared by Abacus
Consulting Arborists dated October 30, 2018 based on field assessments conducted in June and August 2018. A
subsequent Arborist Report was prepared by California Tree and Landscape Consulting, Inc. The first assessment
did not evaluate grading plans and utility line information and a subsequent Arborist Report was prepared by
California Tree and Landscape Consulting, Inc. to evaluate the additional impacts to protected trees from grading
and utility installation. The final Arborist Report inventoried 205 trees. Of those trees, 201 are considered “protected”
per the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance. Sixty-three trees would be removed and an additional 27 trees
would be impacted by development of the project for a total of 90 trees removed and impacted. The total inches
requiring mitigation is 368 inches.
The Biological Resources Assessment dated September 2018 identified 7.4 acres of oak woodland surrounding the
development area. The removal of the 90 trees and subsequent loss of the oak woodland is a potentially significant
impact. However, with the following mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant:
Mitigation Measures Item IV-5, 8:
MM IV.4
Prior to Improvement Plan approval, trees identified for removal, and/or trees with disturbance to the critical root
zone, shall be mitigated through replacement with comparable species onsite, in an area to be reviewed and
approved by the Development Review Committee (DRC), or through payment of in-lieu fees, as follows:
A) For each diameter inch of a tree removed, replacement shall be on an inch-for-inch basis. For example, if
100 diameter inches are proposed to be removed, the replacement trees would equal 100 diameter inches
(aggregate).
If replacement tree planting is proposed, the tree replacement/mitigation plan must be shown on the
Improvement Plans and must be installed by the applicant and inspected and approved by the DRC. At its
discretion, the DRC may establish an alternate deadline for installation of mitigation replacement trees if
weather or other circumstances prevent the completion of this requirement.
A Mitigation Monitoring Implementation Program (MMIP) for the replacement of native oaks and other trees,
prepared by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist, Registered Forester, or
Landscape Architect, shall be submitted to the Planning Services Division, for review and approval by the
DRC. Said plan shall provide for a minimum of 90 native trees based on replacement on an inch for inch
basis to be planted by the project developer within areas determined appropriate by the DRC. The Plan shall
include a site plan that indicates tree location, installation and irrigation requirements and other standards to
ensure the successful planting and continued growth of mitigation trees.
Installation of all trees and irrigation systems must be completed prior to the County acceptance of
subdivision improvements. Access rights for monitoring and maintenance, if necessary, shall be provided to
the DRC.
An annual monitoring report, prepared by the above-cited professional, shall be submitted to the DRC for
review and approval for a minimum period of five years from the date of installation. Any corrective action
shall be the responsibility of the applicant.
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Prior to the Improvement Plan approval, a Letter of Credit, Certificate of Deposit, or cash deposit in the
amount of 100 percent of the accepted proposal shall be deposited with the Placer County Planning Services
Division to assure on-going performance of the monitoring program. Evidence of this deposit shall be
provided to the satisfaction of the DRC prior to the approval of Improvement Plans. For the purposes of
administrative and program review by Placer County, an additional 25 percent of the estimated cost of the
Monitoring Program shall be paid to the County, in cash, at the time that the 100 percent deposit is made.
With the exception of the 25 percent administrative fee, 100 percent of the estimated costs of implementing
the monitoring program shall be returned to the applicant once the applicant has demonstrated that all
years of monitoring have been completed to the satisfaction of the DRC. Refunds will only be available at the
end of the entire review period.
It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure compliance with the MMIP. Violation of any components of the
approved MMIP may result in enforcement activities per Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance,
Article 18.28.080 (formerly Section 31.870). If a monitoring report is not submitted for any one year, or
combination of years, as outlined in these conditions, the County has the option of utilizing these funds and
hiring a consultant to implement the MMIP. Failure to submit annual monitoring reports could also result in a
forfeiture of a portion of, or all of, the deposit. An agreement between the applicant and the County shall be
prepared which meets the DRC approval that allows the County use of this deposit to assure performance
of the MMIP in the event the applicant reneges.
B) In lieu of the tree planting mitigation for tree removal listed above, a tree replacement mitigation fee of $100
per diameter inch at breast height for each tree removed or impacted or the current market value, as
established by an Arborist, Forester or Registered Landscape Architect, of the replacement trees, including
the cost of installation shall be paid to the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund.
The unauthorized disturbance to the critical root zone of a tree to be saved shall be cause for the Planning
Commission to consider revocation of this permit/approval.
C) The applicant shall mitigate for the loss of oak woodland through one, or a combination of the following,
subject to Planning Services Division approval, consistent with the requirements of CEQA Section 21083.4:
i.
Submit payment of fees for oak woodland conservation at a 2:1 ratio consistent with Chapter
12.16.080(C) Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance – Replacement Program and Penalties.
These fees shall be calculated based upon the current market value of similar oak woodland acreage
preservation and an endowment to maintain the land in perpetuity.
ii.
Purchase off-site conservation easements at an in-county location approved by Placer County to
mitigate the loss of oak woodlands at a 2:1 ratio.
iii.
Provide for a combination of payment to the Tree Preservation Fund and creation of an off-site Oak
Preservation Easement.
iv.
Plant and maintain an appropriate number of trees in restoration of an approved former oak woodland
(tree planting is limited to half the mitigation requirement).
v.
Single trunk trees within the project impact area that are greater than 24 inches diameter at breast
height (dbh) shall be mitigated for at an inch for inch basis. Multi-stemmed trees with trunks less
than 12 inches dbh shall not be included in this calculation.
vi.
The reduction in habitat associated with the development activities on this site represents an adverse
effect on the environment and the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance and CEQA Section
21083.4 requires mitigation for this loss.
MM IV.5
The Improvement Plans shall include a note and show placement of Temporary Construction Fencing: The applicant
shall install a four foot tall, brightly colored (usually yellow or orange), synthetic mesh material construction fence (or an
equivalent approved by the Development Review Committee) at the following locations prior to any construction
equipment being moved onsite or any construction activities taking place:
A) Adjacent to any and all wetland preservation easements that are within 50 feet of any proposed construction
activity;
B) At the limits of construction, outside the critical root zone of all trees six (6) inches dbh (diameter at breast
height), or 10 inches dbh aggregate for multi-trunk trees, within 50 feet of any grading, road improvements,
underground utilities, or other development activity, or as otherwise shown on the Tentative Subdivision
Map(s);
C) Around any and all "special protection" areas as discussed in the project's environmental review documents.
D) Around all Open Space Lots within 50 feet of any development activity.
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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No development of this site, including grading, shall be allowed until this condition is satisfied. Any encroachment within
these areas, including critical root zones of trees to be saved, must first be approved by the DRC. Temporary fencing
shall not be altered during construction without written approval of the DRC. No grading, clearing, storage of equipment
or machinery, etc., may occur until a representative of the DRC has inspected and approved all temporary construction
fencing. This includes both onsite and off-site improvements. Efforts should be made to save trees where feasible. This
may include the use of retaining walls, planter islands, pavers, or other techniques commonly associated with tree
preservation.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section
15064.5? (PLN)
2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5? (PLN)
3. Disturb any human remains, including these interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries? (PLN)
4. Have the potential to cause a physical change, which
would affect unique ethnic cultural values? (PLN)
5. Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area? (PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X
X
X
X

Discussion Item V-1, 2, 3, 4, 5:
A records search was conducted for the proposed project October 5, 2018. The records search was conducted by
searching the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) maps for cultural resource site records and
survey reports in Placer County within a ¼-mile radius of the proposed project area. The records search determined
the proposed project area does not contain pre-historic, historic, or cultural resources. Outside the proposed project
area but within the a ¼-mile radius, four historic-era buildings were identified but are not within the project boundaries.
Although the records search did not indicate the presence of pre-historic, historic, or cultural resources, the proposed
project site contains physical features where cultural resources could be discovered including an intermittent stream.
The records search noted that given the extent of known cultural resources in the project vicinity, patterns of local
history, and the environmental setting, there is a moderate potential for locating both prehistoric- and historic-period
cultural resources in the vicinity of the proposed project area. Therefore, the proposed project could cause a
potentially significant impact to prehistoric and historic resources from development of the proposed project including
grading. However, with the following mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures Item V-1, 2, 3, 4,5:
MM V.1
If potential tribal cultural resources (TCRs), archaeological resources, other cultural resources, articulated, or
disarticulated human remains are discovered during construction activities, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the
find (based on the apparent distribution of cultural resources). Examples of potential cultural materials include midden
soil, artifacts, chipped stone, exotic (non-native) rock, or unusual amounts of baked clay, shell, or bone.
A qualified cultural resources specialist and Native American Representative from the traditionally and culturally
affiliated Native American Tribe(s) shall assess the significance of the find and make recommendations for further
evaluation and treatment as necessary. Culturally appropriate treatment that preserves or restores the cultural
character and integrity of a Tribal Cultural Resource may be, but is not limited to, processing materials for reburial,
minimizing handling of cultural objects, leaving objects in place within the landscape, construction monitoring of
further construction activities by Tribal representatives of the traditionally and culturally affiliated Native American
Tribe, and/or returning objects to a location within the project area where they would not be subject to future impacts.
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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The United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) does not consider curation of TCRs to be appropriate or respectful and
requests that materials not be permanently curated, unless specifically requested by the Tribe. If articulated or
disarticulated human remains are discovered during construction activities, the County Coroner and Native American
Heritage Commission shall be contacted immediately. Upon determination by the County Coroner that the find is
Native American in origin, the Native American Heritage Commission will assign the Most Likely Descendant(s) who
will work with the project proponent to define appropriate treatment and disposition of the burials.
Following a review of the find and consultation with appropriate experts, the authority to proceed may be accompanied
by the addition of development requirements which provide for protection of the site and/or additional measures
necessary to address the unique or sensitive nature of the site. The treatment recommendations made by the cultural
resource specialist and the Native American Representative shall be documented in the project record. Any
recommendations made by these experts that are not implemented, shall be documented and explained in the project
record. Work in the area(s) of the cultural resource discovery may only proceed after authorization is granted by the
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency following coordination with cultural resources experts and
tribal representatives as appropriate.
VI. ENERGY – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during project construction or operation?
(PLN)
2. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency? (PLN)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion Item VI-1:
The main forms of available energy supply are electricity, natural gas, and oil. Energy would be used to construct the
project, and once constructed, energy would be used for the lifetime of the winery. The project description notes that
the property is serviced by an existing onsite solar array to provide most of the electricity for ongoing winery
operations.
Construction of the proposed project would be required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code
(CBSC, also known as the CALGreen Code) and the 2016 Building Energy Efficient Standards (which is a portion of
the CBSC). All construction equipment and operation thereof would be regulated per the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. The purpose of the CBSC is to improve public health,
safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of buildings through the use of building
concepts having a reduced negative impact or positive environmental impact and encouraging sustainable
construction practices. Building Energy Efficient Standards achieve energy reductions through requiring high-efficacy
lighting, improved water heating system efficiency, and high-performance attics and walls. CARB standards for
construction equipment includes measures to reduce emissions from vehicles by subjecting fleet owners to retrofit or
accelerated replacement/repower requirements and imposing idling limitations on owners, operators, renters, or
lessees of off-road diesel vehicles. Project construction would also be required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD
(Placer County Air Pollution Control District) rules and regulations.
Energy use associated with operation of the proposed project would be typical of winery uses, requiring electricity
and natural gas for interior and exterior building lighting, HVAC, electronic equipment, machinery, refrigeration,
appliances, and security systems. In addition, maintenance activities during operations, such as landscape
maintenance or vineyard maintenance, would involve the use of electric or gas-powered equipment.
While the proposed project would introduce new operational energy demands to the proposed project area, this
demand does not necessarily mean that a project would have an impact related to energy sources. A proposed
project would result in an impact if a project would result in the inefficient use or waste of energy. The proposed
project is required to comply with all applicable standards and regulations regarding energy conservation and fuel
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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efficiency, which would ensure that the future uses would be designed to be energy efficient to the maximum extent
practicable. The proposed project would also use solar-power energy to provide most of the winery’s electricity.
Accordingly, the proposed project would not be considered to result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of
energy, and impacts related to construction and operational energy would be considered less than significant. No
mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item VI-2:
Placer County does not currently have an adopted plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The County is
currently preparing a Sustainability Plan (PCSP) that would provide a strategy to reduce GHG (greenhouse gas)
emissions. This Plan would include goals and policies for energy efficiency. In the event the PCSP is adopted prior
to the project receiving its entitlements, the project would be required to comply with the PCSP. Therefore, there is
no impact.
VII. GEOLOGY & SOILS – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
(ESD)
2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (ESD)
3. Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Section
1802.3.2 of the California Building Code (2007), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? (ESD)
4. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water? ( EH)
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5. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or unique geologic or physical feature? (PLN)

X

6. Result in significant disruptions, displacements,
compaction or overcrowding of the soil? (ESD)

X

7. Result in substantial change in topography or ground
surface relief features? (ESD)
8. Result in exposure of people or property to geologic and
geomorphological (i.e. Avalanches) hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, seismic-related ground
failure, or similar hazards? (PLN, ESD)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

X

X

Discussion Items VII-1, 6, 7:
The proposed project site is a 78.7-acre rectangular parcel that is currently developed with twenty acres of vineyards,
ten acres of olive trees, a barn, a 1,200 square foot caretaker residence, and a shop with roof-mounted solar. The
site also includes three seasonal creeks and several ponds. The Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil
Survey identifies the soil type on the site as Andregg course sandy loam. This is a moderately deep, gently rolling
well-drained soil, underlain by weathered granitic bedrock. The permeability is moderately rapid allowing for medium
surface runoff. The hazard of erosion is moderate.
The project proposal would result in the construction of approximately 11,200 square feet of new winery building on
the top of the existing hill with associated patio, walkways, septic and parking areas. The existing driveway off CavittStallman Road near the center of the property and existing drive aisle would be utilized to access the proposed
project. The existing entrance near the southeast corner of the property would remain to provide access for the
existing caretaker facility and agricultural operation. Approximately 3.7 acres of the 78.7 acre site would be disturbed
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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by grading activities for the proposed project. The proposed earthwork includes approximately 1,250 cubic yards of
fill and approximately 5,500 cubic yards of cut for a net export of approximately 4,250 cubic yards of material.
To construct the improvements proposed, potentially significant disruption of soils onsite would occur, including
excavation/compaction for the parking/access improvements, building foundations, and various utilities. The proposed
project’s impacts associated with unstable earth conditions, soil disruptions, displacements, and compaction of the
soil, as well as impacts to topography would be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following
mitigation measures:
Mitigation Measures Item VII-1, 6, 7:
MM VII.1
The applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications and cost estimates (per the requirements
of Section II of the Land Development Manual (LDM) that are in effect at the time of submittal) to the Engineering
and Surveying Division (ESD) for review and approval. The plans shall show all physical improvements as required
by the conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on and off site. All existing and
proposed utilities and easements, on site and adjacent to the project, which may be affected by planned construction,
shall be shown on the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facilities within the public right-of-way (or public
easements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included in the Improvement Plans.
The applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees and, if applicable, Placer County Fire Department
improvement plan review and inspection fees with the 1st Improvement Plan submittal. (NOTE: Prior to plan
approval, all applicable recording and reproduction cost shall be paid). The cost of the above-noted landscape and
irrigation facilities shall be included in the estimates used to determine these fees. It is the applicant's responsibility
to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to secure department approvals. If the Design/Site Review
process and/or Development Review Committee (DRC) review is required as a condition of approval for the project,
said review process shall be completed prior to submittal of Improvement Plans.
Conceptual landscape plans submitted prior to project approval may require modification during the Improvement
Plan process to resolve issues of drainage and traffic safety.
Any Building Permits associated with this project shall not be issued until, at a minimum, the Improvement Plans are
approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division.
Prior to the County’s final acceptance of the project’s improvements, submit to the Engineering and Surveying
Division two copies of the Record Drawings in digital format (on compact disc or other acceptable media) in
accordance with the latest version of the Placer County Digital Plan and Map Standards along with two blackline
hardcopies (black print on bond paper) and two PDF copies. The digital format is to allow integration with Placer
County’s Geographic Information System (GIS). The final approved blackline hardcopy Record Drawings will be the
official document of record. (ESD)
MM VII.2
The Improvement Plans shall show all proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation and tree removal and
all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, Placer County Code) and
Stormwater Quality Ordinance (Ref. Article 8.28, Placer County Code) that are in effect at the time of submittal. No
grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all temporary
construction fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the Development Review Committee (DRC).
All cut/fill slopes shall be at a maximum of 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and
the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) concurs with said recommendation.
The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation, undertaken from April 1 to October 1, shall include
regular watering to ensure adequate growth. A winterization plan shall be provided with project Improvement Plans.
It is the applicant's responsibility to ensure proper installation and maintenance of erosion control/winterization before,
during, and after project construction. Soil stockpiling or borrow areas, shall have proper erosion control measures
applied for the duration of the construction as specified in the Improvement Plans. Provide for erosion control where
roadside drainage is off of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD).
The applicant shall submit to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an approved
engineer's estimate using the County’s current Plan Check and Inspection Fee Spreadsheet for winterization and
permanent erosion control work prior to Improvement Plan approval to guarantee protection against erosion and
improper grading practices. For an improvement plan with a calculated security that exceeds $100,000, a minimum
of $100,000 shall be provided as letter of credit or cash security and the remainder can be bonded. One year after
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the County's acceptance of improvements as complete, if there are no erosion or runoff issues to be corrected,
unused portions of said deposit shall be refunded or released, as applicable, to the project applicant or authorized
agent.
If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a significant deviation from the
proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans, specifically with regard to slope heights, slope ratios, erosion
control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the plans shall be reviewed by the
DRC/ESD for a determination of substantial conformance to the project approvals prior to any further work
proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a determination of substantial conformance may serve as grounds for
the revocation/modification of the project approval by the appropriate hearing body. (ESD)
Discussion Item VII-2, 3, 8:
The proposed project is not located in a sensitive geologic area or in an area that typically experiences soil instability.
The soil type in this area is not known to be expansive. The soil is typically considered suitable for support of the
anticipated loads. The proposed buildings would be on grade and the soils would be properly compacted. The
proposed project would comply with Placer County construction and improvement standards to reduce impacts
related to soils, including on or offsite landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.
According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service, the proposed project is located within Placer County which
has a moderate earthquake risk. According to California Department of Conservation website the site is distant from
known, active faults and would experience low levels of shaking. There is a potential that the site would experience
a moderate horizontal ground acceleration in the proposed project lifetime. Although there is a potential for the site
to be subject to moderate level earthquake shaking, the buildings would be constructed in compliance with the
California Building Code, which includes seismic standards. Therefore, the impacts of unstable soil, expansive soil,
and geologic/seismic hazards are less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item VII-4:
The proposed project would result in the construction of a new onsite sewage disposal system. Soils testing has been
conducted by a qualified consultant and reports submitted showing the type of septic system required for the sewage
flows generated by the proposed project. A total of one sewage disposal system would be constructed for the
proposed project, and thus the impacts from the septic system are considered to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item VII-5:
Paleontological resources include mineralized (fossilized) or unmineralized bones, teeth, soft tissues, shells, wood,
leaf impressions, footprints, burrows, and microscopic remains. County staff conducted a query through the University
of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) catalog records. The search indicated there are 779 specimens
recorded in Placer County. The purpose of the records search was to determine whether known occurrences of
paleontological resources are present within or immediately adjacent to the proposed project area. The records
search identified one vertebrate fossil discovered approximately three miles south of the project site. Given the
proximity of the proposed project site to the resource discovery, there is a potential likelihood for paleontological
resources to occur within the project site. Significant, unavoidable impacts to paleontological resources could occur
from development of the project. However, with the following mitigation measure, potential impacts would be less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures Item VII-5:
MM VII.3
Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall provide written evidence to the Planning Services Division
that a qualified paleontologist has been retained by the applicant to observe grading activities and salvage fossils as
necessary. The paleontologist shall establish procedures for paleontological resource surveillance and shall
establish, in cooperation project developer, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit sampling,
identification, and evaluation of fossils. If major paleontological resources are discovered, which require temporary
halting or redirecting of grading, the paleontologist shall report such findings to the project developer, and to the
Placer County Department of Museums and Planning Services Division.
The paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project developer, which ensure
proper exploration and/or salvage. Excavated finds shall be offered to a State-designated repository such as Museum
of Paleontology, U.C. Berkeley, the California Academy of Sciences, or any other State-designated repository. If a
designated repository declines to add the find to its collection, the finds shall be offered to the Placer County
Department of Museums for purposes of public education and interpretive displays.
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These actions, as well as final mitigation and disposition of the resources shall be subject to approval by the
Department of Museums. The paleontologist shall submit a follow-up report to the Department of Museums and
Planning Services Division which shall include the period of inspection, an analysis of the fossils found, and present
repository of fossils.
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment? (PLN, Air Quality)
2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases? (PLN, Air Quality)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion Item VIII-1, 2:
The California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB32) signed into law in September 2006, requires statewide GHG
emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB32 established regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to
achieve this goal and provide guidance to help attain quantifiable reductions in emissions efficiently, without limiting
population and economic growth. In September of 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32 was signed by Governor, to establish a
California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of primary concern from land use projects include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane
(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O). Construction-related activities resulting in exhaust emissions may come from fuel
combustion for heavy-duty diesel and gasoline-powered equipment, portable auxiliary equipment, material delivery
trucks, and worker commuter trips. Operational GHG emissions would result from motor vehicle trips generated by
visitors and employees, as well as onsite fuel combustion for landscape maintenance equipment. The proposed
project would result in emissions from the construction and operation of the winery, grading, construction of
associated utilities, and subsequent parking and circulation areas.
On October 13, 2016, the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) adopted CEQA significance
thresholds for GHG emissions as shown below. The Bright-line Threshold of 10,000 metric tons (MT) CO2e/yr
threshold for construction and operational phases, and the De Minimis level of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr for operational
phases were used to determine significance. GHG emissions from projects that exceed 10,000 MT CO2e/yr would
be deemed to have a cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change. For a land use project, this
level of emissions is equivalent to a project size of approximately 646 single‐family dwelling units, or a 323,955 square
feet commercial building.
The De Minimis Level for the operational phases of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr represents an emissions level which can be
considered as less than cumulatively considerable and be excluded from the further GHG impact analysis. This level
of emissions is equivalent to a project size of approximately 71 single‐family units, or a 35,635 square feet commercial
building.
PCAPCD CEQA THRESHOLDS FOR GHG EMISSIONS
1. Bright‐line Threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for the construction and operational phases of land use projects
as well as the stationary source projects
2. Efficiency Matrix for the operational phase of land use development projects when emissions exceed the De
Minimis Level, and
3. De Minimis Level for the operational phases of 1,100 MT of CO2e/yr.
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Table 2
Maximum Unmitigated Project
Short-term Construction & Long-term GHG Emissions
Short-Term Construction
Project
Project
PCAPCD
Construction
Operational
Pollutant
Thresholds2
Emissions1
Emissions1
(MT/year)
(MT/year)
(MT/year)
CO2e
338.97
10,000
411.03
Source 1: CalEEMod 2016.3.2, Project Analysis (October 11, 2016)
Source 2: PCAPCD CEQA Thresholds (adopted October 13, 2016)

Long-term Operational
PCAPCD
Bright-line
Threshold2
(MT/year)
10,000

PCAPCD
De Minimis
Level2
(MT/year)
1,100

The GHG emissions from the Stoneridge Winery project are used as the basis for Sehr Winery. The GHG emissions
from the Stoneridge Winery onsite and off-site activities were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod is a planning tool for estimating emissions related to land use
projects. The CalEEMod analysis prepared for Stoneridge Winery estimated resulting GHG to be approximately
338.97 MT CO2e/yr during construction, and 411.03 MT CO2e/yr during the operational phase. These levels do not
exceed the PCAPCD Bright-line Threshold, or De Minimis Level, and therefore would not substantially hinder the
State’s ability to attain the goals identified in SB 32. As the Sehr winery project is smaller than Stoneridge in terms of
scope and required improvements, it can be assumed that construction and operation of the proposed project (Sehr
Winery) would not generate substantial greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, which may be
considered to have a significant impact on the environment, nor conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases and is therefore considered to have a less
than significant impact. No mitigation measures are required.
IX. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials? (EH)
2. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? (EH)
3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (AQ)
4. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment? (EH)
5. For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area? (PLN)
6. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? (PLN)
7. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires? (PLN)
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Discussion Item IX-1, 2:
The use of hazardous substances during normal construction and residential activities is expected to be limited in
nature, and would be subject to standard handling and storage requirements. Accordingly, impacts related to the
release of hazardous substances are considered less than significant. No mitigation measured are required.
Discussion Item IX- 3:
The project would not emit hazardous emissions or require handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within the vicinity of either existing or proposed schools. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item IX-4:
The proposed project is not located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would not create a hazard to the public or the environment. Therefore,
there is no impact.
Discussion Item IX-5:
The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, public use
airport or private airstrip and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the proposed project
area. The proposed project would have no impact to airports and airstrips. The project is required to comply with the
Placer County Noise Ordinance. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item IX-6:
There are no approved or adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plans that would be impacted by
the proposed project. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item IX-7:
The proposed project site is not located within a California State Responsibility Area. The site is located in a relatively
developed area however the site is wooded, and if a wildfire occurred onsite the winery could be at risk. However,
standard fire regulations and conditions would be required to apply to the proposed project, including fire sprinklers
in the winery and standard fire safe setbacks. With the implementation of said regulations and fire safe practices,
impacts related to wildland fires would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
X. HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade ground
water quality? (EH)
2. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable groundwater management
of the basin? (EH)
3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:
a) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or
offsite;
b) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems? (ESD)
4. Create or contribute runoff water which would include
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff or
otherwise substantially degrade surface water quality
either during construction or in the post-construction
condition? (ESD)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X

X
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5. Place housing or improvements within a 100-year flood
hazard area either as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map which would:
a) impede or redirect flood flows; or
b) expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding
c) risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
(ESD)
6. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan? (EH)

X

X

Discussion Item X-1:
This project would not rely on groundwater wells as a potable water source. Potable water for this project would be
treated water from the Placer County Water Agency. The project would not violate water quality standards with
respect to potable water. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item X-2:
This project would not utilize groundwater, and is not located in an area where soils are conducive to groundwater
recharge. Therefore, the project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
recharge. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item X-3:
The 3.7 acre proposed project area is located in Granite Bay at elevations ranging from 400 to 427 feet. The proposed
project site is surrounded by rural residential development. The existing drainage splits and contributes to two
different watersheds. A preliminary drainage report was prepared by the applicant’s engineer. Within the 78.7 acre
parcel, approximately 3.7 acres would be developed with a winery and associated patio, walkways and parking lots.
The developed area would continue to be spilt into two watersheds: one that drains south to the existing pond and
one that drains northwest to a detention basin before entering the seasonal creek which ultimately drains into a series
of offsite ponds to the west of the property. The proposed improvements would closely mimic the existing drainage
patterns.
The proposed project would create approximately 65,000 square feet of new impervious surfaces on an area that is
currently developed with only a portion of an existing access road (approximately 4,000 square feet of impervious
surface), potentially increasing the stormwater runoff peak flows and volume. The potential for increases in
stormwater peak flows has the potential to result in downstream impacts. A drainage report was prepared for the
proposed project which analyzed a drainage system that would convey runoff from the proposed project site by way
of vegetated bio-swales, existing pond and detention basin. The drainage analysis concluded that the bio-swales,
onsite pond, and detention basin would reduce the 100-year post-project peak flows to less than the pre-project peak
flows. The post development volume of runoff would be slightly higher due to the increase in proposed impervious
surfaces; however, this is considered to be less than significant because drainage facilities are generally designed to
handle the peak flow runoff.
A final drainage report would be prepared and submitted with the site improvement plans for County review and
approval in order to monitor the preliminary report drainage calculations and results. The proposed project’s impacts
associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the site and potential increases in stormwater peak flows and
volume can be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following mitigation measures:
Mitigation Measures Item X-3:
MM VII.1, MM VII.2, and the following:
MM X.1
As part of the Improvement Plan submittal process, the preliminary Drainage Report provided during environmental
review shall be submitted in final format. The final Drainage Report may require more detail than that provided in the
preliminary report, and will be reviewed in concert with the Improvement Plans to confirm conformity between the
two. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a minimum, include: a written text
addressing existing conditions, the effects of the proposed improvements, all appropriate calculations, watershed
maps, changes in flows and patterns, and proposed on- and off-site improvements and drainage easements to
accommodate flows from this project. The report shall identify water quality protection features and methods to be
used during construction, as well as long-term post-construction water quality measures. The final Drainage Report
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shall be prepared in conformance with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development Manual and the Placer
County Stormwater Management Manual that are in effect at the time of Improvement Plan submittal. (ESD)
MM X.2
The Improvement Plan submittal and final Drainage Report shall provide details showing that storm water run-off peak
flows shall be reduced to pre-project conditions through the installation of retention/detention facilities.
Retention/detention facilities shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual that is in effect at the time of submittal, and to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Surveying
Division (ESD) and shall be shown on the Improvement Plans. The ESD may, after review of the project final drainage
report, delete this requirement if it is determined that drainage conditions do not warrant installation of this type of facility.
In the event onsite detention requirements are waived, this project may be subject to payment of any in-lieu fees payable
prior to Improvement Plan approval as prescribed by County Ordinance. Maintenance of detention facilities by the
homeowner’s association, property owner’s association, property owner, or entity responsible for project maintenance
shall be required. No retention/detention facility construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area,
floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals. (ESD)
Discussion Item X-4:
Discharge of concentrated runoff after construction has the potential to contribute to water quality impacts in the longterm. Stormwater runoff naturally contains numerous constituents; however, urbanization and urban activities
including development and redevelopment typically increase constituent concentrations to levels that potentially
impact water quality. Pollutants associated with stormwater include (but are not limited to) sediment, nutrients,
oils/greases, etc. The proposed urban type development has the potential to result in the generation of new dryweather runoff containing said pollutants.
The proposed project’s impacts associated with water quality can be mitigated to a less than significant level by
implementing the following mitigation measures:
Mitigation Measures Item X-4:
MM VII.1, MM VII.2, and the following:
MM X.3
The Improvement Plans shall show water quality treatment facilities/Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed
according to the guidance of the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice
Handbooks for Construction, for New Development / Redevelopment, and for Industrial and Commercial (or other similar
source as approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD)).
Storm drainage from on- and off-site impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected and routed through specially
designed catch basins, vegetated swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water quality basins, filters, etc. for entrapment of
sediment, debris and oils/greases or other identified pollutants, as approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division
(ESD). BMPs shall be designed in accordance with the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual for sizing of
permanent post-construction Best Management Practices for stormwater quality protection. No water quality facility
construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized
by project approvals.
All permanent BMPs shall be maintained as required to ensure effectiveness. The applicant shall provide for the
establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper irrigation. Proof of on-going maintenance, such as
contractual evidence, shall be provided to ESD upon request. The project owners/permittees shall provide maintenance
of these facilities and annually report a certification of completed maintenance to the County DPW Stormwater
Coordinator, unless, and until, a County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the County for
maintenance. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot sweeping and vacuuming, and catch basin cleaning program
shall be provided to the ESD upon request. Failure to do so will be grounds for discretionary permit revocation. Prior to
Improvement Plan or Final Subdivision Map approval, easements shall be created and offered for dedication to the
County for maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation of possible County maintenance. (ESD)
MM X.4
This project is located within the permit area covered by Placer County’s Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) Permit (State Water Resources Control Board National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES)). Project-related storm water discharges are subject to all applicable requirements of said permit.
The project shall implement permanent and operational source control measures as applicable. Source control measures
shall be designed for pollutant generating activities or sources consistent with recommendations from the California
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment, or
equivalent manual, and shall be shown on the Improvement Plans.
The project is also required to implement Low Impact Development (LID) standards designed to reduce runoff, treat storm
water, and provide baseline hydromodification management as outlined in the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design
Manual. (ESD)
MM X.5
Per the State of California NPDES Phase II MS4 Permit, this project is a Regulated Project that creates and/or
replaces 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface. A final Storm Water Quality Plan (SWQP) shall be
submitted, either within the final Drainage Report or as a separate document that identifies how this project will meet
the Phase II MS4 permit obligations. Site design measures, source control measures, and Low Impact Development
(LID) standards, as necessary, shall be incorporated into the design and shown on the Improvement Plans. In
addition, per the Phase II MS4 permit, projects creating and/or replacing one acre or more of impervious surface
(excepting projects that do not increase impervious surface area over the pre-project condition) are also required to
demonstrate hydromodification management of storm water such that post-project runoff is maintained to equal or
below pre-project flow rates for the 2 year, 24-hour storm event, generally by way of infiltration, rooftop and impervious
area disconnection, bioretention, and other LID measures that result in post-project flows that mimic pre-project
conditions. (ESD)
MM X.6
The Improvement Plans shall include the message details, placement, and locations showing that all storm drain
inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be permanently marked/embossed with prohibitive language such
as “No Dumping! Flows to Creek.” or other language /graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping as approved by
the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). The Property Owners’ association is responsible for maintaining the
legibility of stamped messages and signs. (ESD)
MM X.7
Prior to any construction commencing, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Engineering and Surveying Division
of a WDID number generated from the State Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Stormwater Multiple Application
& Reports Tracking System (SMARTS). This serves as the Regional Water Quality Control Board approval or permit
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction storm water quality permit. (ESD)
MM X.8
The Improvement Plans shall show that all storm water runoff shall be diverted around trash storage areas to minimize
contact with pollutants. Trash container areas shall be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash by the
forces of water or wind. Trash containers shall not be allowed to leak and must remain covered when not in use. (ESD)
Discussion Item X-5:
Proposed project improvements are not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as defined and mapped by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The Preliminary Drainage Report prepared for the proposed
project analyzed the impacts to the local 100-year flood hazard area and concluded increasing the imperviousness
within the area of development has no significant impact on the local 100-year floodplain as a result of the storage
capacity of the onsite pond and detention basin. A final drainage report would be prepared and submitted with the
site improvement plans for County review and approval in order to monitor the preliminary report drainage calculations
and results. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item X-6:
This project would not utilize groundwater, nor would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant. No mitigation
measures are required.
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XI. LAND USE & PLANNING – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1. Physically divide an established community? (PLN)

No
Impact

X

2. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
(EH, ESD, PLN)
3. Result in the development of incompatible uses and/or the
creation of land use conflicts? (PLN)
4. Cause economic or social changes that would result in
significant adverse physical changes to the environment
such as urban decay or deterioration? (PLN)

X

X
X

Discussion Item XI-1, 2, 4:
The proposed project includes the construction and operation of a 11,200 square foot winery. The proposed project
site is zoned Residential Agriculture, Combining Minimum Building Site of 4.6 acres. The use of a winery and the
associated grape processing and promotional events are allowable uses in the Residential Agriculture zone district
with approval of an Administrative Review Permit (ARP). The proposed project does not conflict with General Plan,
Granite Bay Community Plan, or County-wide policies adopted for the purposes of avoiding and mitigating
environmental effects. The proposed project would not affect existing agricultural operations or create an incompatible
land use with agricultural or timber resource operations, as there are no timber resource operations in the vicinity,
and the proposed project is for a winery which will use grapes grown onsite to produce wine. The proposed project
would not disrupt or divide established communities and would not result in a substantial alteration of present or
planned land uses in the area. The proposed project would not cause economic or social changes that would result
in significant, adverse physical changes to the environment. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item XI-3:
Though the proposed use is allowed in the Residential Agriculture zone district with approval of an ARP, the proposed
project could create a land use conflict with adjacent residential uses. Potential impacts including noise and dust
could be generated from construction of the proposed project. Additionally, potential operational impacts include
noise. However, with implementation of mitigation measures noted below for noise, in conjunction with the proposed
hours of operation, lighting restrictions, and landscaping, the proposed project would have a less than significant
impact with regards to incompatible uses.
Mitigation Measures Item XI-3:
MM I.1, MM I.2, MM XIII.1
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? (PLN)
2. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (PLN)
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Discussion Item XII-1, 2:
The Mineral Land Classification of Placer County, California Department of Conservation – Division of Mines and
Geology 1995, was prepared for the purpose of identifying and documenting the various mineral compounds found
in the soils of Placer County. The Classification is comprised of three primary mineral deposits forms by hydrothermal
processes (lode gold, silver, copper, zinc, and tungsten); and construction aggregate resources, industrial mineral
deposits and other deposits formed by magmatic segregation processes (sand, gravel, crushed stone, decomposed
granite, clay, shale, quartz and chromite).
Two mineral classifications occur onsite: MRZ-1 and MRZ-4. MRZ-1 is defined as an “area where available geologic
information indicates there is little likelihood for the presence of significant mineral resources.” MRZ-4 is defined as
“areas of no known mineral occurrences where geologic information does not rule out either the presence or absence
of significant mineral resources.”
No mineral extraction operations exist in the proposed project area and there are no known mineral resources on the
proposed project site. Mineral extraction would be allowed in the Residential Agriculture zone district with approval
of a Conditional Use Permit, however the proposed project is not proposing mineral extraction. The proposed project
site has never been mined and no valuable, locally important mineral resources have been identified on the proposed
project site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to mineral
resources. No mitigation measures are required.
XIII. NOISE – Would the project result in:

Environmental Issue

1. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project
in excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (PLN)
2. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? (PLN)
3. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X

Discussion Item XIII-1:
The proposed project is located in an area of rural residential land uses. Noise generating activities from the proposed
project include short-term, temporary impacts from construction of the proposed project and periodic impacts from
the proposed project operations including the winery and agricultural promotional events. The hours of wine making
would vary by season.
Construction Noise
Noise generated from construction would temporarily increase ambient noise levels in the area, and nearby
residences may be impacted. However, this impact is considered to be temporary and less than significant. The
following standard note would be required on the Improvement Plans and the Grading Plans and would reduce any
potential impacts from construction noise to less than significant:
Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Grading Permit is required is
prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and shall only occur:
a)
Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 8:00 pm (during daylight savings)
b)
Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 8:00 pm (during standard time)
c)
Saturdays, 8:00 am to 6:00 pm

PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services

28 of 40

427

Initial Study & Checklist continued

In addition, temporary signs four feet by four feet shall be located along the perimeter of the proposed project,
as determined by the Development Review Committee, at key intersections depicting the above construction
hour limitations. Said signs shall include a toll free public information phone number where surrounding
residents can report violations and the developer/builder would respond and resolve noise violations.
No mitigation measures are required for construction noise.
Winery and Tasting Room Operations
The winery would be located at the south-central portion of the site. An exhibit showing the distances to the property
lines from the winery was provided. The winery would be approximately 400 feet from the west property line, 500 feet
from the south property line, 760 feet from the east property line and over 2,000 feet from the north property line. The
winery proposes several outdoor patio areas where patrons could congregate. Amplified music would be restricted
to the inside of the tasting room, and other music such as a small group of classical guitarists or a string quartette
with a small single amplifier may be proposed on the patio for ambiance.
The winery would have six regular employees with additional employees added depending on the event and season.
The hours of operation for the winery are proposed to be Wednesday through Sunday 10:00 am to 6:00 pm. In order
to control the number of visitors to the site, the project proposes an appointment-only reservation system from 10:00
am to 2:00 pm, followed by tastings open to the public from 2:00 pm to 6:00 pm. The winery also proposed to host
six agricultural promotional events for up to 102 people, inclusive of winemaker dinners and wine club events.
Wine Production
In addition to noise associated with construction and operation of the project, noise would be generated when
harvesting occurs including crushing and wine making. The hours of wine making operations vary by season. For
nine months of the year the hours would range from 6:00 am to 5:00 pm. In the approximate three months of the year
comprising harvest and crushing, the hours may range from 11:00 pm to 6:00 am the following day. The source of
noise during the crush season would be pickers, tractors, and de-stemming equipment. Additional noise associated
with the winery would be generated from shipments. The project proposes to use single unit trucks for grape transport
and the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the project notes that the site could generate approximately 76 deliveries
of grapes to the winery at maximum production. Based on the Traffic Impact Study, spread out over 36 days of the
approximate three month harvest/crush season, this would equate to approximately two to three daily deliveries
during the harvest season and 0.9 truck per day during the non-harvest season. Truck activity would also occur
outside the harvest season for deliveries including bottles, corks, labels, and boxes related to contract bottling.
Deliveries would also occur for various supplies to be shipped and transporting waste products.
Adjacent residences could be impacted from noise associated with the construction and operation of the winery as
well as noise associated with harvest operations and wine club dinners and events. Noise from traffic generated by
the project would also have the potential to impact adjacent residences. However, with the following mitigation
measures, potential noise impacts would be less than significant:
Mitigation Measures Item XIII-1:
MM XIII.1
1. Deliveries shall occur during normal business hours, 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.
2. All amplified sound associated with day-to-day operations (i.e. acoustic guitar/string quartette) shall not
involve equipment requiring more than standard household electrical current at 110 or 220 volts. Amplified
sound may occur outdoors provided all noise ceases by 6:00 pm and is compliant with County noise
standards at all times. Amplified speech and sound may occur indoors if windows and doors of gathering
areas are maintained closed or if it can be demonstrated that noise levels do not exceed County standards.
3. Any outdoor amplified music proposed with a promotional event shall be subject to the Placer County Noise
Ordinance.
Discussion Item XIII-2:
The project could generate excessive groundborne vibrations and groundborne noise levels from construction
activities associated with the project including grading and constructing the parking lots and winery building. The
below Table 1: Vibration Levels for Various Construction Equipment shows the typical vibration levels produced by
construction equipment. All or some of this construction equipment may be used during various construction phases
of the project.
The table data indicates that construction vibration levels anticipated for the project are less than the 0.2 in/sec p.p.v
(inches per second at peak particle velocity) threshold of damage to buildings and less than the 0.1 in/sec threshold
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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of annoyance criteria at 50 feet. Sensitive receptors who could be impacted by construction related vibrations,
especially vibratory compactors/rollers, are located more than 500 feet, or further, from the project site. At these
distances construction vibrations are not anticipated to exceed acceptable levels. Additionally, construction activities
would be temporary in nature and limited to normal daytime working hours. Therefore, there is a less than significant
impact.
Table 1: Vibration Levels for Various Construction Equipment
Type of Equipment
Peak Particle Velocity at
Peak Particle Velocity at
25 feet (inches/second)
50 feet (inches/second)

Peak Particle Velocity at
100 feet (inches/second)

Large Bulldozer
Loaded Trucks
Small Bulldozer
Auger/Drill Rigs
Jackhammer
Vibratory Hammer
Vibratory Compactor/Roller

0.089
0.031
0.011
0.076
0.027
0.010
0.003
0.001
0.000
0.089
0.031
0.011
0.035
0.012
0.004
0.070
0.025
0.009
0.210 (Less than 0.200 at
0.074
0.026
26 feet or more)
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, Federal Transit Administration. May 2006
Discussion Item XIII-3:
The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of private airstrips, proposed or adopted airport land use plans, or
within two miles of a public airport. The project would not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive
noise levels. Therefore, there is no impact.
XIV. POPULATION & HOUSING – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (i.e., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or
other infrastructure)? (PLN)
2. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (PLN)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion Item XIV-1:
The proposed project includes the construction and operation of a winery and associated parking areas. The winery
would have six regular employees, with additional employees depending on the event and season. The project would
not induce substantial population growth in the area. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XIV-2:
The proposed project would not displace existing housing. The proposed project involves the construction and
operation of a winery. Therefore, there is no impact.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services?

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1. Fire protection? (ESD, PLN)

No
Impact

X

2. Sheriff protection? (ESD, PLN)

X

3. Schools? (ESD, PLN)

X

4. Parks? (PLN)

X

5. Other public facilities? (ESD, PLN)

X

6. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? (ESD, PLN)

X

Discussion Item XV-1:
No new fire protection facilities are proposed as part of this proposed project. The South Placer Fire District has
provided a temporary will-serve letter dated October 17, 2018 that is valid for 180 days and was renewed for an
additional 180 days. A final will-serve letter would be issued upon final plan approval by the fire district. The proposed
project would include design features necessary for adequate emergency access and fire suppression capability
including constructing internal roads to emergency access standards and installing a pressurized sprinkler system
within the winery. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XV-2, 3:
The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of a winery and associated parking. The number
of residents in the area would not be increased and would not result in an adverse effect to Sheriff Protection Facilities
or schools. No governmental services are proposed as part of this project. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item XV-4, 5:
The proposed project for a winery would not have an adverse impact on existing parks or other public facilities nor
generate the need for the construction of new parks or other public facilities. Therefore, there is no impact.
Discussion Item XV-6:
The proposed project access has already been constructed per the requirements Plate 116 requirements. The access
is on Cavitt Stallman Road, a County maintained road. The proposed project would not generate any more impacts
on the maintenance of public roads than was anticipated with the development of the Placer County General Plan.
Therefore, the impact is less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
XVI. RECREATION:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated? (PLN)
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X
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2. Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
(PLN)

X

Discussion Item XVI-1:
There would be a negligible increase in the use of existing recreational areas in the surrounding area as a result of
the proposed winery. The increase would not result in a substantial deterioration of facilities as improvements.
Therefore, impacts are less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XVI-2:
The proposed project does not include recreational facilities nor require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse impact on the environment. Therefore, there is no impact.
XVII. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. 1. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system (i.e., transit, roadway,
bicycle, pedestrian facilities, etc.)? (ESD)
2. 2. Substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety due to
geometric design features (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)? (ESD)
3. 3. Result in inadequate emergency access or access to
nearby uses? (ESD)
4. 4. Result in insufficient parking capacity onsite or off-site?
(ESD, PLN)
5. 5. An increase in traffic which may be substantial in
relation to the existing and/or planned future year traffic
load and capacity of the roadway system (i.e. result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips,
the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)? (ESD)
6. 6. Exceeding, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the County General Plan
and/or Community Plan for roads affected by project
traffic? (ESD)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X
X

X

X

Discussion Item XVII-1:
The proposed project would not significantly conflict with any existing policies or preclude anticipated future policies,
plans, or programs supporting the circulation system. The proposed design/improvements do not significantly impact
the construction of bus turnouts, bicycle racks, planned roadway, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, etc. Therefore, this
impact is less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XVII-2:
The proposed project access is from County maintained Cavitt Stallman Road. The driveway encroachment and
vehicle turnaround area are existing and were constructed under a separate permit to County standards. Therefore,
this impact is less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XVII-3:
The servicing fire district, South Placer Fire, has reviewed the proposed project and has not identified any significant
impacts to emergency access. There are two paved driveways providing access to the project site: the main driveway
and winery entry from Cavitt Stallman Road located near the center of the property and a shared access on the
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southeast corner of the property. The main entrance would be the only access used for public tasting. The shared
access would continue to provide access to the barn and farm manager’s house. It is gated where it enters the
proposed project site and would remain as a service access only. The proposed project would not significantly impact
the access to any nearby use. The proposed project would be constructed to District Standards. Therefore, this is a
less than significant impact. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XVII-4:
The site plan for the project shows 41 parking spaces including two ADA-accessible spaces. Parking ratios for
wineries are described in the Placer County Winery Ordinance, Section 17.56.330. Per the ordinance, “small” and
“large” wineries are dependent upon the volume of wine produced. A “small” winery refers to a winery with an annual
production of less than20,000 cases and a “large” winery refers to a winery with an annual production of 20,000 cases
or greater. The required parking for a “small” winery is five spaces when public tastings are proposed. Though the
winery’s annual production qualifies it as a “small” winery, the physical size of the proposed winery and the associated
promotional dinners and the proposed scale of the winery operation necessitate a higher parking standard. The
required parking for “large” wineries is dependent on the square footage of the facility including tasting rooms,
reception areas, offices, warehousing, production, and promotional event parking. The required parking for a “large”
winery is shown below:
Table 2: Sehr Winery Parking

Area

Parking Ratio

Area

Required Parking

Patron areas including
tasting rooms, reception
areas, and outdoor areas

1 space per 300 square
feet

21 spaces

Offices and administrative
areas
Production, storage, and
warehousing areas

1 space per 300 square
feet
1 space per 1,500 square
feet

6,153 square feet (tasting
rooms, outdoor tasting
areas, wine cave tasting
area)
477 square feet (office)
4,534
square
feet
(production and storage
areas)
TOTAL

3 spaces

2 spaces

26 spaces

Promotional Events
The Placer County Winery Ordinance allows wineries to host six promotional events per year with approval of an
Administrative Review Permit (ARP). A “promotional event” means an event sponsored by the property owner to
promote the sale of Placer County wines, which is intended to allow for the sampling and direct marketing and sales
of wines produced on the premises. These events include winemaker’s dinners and wine club release parties. The
project is requesting approval of an ARP to allow for the winery to host six promotional events in conformance with
the Winery Ordinance. Per the ordinance, promotional event parking is one parking space per 2.5 persons. With 41
parking spaces proposed, the maximum amount of attendees the winery could accommodate during promotional
events is 102 persons. Promotional events would occur outside of the normal business hours, from 7:00 pm to 11:00
pm. The project could have insufficient parking onsite if the number of attendees exceeds 102 persons.
The project is providing 41 spaces, which is sufficient parking for regular winery operations as well as promotional
events. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XVII-5, 6:
The proposed project would consist of construction of an approximately 11,200 square-foot facility inclusive of a 4,300
square-foot production area for processing grapes, 4,600 square-foot tasting room, and a 2,300 square-foot wine
cave. The proposed project also includes construction of approximately 6,200 square-feet of patio and covered porch.
The site is designated Rural Estate 4.6-20 Acre Minimum according to the Granite Bay Community Plan, and at
permitted density (4.6 acres per home) could be developed with 17 single family homes. A Traffic Impact Study was
prepared for the proposed project by KD Anderson and Associates (dated September 5, 2019). This report analyzed
the estimated trips generated by the proposed winery as compared to the trip generation associated with the
development of residential uses on the site under existing zoning (17 homes). Based on trip generation rates
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the existing zoning of 17 homes would be expected to generate
approximately 160 daily trips on a typical weekday and 162 and 146 trips on Saturday and Sunday, respectively.
Data shows that other wineries in Placer County generate significantly less traffic on a typical day and indicates an
average trip generation of 32 trips on Fridays, 30 trips on Saturdays, and 55 trips on Sundays.
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Although the winery is expected to generate significantly less traffic than the existing zoning, the Traffic Impact Study
estimated the maximum daily trips that could be generated by the winery on a peak day. The project applicant
proposes to reduce trips to the winery by offering wine tastings by appointment only until 2:00 pm, encouraging
carpooling, and providing incentives for bicyclists. Additional measures that reduce trips are based on the discussion
in Section XIX-3 pertaining to Utilities and Service Systems. The septic system was designed for a maximum visitor
capacity of 203 people per day, plus an additional 102 people per day, six days out of the year for promotional events.
Based on this maximum septic system capacity, the number of trips to the site are inherently limited. As such, there
would be no increase in weekday traffic or Saturday and Sunday traffic over the anticipated development of 17 homes
on the 80 acre parcel per the existing Community Plan designation based on the limitation on hours of operation, the
proposed measures to reduce trips, data from other wineries in the region, and the septic system limitations. If the
project trip generation exceeds the trip generation of the existing zoning (17 homes), the ARP would need to be
modified and additional traffic analysis performed. Additional mitigation measures may be required based on the
additional analysis.
Based on the directional distribution of the proposed project traffic, the study assigned these trips to the study area
street system. The trips accompanying development of this proposed project were superimposed onto the existing
background traffic volumes to create the “Existing Plus Project” volumes. These volumes were then used to calculate
the intersection Level of Service (LOS). Minor increases in delay may occur, however the LOS at each location do
not change and remain within Placer County’s minimum LOS C standard with project development for both the typical
weekday peak hour and the Saturday peak hour. Therefore, the site-specific impacts on local transportation systems
are less than significant when analyzed against the existing baseline traffic conditions.
While some roadway segments and intersections may operate beyond the acceptable LOS standard under
cumulative conditions, the proposed project traffic does not result in a large enough incremental increase to make a
finding of significance under cumulative conditions. Nevertheless, the project applicant would be required to pay
traffic impact fees for the proposed project. The traffic impact fees fund improvements to the roadway system, as
identified in the County’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP includes intersection improvements at Barton
Road/Cavitt Stallman Road and Auburn Folsom Road/Cavitt Stallman Road (currently under construction). The traffic
impact fees represent the project’s fair share towards cumulative roadway improvement projects. No mitigation
measures are required; traffic impact fees will be a Condition of Approval of the project.
In 2018, the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency promulgated and certified CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3 to implement Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2). Public Resources Code Section
21099(b)(2) states that, “upon certification of the guidelines by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency
pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment pursuant
to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.”
In response to PRC 21099(b)(2), CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 notes that “Generally, vehicle miles
traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts.” The Guidelines section further states that
although a lead agency may elect to be governed by this section immediately, lead agencies are not required
to utilize VMT as the metric to determine transportation impact until July 1, 2020. The inconsis tency between
the implementation date of July 1, 2020 allowed by the Guidelines and the requirement of PRC 21099(b)(2) to
no longer use congestion metrics creates a gap or "interim" period when determination of significant impacts
on traffic congestion metrics is no longer allowable; however, the lead agency may not yet have an established
VMT threshold(s), as is currently the case for Placer County.
A recent court case (Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento (2019) 2019 WL
6888482) attempted to add clarity to the timing issue surrounding the transition between transportation impact
metrics. The court ruled that although CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, requiring use of VMT as the
transportation impact metric, does not apply until July 1, 2020, Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2) is
already in effect. As a result of the ruling, although lead agencies are not yet required to analyze transportation
impacts under the VMT metric, they can no longer draw a transportation impact significance conclusion using
a metric that measures traffic congestion (e.g., level of service (LOS)).
Subsequent to the certification of the CEQA Guidelines, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
published the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018). OPR’s
advisory document identifies a potential approach which an agency could utilize as the basis for determining
significant transportation impacts. Specifically, the OPR Technical guidance recommends consideration of
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whether the project is consistent with the applicable Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS). The guidance aligns with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), which requires that an EIR should discuss
inconsistencies between the proposed project and the regional transportation plan. For the SACOG region, this consists of
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/SCS (MTP/SCS).
The proposed project is located within an area designated as an Established Community in both the 2016 and 2020
MTP/SCS. The MTP/SCS is aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions through VMT reduction, and these
efforts are primarily focused on urban areas, where investments in the roadway system and transit, bike, and
pedestrian infrastructure are built into the MTP/SCS to achieve identified air quality targets. In this “interim”
period, the following qualitative discussion of VMT has been provided for the proposed project.
According to the MTP/SCS, Established Community areas are typically located outside of urbanized areas and
designated in local land use plans for low- to medium-density neighborhoods, office, and commercial
development. Travel occurs almost exclusively by automobile as transit service is minimal or nonexistent. For
unincorporated Placer County, the 2020 MTP/SCS assumes an additional 15,080 jobs and 3,160 housing units
would be developed in Established Communities by 2040 (see Appendix C of the 2020 MTP/SCS). (note this
represents a reduction in the forecasts provided in the 2016 MTP/SCS for Year 2035 = increase of 12,090 jobs
and 2,760 units).
Figures 3-10 and 3-11 of the 2020 MTP/SCS show the 2016 and projected 2040 vehicle miles traveled per capita
for the six-County SACOG region. The sub-region in which the project is located is shown as having both now,
and in the future, 150% of the regional average VMT per capita. The MTP/SCS anticipates some increased
activity/growth within Established Community areas. Additionally, these areas are recognized as having high
VMT per capita both now and in the future (2040 MTP/SCS Planning Period). Thus, it can be concluded that
the potential increased activity associated with the proposed project would not conflict with the MTP/SCS'
strategy for reducing VMT through investments in roadway and multi-modal infrastructure primarily in urban
areas and therefore the project’s impact associated with VMT increases are considered less than significant.
XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

Environmental Issue

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or (PLN)
2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe. (PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion Item XVIII-1, 2:
Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014), consultation requests were sent to tribes traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the project area on January 9, 2019. A consultation request was received from the United
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) on January 25, 2019. The CHRIS Records Search dated October 5, 2018 was
provided to the UAIC and no site-specific Tribal Cultural Resources were identified by the Tribe. The project has the
potential to impact previously-unidentified tribal cultural resources from development of the project including ground
disturbance. However, with implementation of mitigation measure MM V.1 for inadvertent resource discovery,
potential impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures Item XVIII-1, 2:
MM V.1
XIX. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects? (EH, ESD, PLN)
2. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? (EH)
3. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? (EH,
ESD)
4. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals? (EH)
5. Comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
(EH)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion Item XIX-1:
This project would require and result in the construction of new water infrastructure. This project would connect to
the Placer County Water Agency for domestic water. This project would not create significant environmental effects
and would not result in the construction of an expansion of an existing facility. Sewer infrastructure expansion is not
proposed with this project. Thus, it will not cause significant effects to the environment and the construction and
connection of this project to the existing public water service is less than significant. No mitigation measures are
required.
Discussion Item XIX-2:
The agency charged with providing treated water has indicated its requirements to serve the project. These
requirements are routine in nature and do not represent significant impacts. The project would not result in the
construction of new treatment facilities or create an expansion of an existing facility. Typical project conditions of
approval require submission of a “will-serve” letter from the agency. No mitigation measures are proposed.
Discussion Item XIX-3:
Onsite sewage disposal systems are required to be designed for the maximum gallons per day based upon all of the
proposed uses connected to the system. Due to the slow percolation rate in the area near the winery building there
is limited area available for sewage disposal. This proposed project would utilize a new septic system sized to
accommodate 203 guests per day for the sewage disposal. This project is proposing to have a maximum of six
promotional events (e.g. winemaker dinners) per year. The current capacity of the leachfield cannot handle the
sewage flows for the winemaker dinners in addition to the open wine tasting on a daily basis. However, special design
features have been added to accommodate the sewage flows for the infrequent events (i.e. six times per year). The
applicant is required to adhere to this maximum number of guests in order protect the efficient operation of their
sewage disposal system. To increase the number of guests to greater than 203 per day, the applicant would be
required to conduct additional soils testing in another area on their parcel to increase the size of their sewage disposal
system. Additionally, exceedance of the 203 person limitation would require modification of the ARP as well as
additional traffic analysis.
The proposed project site is currently provided PCWA domestic water from an existing eight-inch treated water main
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and PCWA canal water for irrigation. PCWA has review the proposed project and did not indicate any significant
water supply impacts.
A drainage report was prepared for the proposed project which analyzed a drainage system that would convey runoff
from the proposed project site by way of vegetated bio-swales and a detention basin. The drainage analysis
concluded that the bio-swale and basin would reduce the 100-year post-project peak flows to less than the pre-project
peak flows.
The proposed project would not require any significant relocation or construction of electric, gas, or
telecommunication facilities that would cause significant environmental effects. This proposed project would not
create significant environmental effects and would not result in the construction of new or expanded utility facilities.
Therefore, these impacts are less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XIX-4, 5:
The proposed project lies in an area of the County that is served by the local franchised refuse hauler (Recology)
and is served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity. The concern whether this project is served by a landfill
with sufficient capacity is considered to be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

1. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan? (PLN)
2. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? (PLN)
3. Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) the construction or
operation of which may exacerbate fire risk or that may result
in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? (PLN)
4. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding, mudslides, or landslides,
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes? (PLN)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

Discussion Item XX-1, 2, 3, 4:
The proposed project is not located within a state responsibility area (SRA) and is not classified as a very high fire
hazard severity zone. The project is 0.5 mile west of an SRA-moderate area however the overall area is relatively
developed and the South Placer Fire District Station 19 is located at the SRA boundary, 0.5 mile west of the project
site at the corner of Cavitt Stallman Road and Auburn Folsom Road.
The proposed project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The
project site is relatively flat and does not exhibit steep slopes. The majority of the project site is in agricultural
production, however the location of the proposed winery is the most heavily-wooded area on the site. This wooded
area is relatively isolated and does not connect to a larger forest or broader vegetation community. The circulation
and parking areas are required to be capable of supporting the weight of an 80,000 pound fire truck. The project is
also required to install fire hydrants and the winery is required to contain a pressurized sprinkler system. Construction
of the winery and associated parking and circulation areas will not exacerbate fire risk. Impacts from road construction
including drainage, erosion, and dust are addressed in Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Air
Quality, and mitigation measures imposed to reduce impacts to less than significant. Development of the project,
including creation of the fuel breaks around structures would involve tree removal. Impacts to protected trees
including oak woodland and individual trees are addressed in Section IV: Biology. The project would not expose
PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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people or structures to significant risks including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff,
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation
measures are required.
F. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:
Environmental Issue
1. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
2. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
3. Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Yes

No

☐

☒

☐

☒

☐

☒

G. OTHER RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES whose approval is required:
☒California Department of Fish and Wildlife
☐California Department of Forestry
☐California Department of Health Services
☐California Department of Toxic Substances
☐California Department of Transportation
☐California Integrated Waste Management Board
☒California Regional Water Quality Control Board

☐Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
☐National Marine Fisheries Service
☐Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
☒U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
☒U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
☐
☐

H. DETERMINATION – The Environmental Review Committee finds that:
☒

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (Persons/Departments consulted):
Planning Services Division, Nikki Streegan, Chairperson
Planning Services Division-Air Quality, Angel Green
Engineering and Surveying Division, Michelle Lewis, P.E.
Department of Public Works and Facilities-Transportation, Katie Jackson
DPWF-Environmental Engineering Division, Sarah Gillmore
DPWF-Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Brad Brewer
DPWF-Facility Services-Parks Division, Ted Rel
HHS-Environmental Health Services, Joey Scarbrough
Placer County Fire Planning/CDF, Brian Skehan/Dave Bookout

Signature

Date

1/30/20

Leigh Chavez, Environmental Coordinator

PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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J. SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES: The following public documents were utilized and site-specific studies
prepared to evaluate in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project. This information is available for public
review, Monday through Friday, 8am to 5pm, at the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency,
Environmental Coordination Services, 3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603.
☒Air Pollution Control District Rules & Regulations
☐Community Plan
☒Environmental Review Ordinance
☒General Plan
County
Documents

☒Grading Ordinance
☒Land Development Manual
☒Land Division Ordinance
☒Stormwater Management Manual
☒Tree Ordinance
☐

Trustee Agency
Documents

☐Department of Toxic Substances Control
☒Biological Study
☐Cultural Resources Pedestrian Survey
☒Cultural Resources Records Search
☐Lighting & Photometric Plan
Planning
Services
Division

☐Paleontological Survey
☒Tree Survey & Arborist Report
☐Visual Impact Analysis
☒Wetland Delineation
☐Acoustical Analysis
☐
☐Phasing Plan
☒Preliminary Grading Plan
☒Preliminary Geotechnical Report
☒Preliminary Drainage Report

Site-Specific
Studies

Engineering &
Surveying
Division,
Flood Control
District

☒Stormwater & Surface Water Quality BMP Plan
☒Traffic Study
☐Sewer Pipeline Capacity Analysis
☐Placer County Commercial/Industrial Waste Survey (where public sewer is
available)
☐Sewer Master Plan
☒Utility Plan
☒Tentative Map
☐
☐Groundwater Contamination Report
☐Hydro-Geological Study

Environmental
Health
Services

☒Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
☐Soils Screening
☒Preliminary Endangerment Assessment
☐

Planning

☐CALINE4 Carbon Monoxide Analysis

PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Services
Division, Air
Quality

☐Construction Emission & Dust Control Plan
☐Geotechnical Report (for naturally occurring asbestos)
☐Health Risk Assessment
☒CalEEMod Model Output
☐
☐Emergency Response and/or Evacuation Plan

Fire
Department

☐Traffic & Circulation Plan
☐

Exhibit A: Mitigation Monitoring Program

PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EH=Environmental Health Services
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Exhibit A
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Mitigated Negative Declaration – PLN18-00469
Sehr Winery
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires all public agencies to establish monitoring
or reporting procedures for mitigation measures adopted as a condition of project approval in
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. Monitoring of such mitigation
measures may extend through project permitting, construction, and project operations, as
necessary.
Said monitoring shall be accomplished by the county’s standard mitigation monitoring program
and/or a project specific mitigation reporting program as defined in Placer County Code Chapter
18.28, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program (pre-project implementation):
The following mitigation monitoring program (and following project specific reporting plan, when
required) shall be utilized by Placer County to implement Public Resources Code Section
21081.6. Mitigation measures adopted for discretionary projects must be included as conditions
of approval for that project. Compliance with conditions of approval is monitored by the county
through a variety of permit processes as described below. The issuance of any of these permits
or County actions which must be preceded by a verification that certain conditions of
approval/mitigation measures have been met, shall serve as the required monitoring of those
condition of approval/mitigation measures. These actions include design review approval,
improvement plan approval, improvement construction inspection, encroachment permit,
recordation of a final map, acceptance of subdivision improvements as complete, building permit
approval, and/or certification of occupancy.
The following mitigation measures, identified in the Sehr Winery Negative Declaration, have been
adopted as conditions of approval on the project’s discretionary permit and will be monitored
according to the above Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program verification process:
Mitigation Measure #’s:
MM I.1
MM I.2
MM IV.1
MM IV.2
MM IV.3
MM IV.4
MM IV.5

MM V.1
MM VII.1
MM VII.2
MM VII.3
MM X.1
MM X.2
MM X.3

MM X.4
MM X.5
MM X.6
MM X.7
MM X.8
MM XIII.1

Project-Specific Reporting Plan (post-project implementation):
The reporting plan component is intended to provide for on-going monitoring after project
construction to ensure mitigation measures shall remain effective for a designated period of time.
Said reporting plans shall contain all components identified in Chapter 18.28.050 of the County
Code, Environmental Review Ordinance – “Contents of Project-Specific Reporting Plan.”
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Wine country growth within general plan numbers | Local News | napavalleyregister.com

https://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/wine-country-growth-within-general-plan-numbers/article_4f2c3aa6-536a5a0f-a5c8-c88c9a610ecb.html

Barry Eberling
Feb 25, 2017

David Stoneberg/Star file photo
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f you just look at the numbers, the growth of the wine industry is right on track with
the road map set out in a 2008 master plan that charts a course for wine country
growth through 2030.
But some observers question whether these numbers tell the full story when it comes to
gauging wine country’s health.
The general plan is Napa County’s North Star. It begins with a statement of purpose—
and an audacious boast—that remains uncontroversial almost a decade later.
“Welcome to Napa County!” the document says. “This general plan is intended to ensure
the preservation of the qualities and features that make the county a world-renowned
place.”
The debate is over whether Napa County, with its 450-plus wineries, could drown in its
own success. Some residents fear reaching a tipping point when winery glitz and events
overshadow the county’s dirt-encrusted agricultural roots.
Under state law, California counties and cities are required to create long term general
plans. Napa County’s zoning, projects and laws must be consistent with its general plan.

Growth numbers released at the Napa Valley Register’s request by county Planning,
Building and Environmental Services Director David Morrison show the county isn’t out
of line with the numbers envisioned by planners and lawmakers 10 years ago.
The general plan environmental impact report anticipated that the county would approve
about 225 new wineries between 2006 and 2030. The county by Feb. 1 had approved 101
new wineries – 45 percent of the projected total with 44 percent of the general plan time
frame having elapsed.
“The county is almost exactly on target with the forecast,” Morrison said.
In addition, the report predicted that at least half of the new wineries would be “small”
443
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and produce less than 50,000 gallons of wine annually. Seventy-five percent of those
approved so far are what the county considers to be small wineries.
New vineyard development, meanwhile, is, if anything, lagging behind the pace the
general plan set out. The report anticipated the county would approve 10,000 to 12,500
acres of new vineyards by 2030. The county has so far approved 4,315 acres. If it were
keeping pace with the general plan, it would have approved 5,538 acres to date.

When it comes to rural home development, the county is lagging even farther behind the
general plan forecasts. That’s not necessarily a negative in a county that prizes
agriculture and wants housing in the cities.
The county since January 2006 has approved 348 new homes in the unincorporated
area. It would have approved 1,300 homes at this point if it was keeping pace with the
general plan, on the way to 2,935 by 2030.
Rex Stults of Napa Valley Vintners said the general plan vision was created over several
years with the help of a diverse group of community members. To him, the numbers
released by Morrison don’t paint a picture of a runaway wine industry.
“It does cause one to scratch one’s head and say, ‘What’s the big deal?’” Stults said.
He doesn’t see more wineries as meaning more people will visit Napa County. The county
has an estimated 3.3 million visitors annually.
“I think it just divvies up the same number of people among more wineries,” he said.
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Yet the San Francisco-based Greenbelt Alliance in its recent At Risk report concluded
that wine industry success may pose a farmland development risk. It mentioned the
threat of large-scale event center and resort construction as being “acute.”
Locally, Napa Vision 2050 has voiced similar fears. The group is a coalition of 14 groups
ranging from the Napa Sierra Club to Get a Grip on Growth to Save Rural Angwin.
Vision 2050 President Dan Mufson didn’t dispute Morrison’s numbers about new winery
growth being within the general plan vision. But, he said, the general plan didn’t predict
how many existing wineries would expand.
“Look at how many of those come by,” Mufson said. “They are increasing the vineyard
size, their infrastructure, the marketing and tasting rooms that add to the traffic, the
number of jobs, the creation of wastewater.”
The Napa County Planning Commission from 2008 through 2016 granted 155 winery
approvals, of which 70 were for new wineries and 85 for changes to existing wineries.

For example, the Planning Commission on Feb. 22 voted to allow remote Black Sears
winery on Howell Mountain to have a small number of tasting visitors and marketing
events. The winery’s original 1988 approval allowed for none.
“Visitation and marketing is a real important factor in making a winery work today,” Jon
Webb of New Albion Surveys told the commission on behalf of the winery. “The directto-consumer sales make a huge difference, especially for a small, family-run operation.”
The general plan foresaw this. It stated “changes within the industry, such as
consolidation for a limited number of distributors, necessitate an increasing focus on
445
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marketing and direct sales by many wineries.”
But Eve Kahn of Vision 2050 doesn’t recall big debates over rising direct-to-consumer
marketing and winery expansions a decade ago during the general plan discussions. Hot
issues at the time included American Canyon borders.
“It (direct-to-consumer marketing) wasn’t a big deal,” she said. “People were very
content. And then the market shifted, the economics of the whole business shifted.”

To Kahn, the other thing the general plan numbers don’t address is winery location. She
sees winery growth moving from the Napa Valley along main roads to remote areas such
as Soda Canyon.
“It’s the location that becomes problematic,” she said.
Napa County could have adopted a different, more restrictive growth vision with its 2008
general plan. One rejected idea would have limited new wineries to properties of at least
40 acres instead of 10 acres.
The general plan isn’t frozen in time. The Napa County Board of Supervisors remains in
control.
“Periodic review and possible amendment of the general plan to adjust to changing
conditions and county priorities is required,” the general plan stated.
Two years ago, community concerns prompted the Board of Supervisors to convene the
March 10, 2015 growth summit. About 400 people crowded into the Napa Valley Unified
School District auditorium and dozens spoke.
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In the wake of the growth summit, the Board appointed the 17-person Agricultural
Advisory Protection Commission. This group with representatives from the wine
industry, neighborhood groups, the agricultural, business and environmental
communities and cities spent four months tackling wine country growth issues.
When the dust had cleared, the county decided to take such steps as crack down on
county rules violators and require every winery to submit proof that it is within its
annual wine production limits. The main vision and policies of the general plan,
however, remained intact.
“It really is a sharpening,” Morrison said. “It’s not a course correction.”

Email Address

Sign up!

Barry Eberling
Barry Eberling covers Napa County government, transportation, the environment and general assignments.
He has worked for the Napa Valley Register since fall 2014 and previously worked 27 years for the Daily
Republic of Fairfield.
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Humans Are The Leading Cause Of Wildfires In The U.S. : The Two-Way : NPR
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Download
Transcript

More than 10 wildfires burned over 200,000 acres in Southern California in October 2003, many of them started by
humans. This satellite image shows strong winds carrying smoke over the Pacific.
MODIS Rapid Response Team/NASA
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Wildfires can start when lightning strikes or when someone fails to put out a campfire.
New research shows that people start a lot more fires than lightning does — so much
so that people are drastically altering wildfire in America.
Fire ecologist Melissa Forder says about 60 percent of fires in national parks are
caused by humans: "intentionally set fires, buildings burning and spreading into the
fores4, smoking, equipment malfunctions and campfires."
But the average for all forests is even higher. The latest research shows that
nationwide, humans cause more than 8 in 10 — 84 percent.
"We are playing a really substantial role in shifting fire around," says fire ecologist
Jennifer Balch at the University of Colorado. Balch looked at the big picture, going
through records of 1.5 million wildfires over a 21-year period. She says people are
starting fires where and when nature normally doesn't — at times when forests are
often too wet to burn easily or at places and times when lightning isn't common.
As a result, Balch says, not only are people causing the vast majority of wildfires,
they're also extending the normal fire season around the country by three months.
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Wildfires burned in the hills of Santa Clarita, Calif., threatening suburban development in October 2007. This fire
was among more than a dozen major wildfires, many of which were started from human-related ignitions.
Jeff Turner/Wikimedia

"I think acknowledging that fact is really important," she says, "particularly right now
when we have evidence that climate is changing, and climate is warming, and that
fires are increasing in size and the fire season is increasing."

You can see evidence of that along Skyline Drive in Virginia. The view offers an
Appalachian panorama — rolling mountains carpeted in deep oak and pine forests.
But it's not all green, as Forder points out from the side of the highway at Two-Mile
Run Overlook at Shenandoah National Park. Right below stands a grove of blackened
trees; a few patches of green needles on surviving pines are the only green.
"We can see where it started," she says. "That's Rocky Mount right there." The
mountain is the namesake for the Rocky Mount fire, which burned more than 10,000
acres last year.
The park's fire manager, Jeff Koenig, ran the firefighting teams that spent almost two
weeks stopping it.
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"We were probably 10-plus days without rain" before the fire, he says, "so you know it
was expected. It was that time of year when you can expect fire activity."
It was April, and spring and fall are when forests in the east usually burn, explains
Forder, who also is with the National Park Service. "To have a fire," she says, "you
need the fuel, which is available each spring and fall with the leaf litter, which is
constantly here, and the ignition source, and then weather conditions that would
allow the fire to burn."
That ignition source at Rocky Mount is thought to have been people. There was no
lightning at the time; lightning fires happen more during summer storms.
Writing in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, Balch says there is a
solution: Ironically, it means starting more fires.
Prescribed fires are intentionally lit — they burn off leaf litter and underbrush that
would otherwise fuel bigger wildfires. Controlled fires also help germinate the seeds of
many tree species. But people don't like them nearby; they're smoky and sometime get
loose. "Now the question is, can we live with the amount of prescribed fires that we
need in ecosystems?" she says. "Can we live with the smoke that comes off those
fires?"
The research, she says, suggests that the alternative is a year-round season of bigger,
more damaging fires.
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Human-started wildfires expand the fire niche
across the United States
Jennifer K. Balch, Bethany A. Bradley,  John T. Abatzoglou, R. Chelsea Nagy, Emily J. Fusco,
and Adam L. Mahood
PNAS March 14, 2017 114 (11) 2946-2951; first published February 27, 2017 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1617394114
Edited by Gregory P. Asner, Carnegie Institution for Science, Stanford, CA, and approved January 6, 2017 (received for
review October 20, 2016)
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Significance
Fighting wildfires in the United States costs billions of dollars annually. Public dialog and
ongoing research have focused on increasing wildfire risk because of climate warming,
overlooking the direct role that people play in igniting wildfires and increasing fire activity. Our
analysis of two decades of government agency wildfire records highlights the fundamental
role of human ignitions. Human-started wildfires accounted for 84% of all wildfires, tripled the
length of the fire season, dominated an area seven times greater than that affected by
lightning fires, and were responsible for nearly half of all area burned. National and regional
policy efforts to mitigate wildfire-related hazards would benefit from focusing on reducing the
human expansion of the fire niche.

Abstract
The economic and ecological costs of wildfire in the United States have risen substantially in
recent decades. Although climate change has likely enabled a portion of the increase in
wildfire activity, the direct role of people in increasing wildfire activity has been largely
overlooked. We evaluate over 1.5 million government records of wildfires that had to be
extinguished or managed by state or federal agencies from 1992 to 2012, and examined
geographic and seasonal extents of human-ignited wildfires relative to lightning-ignited
wildfires. Humans have vastly expanded the spatial and seasonal “fire niche” in the
coterminous United States, accounting for 84% of all wildfires and 44% of total area burned.
During the 21-y time period, the human-caused fire season was three times longer than the
lightning-caused fire season and added an average of 40,000 wildfires per year across the
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United States. Human-started wildfires disproportionally occurred where fuel moisture was
higher than lightning-started fires, thereby helping expand the geographic and seasonal niche
of wildfire. Human-started wildfires were dominant (>80% of ignitions) in over 5.1 million km2,
the vast majority of the United States, whereas lightning-started fires were dominant in only
0.7 million km2, primarily in sparsely populated areas of the mountainous western United
States. Ignitions caused by human activities are a substantial driver of overall fire risk to
ecosystems and economies. Actions to raise awareness and increase management in
regions prone to human-started wildfires should be a focus of United States policy to reduce
fire risk and associated hazards.
anthropogenic wildfires

fire starts

ignitions

modern fire regimes

wildfire causes

The United States has experienced some of the largest wildfire years this decade, with over
36,000 km2 burned in 2006, 2007, 2012, and 2015 (1). There is national and global concern
over how fire regimes have changed in the past few decades and how they will change in the
future (2⇓–4). In the western United States, there is strong evidence that regional warming
and drying, including that directly attributed to anthropogenic climate change, are linked to
increased fire frequency and size and longer fire seasons (5⇓⇓⇓–9). However, the role that
humans play in starting these fires and the direct role of human-ignitions on recent increases
in wildfire activity have been overlooked in public and scientific discourse because of the
difficulty in ascribing a cause, either human- or lightning-started (10). Humans primarily alter
fire regimes in three ways: changing the distribution and density of ignitions, shifting the
seasonality of burning, or altering available fuels (2, 3). Geographic variability in regional and
continental-scale fire activity in the United States is strongly tied to proxies for these humancaused changes, including population and road density, and different land-use and
development patterns (10⇓⇓⇓⇓–15). Although changing climate and fuels also influence fire
regimes across the United States (10, 16, 17), there can be no fire without an ignition source.
Here, we explore the role that human-started wildfires play in modern United States fire
regimes.
Ignitions are often presumed to be saturated (18, 19), and therefore have limited ability to
predict fire activity. However, several studies suggest that humans play an important role in
redistributing ignitions (20⇓–22), particularly where lightning rarely occurs or where lightning
is not concurrent with dry conditions (23). The human–fire connection in the modern era
appears strongest at intermediate levels of development, as fires become less likely in the
landscape beyond a certain population density, level of urbanization, or dependence on fossil
fuels (11, 13, 24). Overall, humans expand the spatial and temporal “fire niche” by
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introducing ignitions into landscapes when fuels are sufficiently dry enough to ignite and carry
fire, but when lightning is rare. Human ignitions are therefore a critical force acting to expand
how the fire niche is realized across United States ecoregions.
National-scale analysis of human alteration of the fire niche is critical given that the annual
expense of fighting wildfires has exceeded $2 billion in recent years, and the accrued direct
and indirect impacts of wildfire on infrastructure and communities could be 30 times that
amount (25). Policies that govern wildfire management and response are also directed at the
national level, demanding analysis at a national scale (10, 22, 26). Although recent human
influence on fire regimes has been studied at local (13) to regional scales (14), human
influence nationally remains poorly understood (10). National policies can strongly influence
fire regimes (27) and, with sufficient information on human ignitions, policy directives could
target human behavior in ways that remediate increasing trends in wildfire risk.
Here, we ask how human ignitions have altered the spatial extents, seasonality, and temporal
trends in wildfire across the coterminous United States. We analyze over 1.5 million records
of both human- and lightning-started fires in the United States from 1992 to 2012 (28). All of
these wildfires necessitated an agency response to manage or suppress them, and therefore
posed a threat to ecosystems or infrastructure; this record does not include intentionally set
prescribed burns or managed agricultural fires. To our knowledge, this is the most
comprehensive assessment of the role of human-started wildfires across the United States
over the past two decades. We compare: (i) the spatial extents of human- vs. lightningstarted wildfires, (ii) the seasonality of human vs. lightning wildfires, (iii) the climate niche for
human- vs. lightning-started wildfires, and (iv) 21-y trends in large human vs. lightning
wildfires. Our analysis documents the pronounced expansion of wildfire extent, seasonality of
wildfires, and increasing numbers of large wildfires through time as a result of human-related
ignitions across the United States.

Human-Related Ignitions Vastly Expanded the Extent of Wildfire
Human-started wildfires represented 84% of the 1.5 million wildfires included in this analysis
(n = 245,446 lightning-started fires; n = 1,272,076 human-started wildfires). The eastern
United States and western coastal areas were dominated by human-started wildfires,
whereas lightning-started fires dominated the mountainous regions of the western United
States (Fig. 1, Table 1 and Table S1). Here we define a fire regime as dominated by either
human or lighting ignitions when one cause accounts for more than 80% of the number of
fires in a given 50 × 50-km grid cell. Based on this definition, 5.1 million km2, or 60% of the
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total land area of the coterminous United States, was dominated by human-started wildfires,
whereas only 0.7 million km2, or 8% of the area, was dominated by lightning-started fires. In
addition to expanding the numbers of fires, humans also expanded the total area burned.
Human-started wildfires burned a total of 160,274 km2, or ∼44% of the total area burned from
1992 to 2012 (Table 1).

)

Download figure

Open in new tab

Download powerpoint
Fig. 1.
The total number of wildfires (dot size) and the proportion started by humans (dot color: red indicating greater
number of human started fires) within each 50 km × 50-km grid cell across the coterminous United States from 1992
to 2012. Black lines are ecoregion boundaries, as defined in the text.

Table 1.

VIEW INLINE

VIEW POPUP

The number of wildfires, total burned area (ha), and fire season length (IQR, in days), by ecoregion (ordered by
percent human-caused fires) and within the coterminous United States from 1992 to 2012
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VIEW POPUP

The number of wildfires, total burned area (ha), and fire season length (IQR, in days), by state

Human-Related Ignitions More Than Tripled the Length of the Wildfire
Season
Human ignitions dramatically expanded the wildfire season in the United States, particularly
during spring. The length of the human-started wildfire season [defined as the interquartile
range (IQR) of human-ignited fires] was 154 d, more than triple that of the lightning wildfire
season (IQR = 46 d) (Fig. 2 and Table 1). This national-scale expansion is driven by earlier
(spring) human-started fires in eastern ecoregions coupled with later (late summer or fall)
human-started fires in western ecoregions (Table S2). The median discovery date for
human-started fires was over 2-mo (May 20th) earlier than lightning-started fires (July 25th).
Summed across the 21-y record, the most common day for human-started fires by far was
July 4th, US Independence Day, with 7,762 fires starting that day over the course of the
record (Fig. 2), whereas, the most common day for lightning-started fires was July 22nd. Of
all lightning-ignited fires, 78% occurred in the summer (June–August), 9% in the spring
(March–May), and 12% in the fall (September–November). In contrast, human-ignited
wildfires were more evenly distributed throughout the year, with 24% in summer, 38% in
spring, 19% in fall, and 19% in winter. This pronounced expansion of the wildfire season was
also evident spatially (Fig. 3), with human-ignited wildfires occurring predominantly in spring
in the eastern United States and in the fall and winter in Texas and the Gulf states. Table S1
for state-level analysis.When lightning-started fires were rare (<5% and >95% quantile; i.e.,
before May 13th or after September 16th), humans ignited 842,289 wildfires, effectively
increasing the number of wildfires 35-fold compared with the 24,081 lightning-ignited wildfires
during these spring, fall, and winter seasons.
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Fig. 2.
Frequency distributions of human and lightning-caused wildfires by Julian day of year. (A) Frequency distribution of
wildfires across the coterminous United States from 1992 to 2012 (n = 1.5 million); (B) map of United States
ecoregions; (C) frequency distributions of wildfires by ecoregions, ordered by decreasing human dominance.
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Fig. 3.
Comparison of seasonality for (A) lightning- vs. (B) human-ignited wildfires. Human ignitions expand the seasonal fire
niche considerably into spring and fall months. Colors show the season with the maximum ignitions caused by
lightning and human within each 50 km × 50-km grid cell. Size of dot indicates the number of unique lightning and
human fires between 1992 and 2012. Ecoregion boundaries are overlaid for visualization.

Table S2.

VIEW INLINE

VIEW POPUP

Fire season start (first quartile, Julian day), median discovery day (Julian day) and fire season length (IQR, in days)
by ecoregion and averaged across the entire coterminous United States

Human-Driven Expansion of the Fire Niche
Humans greatly expanded the natural fire niche (Fig. 4), which we calculated as the cooccurrence of the average monthly lightning density and 1,000-h dead fuel moisture. Regions
and seasons of moderate to high lightning-started fire density (>0.4 fires per 1,000 km2 per
month) had a median lightning-strike density of 0.19 (IQR: 0.065–0.57) strikes per square
kilometer per month and a median 1,000-h fuel moisture of 11.9% (IQR: 9.25–15.6%) (Fig.
4A). In contrast, regions and seasons of moderate to high human-started fire density (>0.4
fires per 1,000 km2 per month) had a median lightning-strike density of only 0.11 (IQR: 0.025
–0.39) strikes per square kilometer per month and a median 1,000-h fuel moisture of 17.8%
(IQR: 15.95–19.25%) (Fig. 4B). The median fuel moisture and lightning conditions when
human-started wildfires occurred were significantly different from those values for lightningstarted fires (P < 0.0001). Areas and months of moderate to high human-caused fire density
had approximately 40% fewer lightning strikes, and nearly 50% higher fuel moisture levels
(based on median values) than for moderate to high lightning-caused fire density. Additional
exploration of the fire niche for human-started and lightning-started fires relative to lightning
density, fuel moisture, and net primary production (NPP), a proxy for fuels, is provided in
Figs. S1 and S2.
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Fig. 4.
Human vs. lightning fire niche relative to fuel moisture and lightning density, with greatest resulting wildfire density
represented by dark red. (A) Lightning-started fires occur in areas with high lightning-strike density and dry fuels. (B)
Human-started wildfires expand the fire niche to include areas with low lightning-strike density as well as areas with
higher fuel moisture. Graphs on the bottom and far right show histograms of 1,000-h dead fuel moisture and lightning
strikes, respectively, for human- and lightning-started fires.
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Fig. S1.
Human vs. lightning fire niche relative to NPP and fuel moisture, with greatest resulting fire density represented by
dark red. (A) Lightning fires occur in areas with moderate NPP and dry fuels. (B) Human fires expand the fire niche to
include areas with high NPP as well as areas with higher fuel moisture. Graphs on the bottom and far right show
histograms of NPP and 1,000-h dead fuel moisture, respectively, for human- and lightning-started fires.
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Fig. S2.
Human vs. lightning fire niche relative to NPP and lightning density, with greatest resulting fire density represented
by dark red. (A) Lightning fires occur in areas with high lightning-strike density. (B) Human fires expand the fire niche
to include areas with low lightning-strike density as well as areas with high NPP. Graphs on the bottom and far right
show histograms of NPP and lightning strikes, respectively, for human- and lightning-started fires.
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Increasing Trends in Large Human-Started Wildfires
During the 21-y time period, there were significant increasing trends in large wildfires ignited
by both lightning (n = 4,312; Theil-Sen estimated slope = 12.2; P = 0.001) and humans (n =
4,143; Theil-Sen estimated slope = 3.6; P = 0.004) (Fig. S3). There was a strong dichotomy
in human vs. lightning trends seasonally (Fig. 5). Overall trends in lightning-caused fires were
primarily driven by increasing numbers of large summer fires (Fig. 5B), whereas overall
trends in human-caused fires were primarily driven by increasing numbers of large spring
fires (Fig. 5D). Spatially, lightning-caused fires increased the most in the Northwest Forested
Mountains ecoregion (Fig. S4A), whereas human-caused wildfires increased the most in the
Great Plains ecoregion (Fig. S4B).
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Fig. 5.
Trends in the number of large wildfires verified by MTBS records from 1992 to 2012 for lightning-started fires (A–C)
vs. human-started fires (D–F) in the spring (green: A and D), summer (red: B and E), and fall (orange: C and F).
Where trend lines are shown, Theil-Sen estimated slopes are significantly different from zero (P < 0.05).
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Fig. S3.
Both human- (red) and lightning- (blue) caused large wildfires show significant increasing trends over the 21-y time
series. Data are based on 8,455 fires in the MTBS record.
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Fig. S4.
Temporal trends in large, MTBS fires for lightning- (A) and human- (B) caused wildfires by ecoregion. Red
ecoregions have significant increasing trends, blue ecoregions have significant decreasing trends, and gray
ecoregions have no significant trend or insufficient data for analysis. Scatter plots show number of fires per year and
plots with trend lines denote a significant slope based on Theil-Sen analysis.

Discussion
Humans, the keystone fire species (29), play a primary role in spatially and temporally
redistributing ignitions and resulting wildfires. We document that over 84% of the
government-recorded wildfires were started by people from 1992 to 2012. Sixty percent of
the total land area of the coterminous United States was dominated by human-started
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wildfires, whereas only 8% of the area was dominated by lightning fires. Humans tripled the
length of the wildfire season, extending burning into the spring, fall, and winter months.
During the spring, fall, and winter, people added more than 840,000 wildfires, a 35-fold
increase over the number of lightning-started fires in those seasons. This expansion of the
fire-niche was caused by human-related ignitions under higher fuel moisture conditions,
compared with lightning-started fires. Moreover, during this 21-y record, large human-started
wildfires increased significantly.
There was a strong national east–west dichotomy in the spatial distribution of human-started
wildfires. Although human-started wildfires were pervasive across the United States (Fig. 1),
the expansion of human-started wildfires relative to lightning-started fires was most dramatic
in the eastern United States and central and southern California (Figs. 1 and 2C). Recent
work for California confirms the important role of humans, with anthropogenic variables
explaining half of the variability in fire probability over the past four decades (30). In contrast,
lightning-started fires were found primarily in the intermountain west and Florida and
occurred predominantly in the summer, reflecting national lightning strike patterns (31) (Fig.
2C). This finding supports other studies of human vs. lightning ignition sources that have
found an important distinction between eastern and western United States fire patterns (10,
21) and drivers (32). Some explanations for this distinction include higher population and
housing densities, lower proportions of public land, and more extensive land use and
development in the eastern United States (33, 34), all of which could lead to more sources of
anthropogenic ignitions. Synchrony between lightning activity and the seasonal nadir of fuel
moisture in the western United States also likely contributes to these geographic differences.
However, even with a projected increase in the number of lightning strikes as a result of
anthropogenic climate change (50% by 2100) (35), humans would still remain the dominant
ignition source across the majority of the United States land area. The majority of the
wildfires requiring agency suppression in the east can be attributed to escaped fires from
debris burning occurring in the spring months (or winter in Texas and the Gulf Coast) (Fig. 3).
Between 1992 and 2012, wildfires caused by debris burning tended to be small (median fire
size 0.4 ha, IQR: 0.14–1.62 ha), but still an important source of risk to surrounding
ecosystems. At finer scales, there are also notable patterns in human- vs. lightning-started
wildfires (Fig. S5). Increased wildfires can follow road networks (36), the wildland–urban
interface (13), and boundaries between agricultural and forested areas (37), highlighting just
a few examples of how human activities and cultural drivers provide ignitions that
substantially change the distribution of fire across the United States (38).
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Fig. S5.
Visualization of how spatial patterns of human ignitions (red dots) vary across the United States. (A) In the
southwest, human ignitions extend linearly along major highways (black lines) and into agricultural areas. (B) Urban
development along the Colorado Front Range is a source of many fires in the wildland–urban interface. Stars
indicate (from north) the cities of Fort Collins, Boulder, Denver, and Colorado Springs. (C) Human-caused fires
increase substantially as ecosystems transition from the agriculture-dominated Interior Plateau in western Kentucky
to Appalachian forest in eastern Kentucky (black lines are ecological region level III boundaries).

Our findings reinforce the strong imprint of people on fire regimes through changes in wildfire
seasonality, which has been documented globally (39). In the past few decades, early onset
of warmer and drier conditions has promoted greater fire activity across the western United
States (6, 7, 40). However, our study highlights the equally important role of human ignitions
in changing modern fire regimes by increasing the fire season length to encompass the entire
year. The vast majority (78%) of lightning-started fires occurred during the summer months,
whereas 76% of human-started fires occurred during the spring, fall, and winter months.
Moreover, this trend varies substantially by ecoregion, reflecting again the principle
dichotomy between the eastern and western United States (Fig. 3). Human-started fires
extend the fire season earlier in the east, and later in the west (Fig. 3 and Table S2).
Observations suggest that climate change has extended the duration of the fire weather
season across most of the globe, including parts of the United States by a couple of weeks
over the past three decades (5, 9), whereas we show that human ignitions in the United
States increased the length of the fire season by more than three mo. There was also a
468

https://www.pnas.org/content/114/11/2946

3/10/2020

Human-started wildfires expand the fire niche across the United States | PNAS

Page 15 of 23

notable mark of American culture on the distribution of wildfires, with the peak day of wildfires
occurring on July 4th, concurrent with Independence Day fireworks displays (Fig. 2). Indeed,
Americans start over twice as many wildfires on July 4th as any other summer day. A similar
cultural mark has also been demonstrated globally with a marked decline in wildfires on
Sunday compared with other weekdays (41).
Thus, at the national scale, human ignitions dramatically expand the spatial and seasonal
niche of fire. The key components that define the fire niche are ignition sources, fuel mass,
and desiccation. By exploring the fire niche along these axes, our results show that lightning
fires are primarily constrained to areas with a lightning-strike density of greater than 100
strikes per grid cell per month (0.04 strikes/km2 per month) and are concurrent with drier fuels
(< 15% fuel moisture) (Fig. 4). Human ignitions expand fires into regions with higher fuel
moisture (Fig. 4) and higher NPP (Figs. S1 and S2), suggesting that humans create
sufficient ignition pressure for wetter fuels to burn. As a consequence, human ignitions have
expanded the fire niche into areas with historically low lightning-strike density, such as
Mediterranean California, or low concurrence of lightning and dry conditions, such as Eastern
Temperate Forests (Fig. 1).
Over the past two decades, there was a significant increase across the United States for both
human- and lightning-caused large fires (Fig. S3). The significant increase in large lightning
fires is driven primarily by fires in summer months (Fig. 5) in the Northwest Forested
Mountains ecoregion of the western United States (Fig. S4). This finding is consistent with
other studies that have demonstrated an increase in large fires across the western United
States (6, 7, 40), likely as a consequence of changes in climate and fuels rather than
ignitions. In contrast, the significant trend in human-caused fires is primarily driven by an
increase in large fires during spring months (Fig. 5) in the Great Plains ecoregion of the
United States (Fig. S4). This increasing trend suggests that earlier springs as a result of
climate change (42, 43) may be interacting with human ignition sources to increase the risk of
large fires in the central United States.
The strong year-to-year variability in human ignitions (Fig. S3 and S4) may reflect the degree
to which human choices can affect fire regimes. However, interannual climate variability also
influences fuel moisture, NPP, and short-term weather conditions that enable the spread of
human-ignited wildfires (44). There was a significant temporal correlation between large
human- and lightning-started fires (R = 0.75). This pattern has been observed previously in
the western United States (23) and suggests that large-scale climate drivers affect the
frequency of both human- and lightning-caused fires. It is unknown how human actions will
be affected by hotter and drier conditions, potentially increasing or decreasing ignitions from
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land use, recreation, and other sources. Increased public awareness and focused policy and
management, particularly in years with elevated fire risk associated with climatic anomalies,
are needed to reduce the number of human-caused ignitions.
In conclusion, we demonstrate the remarkable influence that humans have on modern United
States wildfire regimes through changes in the spatial and seasonal distribution of ignitions.
Although considerable fire research in the United States has rightly focused on increased fire
activity (e.g., larger fires and more area burned) because of climate change, we demonstrate
that the expanded fire niche as a result of human-related ignitions is equally profound.
Moreover, the convergence of warming trends and expanded ignition pressure from people is
increasing the number of large human-caused wildfires (Fig. 5). Currently, humans are
extending the fire niche into conditions that are less conducive to fire activity, including
regions and seasons with wetter fuels and higher biomass (Figs. 3 and 4). Land-use
practices, such as clearing and logging, may also be creating an abundance of drier fuels,
potentially leading to larger fires even under historically wetter conditions. Additionally,
projected climate warming is expected to lower fuel moisture and create more frequent
weather conditions conducive to fire ignition and spread (45), and earlier springs attributed to
climate change are leading to accelerated phenology (42). Although plant physiological
responses to rising CO2 may reduce some drought stress (46), climate change will likely lead
to faster desiccation of fuels and increased risk in areas where human ignitions are prevalent.
Uncertainty remains regarding how anthropogenic climate change will alter wildfire activity
geographically and seasonally (47, 48), particularly in areas where human-caused fires
dominate. Moreover, the current wildland–urban interface, where houses intermingle with
natural areas, constitutes 9% of the United States total land area (33) but is projected to
double by 2030, predominantly in the intermountain West (49). This expected development
expansion will increase not only ignition pressure, but also the vulnerability of new
infrastructure. Human-driven expansion of the spatial and temporal distribution of ignitions
makes national- and regional-scale policy interventions and increased public awareness
critical for reducing national wildfire risk.

Materials and Methods
For this analysis, we used the publically available US Forest Service Fire Program AnalysisFire Occurrence Database (FPA-FOD) (28). This comprehensive dataset includes United
States federal, state, and local records of wildfires (both on public and private lands) that
were suppressed from 1992 to 2012, a total of ∼1.6 million records. Previous studies have
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focused on the western United States (20), federal lands (22), or records from just one
agency (21). Each entry includes at minimum the location, discovery date, and cause of the
wildfire. We excluded 114,191 wildfires with an unknown cause and analyzed the spatial,
seasonal, and temporal patterns of human- vs. lightning-started wildfires. In total, 1,517,522
wildfires were included in the analysis. Human-started wildfires were caused by a variety of
sources, including the US Forest Service-designated categories of equipment use, smoking,
campfire, railroad, arson, debris burning, children, fireworks, power line, structure, and
miscellaneous fires (28). Spatially, we calculated the proportion of human- vs. lightningcaused wildfires within equal-area 50 × 50-km grid cells across the coterminous United
States. This grid size corresponds roughly to the size of an average United States county.
For each grid cell, we calculated the season (winter, spring, summer, or fall) when the
majority of human-caused and lightning-caused wildfires were started. All spatial analyses
were conducted in the Albers-Conical equal-area projection. To determine the seasonal
distribution of wildfires, we plotted the distribution of human- and lightning-started fires by the
day of year for the coterminous United States and for individual ecoregions. We used the
level 1 ecological regions of North America, developed by the Commission for Environmental
Cooperation (50). We calculated the length of the human- and lightning-caused fire seasons
as the IQR of the Julian day of recorded fire ignition: that is, the difference between the first
and third quartiles.
We determined how humans expanded the fire niche by comparing the lightning-strike
density (i.e., natural ignition pressure) and fuel-moisture conditions under which actual
human- and lightning-started fire events occurred. We obtained daily 1,000-h dead fuel
moisture data from the surface meteorological data (51) on a 4-km grid from 1992 to 2012,
and computed monthly averages across the 21-y study period. We obtained 4-km gridded
monthly lightning-strike data from the Vaisala National Lightning Detection Network
(https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/data-access/severe-weather/lightning-products-and-services)
and averaged the data over the 21-y study period. To account for fuel limitations, we also
explored the fire niche as a function of fuel amount (approximated by NPP). We used MODIS
mean annual NPP data (1-km resolution, from 2002 to 2015) (52) for this purpose. These
three datasets were aggregated to the common 50 × 50-km grid cell. We calculated the
number of human- and lightning-started fires by grid cell using the FPA-FOD dataset (28).
We excluded any grid cells from subsequent analyses that did not report at least one
lightning-caused or human-caused wildfire over the period of record. We tested whether fire
niche expansion (as determined by fuel moisture and lightning-strike density) caused by
human ignitions was significant based on Mann–Whitney tests between human- vs. lightningstarted fires.
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To assess trends in human- vs. lightning-caused wildfires through time, we used only large
fires that were independently verified by the Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity (MTBS)
project (53). We specifically focused on these large fires (>400 ha in the west, >200 ha in the
east; n = 8,455) for comparability with previous research, which has examined temporal
trends in the western United States and the link to climate warming (6, 7, 40), but has not
investigated the relative contribution of human-started fires at a national scale. In addition to
overall temporal trends, we tested for significant trends by ignition source versus season
(spring, summer, fall) and versus ecoregion based on the level I ecological regions of North
America (50). We explored a similar analysis using all available FPA-FOD data, but changes
in reporting frequency through time for some states precluded a robust temporal analysis. We
tested for trends in wildfire numbers through time using the nonparametric Theil-Sen
estimator (54) and tested for trend significance using nonparametric Mann–Kendall tests
(55).
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A.

Introduction

This technical advisory is one in a series of advisories provided by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) as a service to professional planners, land use officials, and CEQA practitioners. OPR
issues technical assistance on issues that broadly affect the practice of land use planning and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.). (Gov. Code, §
65040, subds. (g), (l), (m).) The purpose of this document is to provide advice and recommendations,
which agencies and other entities may use at their discretion. This document does not alter lead agency
discretion in preparing environmental documents subject to CEQA. This document should not be
construed as legal advice.
Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), which was codified in Public Resources Code section 21099, required
changes to the guidelines implementing CEQA (CEQA Guidelines) (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Div. 6, Ch. 3,
§ 15000 et seq.) regarding the analysis of transportation impacts. As one appellate court recently
explained: “During the last 10 years, the Legislature has charted a course of long-term sustainability
based on denser infill development, reduced reliance on individual vehicles and improved mass transit,
all with the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Section 21099 is part of that strategy . . . .”
(Covina Residents for Responsible Development v. City of Covina (2018) 21 Cal.App.5th 712, 729.)
Pursuant to Section 21099, the criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts must
“promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses.” (Id., subd. (b)(1); see generally, adopted CEQA Guidelines, §
15064.3, subd. (b) [Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts].) To that end, in developing the
criteria, OPR has proposed, and the California Natural Resources Agency (Agency) has certified and
adopted, changes to the CEQA Guidelines that identify vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most
appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts. With the California Natural Resources
Agency’s certification and adoption of the changes to the CEQA Guidelines, automobile delay, as
measured by “level of service” and other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant
environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3).)
This advisory contains technical recommendations regarding assessment of VMT, thresholds of
significance, and mitigation measures. Again, OPR provides this Technical Advisory as a resource for the
public to use at their discretion. OPR is not enforcing or attempting to enforce any part of the
recommendations contained herein. (Gov. Code, § 65035 [“It is not the intent of the Legislature to vest
in the Office of Planning and Research any direct operating or regulatory powers over land use, public
works, or other state, regional, or local projects or programs.”].)
This December 2018 technical advisory is an update to the advisory it published in April 2018. OPR will
continue to monitor implementation of these new provisions and may update or supplement this
advisory in response to new information and advancements in modeling and methods.
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B.

Background

VMT and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction. Senate Bill 32 (Pavley, 2016) requires California to
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, and Executive Order B16-12 provides a target of 80 percent below 1990 emissions levels for the transportation sector by 2050.
The transportation sector has three major means of reducing GHG emissions: increasing vehicle
efficiency, reducing fuel carbon content, and reducing the amount of vehicle travel. The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) has provided a path forward for achieving these emissions reductions from the
transportation sector in its 2016 Mobile Source Strategy. CARB determined that it will not be possible to
achieve the State’s 2030 and post-2030 emissions goals without reducing VMT growth. Further, in its
2018 Progress Report on California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, CARB found
that despite the State meeting its 2020 climate goals, “emissions from statewide passenger vehicle
travel per capita [have been] increasing and going in the wrong direction,” and “California cannot meet
its [long-term] climate goals without curbing growth in single-occupancy vehicle activity.” 1 CARB also
found that “[w]ith emissions from the transportation sector continuing to rise despite increases in fuel
efficiency and decreases in the carbon content of fuel, California will not achieve the necessary
greenhouse gas emissions reductions to meet mandates for 2030 and beyond without significant
changes to how communities and transportation systems are planned, funded, and built.” 2
Thus, to achieve the State’s long-term climate goals, California needs to reduce per capita VMT. This can
occur under CEQA through VMT mitigation. Half of California’s GHG emissions come from the
transportation sector 3, therefore, reducing VMT is an effective climate strategy, which can also result in
co-benefits. 4 Furthermore, without early VMT mitigation, the state may follow a path that meets GHG
targets in the early years, but finds itself poorly positioned to meet more stringent targets later. For
example, in absence of VMT analysis and mitigation in CEQA, lead agencies might rely upon verifiable
offsets for GHG mitigation, ignoring the longer-term climate change impacts resulting from land use
development and infrastructure investment decisions. As stated in CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan:
“California’s future climate strategy will require increased focus on integrated land use planning
to support livable, transit-connected communities, and conservation of agricultural and other
lands. Accommodating population and economic growth through travel- and energy-efficient
land use provides GHG-efficient growth, reducing GHGs from both transportation and building
energy use. GHGs can be further reduced at the project level through implementing energyefficient construction and travel demand management approaches.” 5 (Id. at p. 102.)

California Air Resources Board (Nov. 2018) 2018 Progress Report on California’s Sustainable
Communities and Climate Protection Act, pp. 4, 5, available at
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf.
2
Id., p. 28.
3
See https://ca50million.ca.gov/transportation/
4
Fang et al. (2017) Cutting Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Only the Beginning: A Literature Review of the
Co-Benefits of Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled.
5
California Air Resources Board (Nov. 2017) California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, p. 102,
available at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf.
1

482

In light of this, the 2017 Scoping Plan describes and quantifies VMT reductions needed to achieve our
long-term GHG emissions reduction goals, and specifically points to the need for statewide deployment
of the VMT metric in CEQA:
“Employing VMT as the metric of transportation impact statewide will help to ensure GHG
reductions planned under SB 375 will be achieved through on-the-ground development, and will
also play an important role in creating the additional GHG reductions needed beyond SB 375
across the State. Implementation of this change will rely, in part, on local land use decisions to
reduce GHG emissions associated with the transportation sector, both at the project level, and
in long-term plans (including general plans, climate action plans, specific plans, and
transportation plans) and supporting sustainable community strategies developed under SB
375.” 6
VMT and Other Impacts to Health and Environment. VMT mitigation also creates substantial benefits
(sometimes characterized as “co-benefits” to GHG reduction) in both in the near-term and the longterm. Beyond GHG emissions, increases in VMT also impact human health and the natural environment.
Human health is impacted as increases in vehicle travel lead to more vehicle crashes, poorer air quality,
increases in chronic diseases associated with reduced physical activity, and worse mental health.
Increases in vehicle travel also negatively affect other road users, including pedestrians, cyclists, other
motorists, and many transit users. The natural environment is impacted as higher VMT leads to more
collisions with wildlife and fragments habitat. Additionally, development that leads to more vehicle
travel also tends to consume more energy, water, and open space (including farmland and sensitive
habitat). This increase in impermeable surfaces raises the flood risk and pollutant transport into
waterways. 7
VMT and Economic Growth. While it was previously believed that VMT growth was a necessary
component of economic growth, data from the past two decades shows that economic growth is
possible without a concomitant increase in VMT. (Figure 1.) Recent research shows that requiring
development projects to mitigate LOS may actually reduce accessibility to destinations and impede
economic growth. 8,9

Id. at p. 76.
Fang et al. (2017) Cutting Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Only the Beginning: A Literature Review of the
Co-Benefits of Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled, available at https://ncst.ucdavis.edu/wpcontent/uploads/2017/03/NCST-VMT-Co-Benefits-White-Paper_Fang_March-2017.pdf.
8
Haynes et al. (Sept. 2015) Congested Development: A Study of Traffic Delays, Access, and Economic
Activity in Metropolitan Los Angeles, available at http://www.its.ucla.edu/wpcontent/uploads/sites/6/2015/11/Haynes_Congested-Development_1-Oct-2015_final.pdf.
9
Osman et al. (Mar. 2016) Not So Fast: A Study of Traffic Delays, Access, and Economic Activity in the
San Francisco Bay Area, available at http://www.its.ucla.edu/wpcontent/uploads/sites/6/2016/08/Taylor-Not-so-Fast-04-01-2016_final.pdf.
6
7
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Figure 1. Kooshian and Winkelman (2011) VMT and Gross Domestic Product (GDP), 1960-2010.

C.

Technical Considerations in Assessing Vehicle Miles Traveled

Many practitioners are familiar with accounting for VMT in connection with long-range planning, or as
part of the CEQA analysis of a project’s greenhouse gas emissions or energy impacts. This document
provides technical information on how to assess VMT as part of a transportation impacts analysis under
CEQA. Appendix 1 provides a description of which VMT to count and options on how to count it.
Appendix 2 provides information on induced travel resulting from roadway capacity projects, including
the mechanisms giving rise to induced travel, the research quantifying it, and information on additional
approaches for assessing it.

1.

Recommendations Regarding Methodology

Proposed Section 15064.3 explains that a “lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle
miles traveled . . . .” CEQA generally defers to lead agencies on the choice of methodology to analyze
impacts. (Santa Monica Baykeeper v. City of Malibu (2011) 193 Cal.App.4th 1538, 1546; see Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 409 [“the issue is
not whether the studies are irrefutable or whether they could have been better” … rather, the “relevant
issue is only whether the studies are sufficiently credible to be considered” as part of the lead agency’s
overall evaluation].) This section provides suggestions to lead agencies regarding methodologies to
analyze VMT associated with a project.
Vehicle Types. Proposed Section 15064.3, subdivision (a), states, “For the purposes of this section,
‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a
project.” Here, the term “automobile” refers to on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light
trucks. Heavy-duty truck VMT could be included for modeling convenience and ease of calculation (for
example, where models or data provide combined auto and heavy truck VMT). For an apples-to-apples
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comparison, vehicle types considered should be consistent across project assessment, significance
thresholds, and mitigation.
Residential and Office Projects. Tour- and trip-based approaches 10 offer the best methods for assessing
VMT from residential/office projects and for comparing those assessments to VMT thresholds. These
approaches also offer the most straightforward methods for assessing VMT reductions from mitigation
measures for residential/office projects. When available, tour-based assessment is ideal because it
captures travel behavior more comprehensively. But where tour-based tools or data are not available
for all components of an analysis, a trip-based assessment of VMT serves as a reasonable proxy.
Models and methodologies used to calculate thresholds, estimate project VMT, and estimate VMT
reduction due to mitigation should be comparable. For example:
• A tour-based assessment of project VMT should be compared to a tour-based threshold, or a
trip-based assessment to a trip-based VMT threshold.
• Where a travel demand model is used to determine thresholds, the same model should also be
used to provide trip lengths as part of assessing project VMT.
• Where only trip-based estimates of VMT reduction from mitigation are available, a trip-based
threshold should be used, and project VMT should be assessed in a trip-based manner.
When a trip-based method is used to analyze a residential project, the focus can be on home-based
trips. Similarly, when a trip-based method is used to analyze an office project, the focus can be on
home-based work trips.
When tour-based models are used to analyze an office project, either employee work tour VMT or VMT
from all employee tours may be attributed to the project. This is because workplace location influences
overall travel. For consistency, the significance threshold should be based on the same metric: either
employee work tour VMT or VMT from all employee tours.
For office projects that feature a customer component, such as a government office that serves the
public, a lead agency can analyze the customer VMT component of the project using the methodology
for retail development (see below).
Retail Projects. Generally, lead agencies should analyze the effects of a retail project by assessing the
change in total VMT 11 because retail projects typically re-route travel from other retail destinations. A
retail project might lead to increases or decreases in VMT, depending on previously existing retail travel
patterns.

See Appendix 1, Considerations About Which VMT to Count, for a description of these approaches.
See Appendix 1, Considerations About Which VMT to Count, “Assessing Change in Total VMT” section,
for a description of this approach.
10
11
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Considerations for All Projects. Lead agencies should not truncate any VMT analysis because of
jurisdictional or other boundaries, for example, by failing to count the portion of a trip that falls outside
the jurisdiction or by discounting the VMT from a trip that crosses a jurisdictional boundary. CEQA
requires environmental analyses to reflect a “good faith effort at full disclosure.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15151.) Thus, where methodologies exist that can estimate the full extent of vehicle travel from a
project, the lead agency should apply them to do so. Where those VMT effects will grow over time,
analyses should consider both a project’s short-term and long-term effects on VMT.
Combining land uses for VMT analysis is not recommended. Different land uses generate different
amounts of VMT, so the outcome of such an analysis could depend more on the mix of uses than on
their travel efficiency. As a result, it could be difficult or impossible for a lead agency to connect a
significance threshold with an environmental policy objective (such as a target set by law), inhibiting the
CEQA imperative of identifying a project’s significant impacts and providing mitigation where feasible.
Combining land uses for a VMT analysis could streamline certain mixes of uses in a manner disconnected
from policy objectives or environmental outcomes. Instead, OPR recommends analyzing each use
separately, or simply focusing analysis on the dominant use, and comparing each result to the
appropriate threshold. Recommendations for methods of analysis and thresholds are provided below.
In the analysis of each use, a mixed-use project should take credit for internal capture.
Any project that includes in its geographic bounds a portion of an existing or planned Transit Priority
Area (i.e., the project is within a ½ mile of an existing or planned major transit stop or an existing stop
along a high quality transit corridor) may employ VMT as its primary metric of transportation impact for
the entire project. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subds. (a)(7), (b)(1).)
Cumulative Impacts. A project’s cumulative impacts are based on an assessment of whether the
“incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083, subd. (b)(2); see CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (h)(1).)
When using an absolute VMT metric, i.e., total VMT (as recommended below for retail and
transportation projects), analyzing the combined impacts for a cumulative impacts analysis may be
appropriate. However, metrics such as VMT per capita or VMT per employee, i.e., metrics framed in
terms of efficiency (as recommended below for use on residential and office projects), cannot be
summed because they employ a denominator. A project that falls below an efficiency-based threshold
that is aligned with long-term environmental goals and relevant plans would have no cumulative impact
distinct from the project impact. Accordingly, a finding of a less-than-significant project impact would
imply a less than significant cumulative impact, and vice versa. This is similar to the analysis typically
conducted for greenhouse gas emissions, air quality impacts, and impacts that utilize plan compliance as
a threshold of significance. (See Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62
Cal.4th 204, 219, 223; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (h)(3).)
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D.

General Principles to Guide Consideration of VMT

SB 743 directs OPR to establish specific “criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects[.]” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(1).) In establishing this criterion, OPR
was guided by the general principles contained within CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and applicable case
law.
To assist in the determination of significance, many lead agencies rely on “thresholds of significance.”
The CEQA Guidelines define a “threshold of significance” to mean “an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative 12 or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which
means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with
which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15064.7, subd. (a) (emphasis added).) Lead agencies have discretion to develop and adopt their own, or
rely on thresholds recommended by other agencies, “provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt
such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” (Id. at subd. (c); Save Cuyama Valley v. County of
Santa Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1068.) Substantial evidence means “enough relevant
information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached.” (Id. at § 15384 (emphasis
added); Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099,
1108-1109.)
Additionally, the analysis leading to the determination of significance need not be perfect. The CEQA
Guidelines describe the standard for adequacy of environmental analyses:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of
a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among
the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness,
and a good faith effort at full disclosure.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15151 (emphasis added).)
These general principles guide OPR’s recommendations regarding thresholds of significance for VMT set
forth below.

Generally, qualitative analyses should only be conducted when methods do not exist for undertaking a
quantitative analysis.

12
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E.

Recommendations Regarding Significance Thresholds

As noted above, lead agencies have the discretion to set or apply their own thresholds of significance.
(Center for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 218-223 [lead
agency had discretion to use compliance with AB 32’s emissions goals as a significance threshold]; Save
Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th at p. 1068.) However, Section 21099
of the Public Resources Code states that the criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts must promote: (1) reduction of greenhouse gas emissions; (2) development of multimodal
transportation networks; and (3) a diversity of land uses. It further directed OPR to prepare and develop
criteria for determining significance. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(1).) This section provides
OPR’s suggested thresholds, as well as considerations for lead agencies that choose to adopt their own
thresholds.
The VMT metric can support the three statutory goals: “the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(1), emphasis added.) However, in order for it to promote and support all three,
lead agencies should select a significance threshold that aligns with state law on all three. State law
concerning the development of multimodal transportation networks and diversity of land uses requires
planning for and prioritizing increases in complete streets and infill development, but does not mandate
a particular depth of implementation that could translate into a particular threshold of significance.
Meanwhile, the State has clear quantitative targets for GHG emissions reduction set forth in law and
based on scientific consensus, and the depth of VMT reduction needed to achieve those targets has
been quantified. Tying VMT thresholds to GHG reduction also supports the two other statutory goals.
Therefore, to ensure adequate analysis of transportation impacts, OPR recommends using quantitative
VMT thresholds linked to GHG reduction targets when methods exist to do so.
Various legislative mandates and state policies establish quantitative greenhouse gas emissions
reduction targets. For example:
•

Assembly Bill 32 (2006) requires statewide GHG emissions reductions to 1990 levels by 2020 and
continued reductions beyond 2020.

•

Senate Bill 32 (2016) requires at least a 40 percent reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 levels
by 2030.

•

Pursuant to Senate Bill 375 (2008), the California Air Resources Board GHG emissions reduction
targets for metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to achieve based on land use patterns
and transportation systems specified in Regional Transportation Plans and Sustainable
Community Strategies (RTP/SCS). Current targets for the State’s largest MPOs call for a 19
percent reduction in GHG emissions from cars and light trucks from 2005 emissions levels by
2035.

•

Executive Order B-30-15 (2015) sets a GHG emissions reduction target of 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030.
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•

Executive Order S-3-05 (2005) sets a GHG emissions reduction target of 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050.

•

Executive Order B-16-12 (2012) specifies a GHG emissions reduction target of 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050 specifically for transportation.

•

Executive Order B-55-18 (2018) established an additional statewide goal of achieving carbon
neutrality as soon as possible, but no later than 2045, and maintaining net negative emissions
thereafter. It states, “The California Air Resources Board shall work with relevant state agencies
to develop a framework for implementation and accounting that tracks progress toward this
goal.”

•

Senate Bill 391 requires the California Transportation Plan to support 80 percent reduction in
GHGs below 1990 levels by 2050.

•

The California Air Resources Board Mobile Source Strategy (2016) describes California’s strategy
for containing air pollutant emissions from vehicles, and quantifies VMT growth compatible with
achieving state targets.

•

The California Air Resources Board’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update: The Strategy for
Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target describes California’s strategy for containing
GHG emissions from vehicles, and quantifies VMT growth compatible with achieving state
targets.

Considering these various targets, the California Supreme Court observed:
Meeting our statewide reduction goals does not preclude all new development. Rather,
the Scoping Plan … assumes continued growth and depends on increased efficiency and
conservation in land use and transportation from all Californians.
(Center for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife, supra, 62 Cal.4th at p. 220.) Indeed,
the Court noted that when a lead agency uses consistency with climate goals as a way to determine
significance, particularly for long-term projects, the lead agency must consider the project’s effect on
meeting long-term reduction goals. (Ibid.) And more recently, the Supreme Court stated that “CEQA
requires public agencies . . . to ensure that such analysis stay in step with evolving scientific knowledge
and state regulatory schemes.” (Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of
Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 504.)
Meeting the targets described above will require substantial reductions in existing VMT per capita to
curb GHG emissions and other pollutants. But targets for overall GHG emissions reduction do not
translate directly into VMT thresholds for individual projects for many reasons, including:
•

Some, but not all, of the emissions reductions needed to achieve those targets could be
accomplished by other measures, including increased vehicle efficiency and decreased fuel
carbon content. The CARB’s First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan explains:
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“Achieving California’s long-term criteria pollutant and GHG emissions goals will require four
strategies to be employed: (1) improve vehicle efficiency and develop zero emission
technologies, (2) reduce the carbon content of fuels and provide market support to get these
lower-carbon fuels into the marketplace, (3) plan and build communities to reduce vehicular
GHG emissions and provide more transportation options, and (4) improve the efficiency and
throughput of existing transportation systems.” 13 CARB’s 2018 Progress Report on California’s
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act states on page 28 that “California cannot
meet its climate goals without curbing growth in single-occupancy vehicle activity.” In other
words, vehicle efficiency and better fuels are necessary, but insufficient, to address the GHG
emissions from the transportation system. Land use patterns and transportation options also
will need to change to support reductions in vehicle travel/VMT.
•

New land use projects alone will not sufficiently reduce per-capita VMT to achieve those targets,
nor are they expected to be the sole source of VMT reduction.

•

Interactions between land use projects, and also between land use and transportation projects,
existing and future, together affect VMT.

•

Because location within the region is the most important determinant of VMT, in some cases,
streamlining CEQA review of projects in travel efficient locations may be the most effective
means of reducing VMT.

•

When assessing climate impacts of some types of land use projects, use of an efficiency metric
(e.g., per capita, per employee) may provide a better measure of impact than an absolute
numeric threshold. (Center for Biological Diversity, supra.)

Public Resources Code section 21099 directs OPR to propose criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts. In this Technical Advisory, OPR provides its recommendations to assist lead
agencies in selecting a significance threshold that may be appropriate for their particular projects. While
OPR’s Technical Advisory is not binding on public agencies, CEQA allows lead agencies to “consider
thresholds of significance . . . recommended by other public agencies, provided the decision to adopt
those thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7, subd. (c).) Based
on OPR’s extensive review of the applicable research, and in light of an assessment by the California Air
Resources Board quantifying the need for VMT reduction in order to meet the State’s long-term climate
goals, OPR recommends that a per capita or per employee VMT that is fifteen percent below that of
existing development may be a reasonable threshold.
Fifteen percent reductions in VMT are achievable at the project level in a variety of place types. 14
Moreover, a fifteen percent reduction is consistent with SB 743’s direction to OPR to select a threshold
that will help the State achieve its climate goals. As described above, section 21099 states that the
California Air Resources Board (May 2014) First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, p. 46
(emphasis added).
14
CAPCOA (2010) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, p. 55, available at
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
13
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criteria for determining significance must “promote the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.” In its
document California Air Resources Board 2017 Scoping Plan-Identified VMT Reductions and Relationship
to State Climate Goals 15, CARB assesses VMT reduction per capita consistent with its evidence-based
modeling scenario that would achieve State climate goals of 40 percent GHG emissions reduction from
1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent GHG emissions reduction levels from 1990 by 2050. Applying
California Department of Finance population forecasts, CARB finds per-capita light-duty vehicle travel
would need to be approximately 16.8 percent lower than existing, and overall per-capita vehicle travel
would need to be approximately 14.3 percent lower than existing levels under that scenario. Below
these levels, a project could be considered low VMT and would, on that metric, be consistent with 2017
Scoping Plan Update assumptions that achieve climate state climate goals.
CARB finds per capita vehicle travel would need to be kept below what today’s policies and plans would
achieve.
CARB’s assessment is based on data in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update and 2016 Mobile Source Strategy.
In those documents, CARB previously examined the relationship between VMT and the state’s GHG
emissions reduction targets. The Scoping Plan finds:
“While the State can do more to accelerate and incentivize these local decisions, local actions
that reduce VMT are also necessary to meet transportation sector-specific goals and achieve the
2030 target under SB 32. Through developing the Scoping Plan, CARB staff is more convinced
than ever that, in addition to achieving GHG reductions from cleaner fuels and vehicles,
California must also reduce VMT. Stronger SB 375 GHG reduction targets will enable the State to
make significant progress toward needed reductions, but alone will not provide the VMT growth
reductions needed; there is a gap between what SB 375 can provide and what is needed to meet
the State’s 2030 and 2050 goals.” 16
Note that, at present, consistency with RTP/SCSs does not necessarily lead to a less-than-significant VMT
impact. 17 As the Final 2017 Scoping Plan Update states,
VMT reductions are necessary to achieve the 2030 target and must be part of any strategy
evaluated in this Plan. Stronger SB 375 GHG reduction targets will enable the State to make
significant progress toward this goal, but alone will not provide all of the VMT growth reductions
that will be needed. There is a gap between what SB 375 can provide and what is needed to
meet the State’s 2030 and 2050 goals.” 18
California Air Resources Board (Jan. 2019) California Air Resources Board 2017 Scoping Plan-Identified
VMT Reductions and Relationship to State Climate Goals, available at
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-2017-scoping-plan-identified-vmt-reductions-andrelationship-state-climate.
16
California Air Resources Board (Nov. 2017) California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, p. 101.
17
California Air Resources Board (Feb. 2018) Updated Final Staff Report: Proposed Update to the SB 375
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets, Figure 3, p. 35, available at
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375_target_update_final_staff_report_feb2018.pdf.
18
California Air Resources Board (Nov. 2017) California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, p. 75.
15
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Also, in order to capture the full effects of induced travel resulting from roadway capacity projects, an
RTP/SCS would need to include an assessment of land use effects of those projects, and the effects of
those land uses on VMT. (See section titled “Estimating VMT Impacts from Transportation Projects”
below.) RTP/SCSs typically model VMT using a collaboratively-developed land use “vision” for the
region’s land use, rather than studying the effects on land use of the proposed transportation
investments.
In summary, achieving 15 percent lower per capita (residential) or per employee (office) VMT than
existing development is both generally achievable and is supported by evidence that connects this level
of reduction to the State’s emissions goals.

1.

Screening Thresholds for Land Use Projects

Many agencies use “screening thresholds” to quickly identify when a project should be expected to
cause a less-than-significant impact without conducting a detailed study. (See e.g., CEQA Guidelines, §§
15063(c)(3)(C), 15128, and Appendix G.) As explained below, this technical advisory suggests that lead
agencies may screen out VMT impacts using project size, maps, transit availability, and provision of
affordable housing.
Screening Threshold for Small Projects
Many local agencies have developed screening thresholds to indicate when detailed analysis is needed.
Absent substantial evidence indicating that a project would generate a potentially significant level of
VMT, or inconsistency with a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or general plan, projects that
generate or attract fewer than 110 trips per day 19 generally may be assumed to cause a less-thansignificant transportation impact.
Map-Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects
Residential and office projects that locate in areas with low VMT, and that incorporate similar features
(i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility), will tend to exhibit similarly low VMT. Maps created with
VMT data, for example from a travel survey or a travel demand model, can illustrate areas that are
CEQA provides a categorical exemption for existing facilities, including additions to existing structures
of up to 10,000 square feet, so long as the project is in an area where public infrastructure is available to
allow for maximum planned development and the project is not in an environmentally sensitive area.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15301, subd. (e)(2).) Typical project types for which trip generation increases
relatively linearly with building footprint (i.e., general office building, single tenant office building, office
park, and business park) generate or attract an additional 110-124 trips per 10,000 square feet.
Therefore, absent substantial evidence otherwise, it is reasonable to conclude that the addition of 110
or fewer trips could be considered not to lead to a significant impact.
19
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currently below threshold VMT (see recommendations below). Because new development in such
locations would likely result in a similar level of VMT, such maps can be used to screen out residential
and office projects from needing to prepare a detailed VMT analysis.

Figure 2. Example map of household VMT that could be used to
delineate areas eligible to receive streamlining for VMT analysis.
(Source: City of San José, Department of Transportation, draft output of
City Transportation Model.)
Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact Near Transit Stations
Proposed CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1), states that lead agencies generally should
presume that certain projects (including residential, retail, and office projects, as well as projects that
are a mix of these uses) proposed within ½ mile of an existing major transit stop 20 or an existing stop

Pub. Resources Code, § 21064.3 (“‘Major transit stop’ means a site containing an existing rail transit
station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more
major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and
afternoon peak commute periods.”).
20
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along a high quality transit corridor 21 will have a less-than-significant impact on VMT. This presumption
would not apply, however, if project-specific or location-specific information indicates that the project
will still generate significant levels of VMT. For example, the presumption might not be appropriate if
the project:
●
●
●
●

Has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75
Includes more parking for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project than
required by the jurisdiction (if the jurisdiction requires the project to supply parking)
Is inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy (as determined by the lead
agency, with input from the Metropolitan Planning Organization)
Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate- or high-income
residential units

A project or plan near transit which replaces affordable residential units 22 with a smaller number of
moderate- or high-income residential units may increase overall VMT because the increase in VMT of
displaced residents could overwhelm the improvements in travel efficiency enjoyed by new residents. 23
If any of these exceptions to the presumption might apply, the lead agency should conduct a detailed
VMT analysis to determine whether the project would exceed VMT thresholds (see below).
Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact for Affordable Residential Development
Adding affordable housing to infill locations generally improves jobs-housing match, in turn shortening
commutes and reducing VMT. 24,25 Further, “… low-wage workers in particular would be more likely to
choose a residential location close to their workplace, if one is available.” 26 In areas where existing jobshousing match is closer to optimal, low income housing nevertheless generates less VMT than market-

Pub. Resources Code, § 21155 (“For purposes of this section, a high-quality transit corridor means a
corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak
commute hours.”).
22
Including naturally-occurring affordable residential units.
23
Chapple et al. (2017) Developing a New Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement, Chapter 4,
pp. 159-160, available at https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/13-310.pdf.
24
Karner and Benner (2016) The convergence of social equity and environmental sustainability: Jobshousing fit and commute distance (“[P]olicies that advance a more equitable distribution of jobs and
housing by linking the affordability of locally available housing with local wage levels are likely to be
associated with reduced commuting distances”).
25
Karner and Benner (2015) Low-wage jobs-housing fit: identifying locations of affordable housing
shortages.
26
Karner and Benner (2015) Low-wage jobs-housing fit: identifying locations of affordable housing
shortages.
21

494

rate housing. 27,28 Therefore, a project consisting of a high percentage of affordable housing may be a
basis for the lead agency to find a less-than-significant impact on VMT. Evidence supports a
presumption of less than significant impact for a 100 percent affordable residential development (or the
residential component of a mixed-use development) in infill locations. Lead agencies may develop their
own presumption of less than significant impact for residential projects (or residential portions of mixed
use projects) containing a particular amount of affordable housing, based on local circumstances and
evidence. Furthermore, a project which includes any affordable residential units may factor the effect
of the affordability on VMT into the assessment of VMT generated by those units.

2.

Recommended Numeric Thresholds for Residential, Office, and Retail
Projects

Recommended threshold for residential projects: A proposed project exceeding a level of 15
percent below existing VMT per capita may indicate a significant transportation impact. Existing
VMT per capita may be measured as regional VMT per capita or as city VMT per capita. Proposed
development referencing a threshold based on city VMT per capita (rather than regional VMT per
capita) should not cumulatively exceed the number of units specified in the SCS for that city, and
should be consistent with the SCS.
Residential development that would generate vehicle travel that is 15 or more percent below the
existing residential VMT per capita, measured against the region or city, may indicate a less-thansignificant transportation impact. In MPO areas, development measured against city VMT per capita
(rather than regional VMT per capita) should not cumulatively exceed the population or number of units
specified in the SCS for that city because greater-than-planned amounts of development in areas above
the region-based threshold would undermine the VMT containment needed to achieve regional targets
under SB 375.
For residential projects in unincorporated county areas, the local agency can compare a residential
project’s VMT to (1) the region’s VMT per capita, or (2) the aggregate population-weighted VMT per
capita of all cities in the region. In MPO areas, development in unincorporated areas measured against
aggregate city VMT per capita (rather than regional VMT per capita) should not cumulatively exceed the
population or number of units specified in the SCS for that city because greater-than-planned amounts
of development in areas above the regional threshold would undermine achievement of regional targets
under SB 375.

Chapple et al. (2017) Developing a New Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement, available
at https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/13-310.pdf.
28
CAPCOA (2010) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, pp. 176-178, available at
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
27
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These thresholds can be applied to either household (i.e., tour-based) VMT or home-based (i.e., tripbased) VMT assessments. 29 It is critical, however, that the agency be consistent in its VMT measurement
approach throughout the analysis to maintain an “apples-to-apples” comparison. For example, if the
agency uses a home-based VMT for the threshold, it should also be use home-based VMT for calculating
project VMT and VMT reduction due to mitigation measures.
Recommended threshold for office projects: A proposed project exceeding a level of 15 percent
below existing regional VMT per employee may indicate a significant transportation impact.
Office projects that would generate vehicle travel exceeding 15 percent below existing VMT per
employee for the region may indicate a significant transportation impact. In cases where the region is
substantially larger than the geography over which most workers would be expected to live, it might be
appropriate to refer to a smaller geography, such as the county, that includes the area over which nearly
all workers would be expected to live.
Office VMT screening maps can be developed using tour-based data, considering either total employee
VMT or employee work tour VMT. Similarly, tour-based analysis of office project VMT could consider
either total employee VMT or employee work tour VMT. Where tour-based information is unavailable
for threshold determination, project assessment, or assessment of mitigation, home-based work trip
VMT should be used throughout all steps of the analysis to maintain an “apples-to-apples” comparison.
Recommended threshold for retail projects: A net increase in total VMT may indicate a significant
transportation impact.
Because new retail development typically redistributes shopping trips rather than creating new trips, 30
estimating the total change in VMT (i.e., the difference in total VMT in the area affected with and
without the project) is the best way to analyze a retail project’s transportation impacts.
By adding retail opportunities into the urban fabric and thereby improving retail destination proximity,
local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT. Thus, lead agencies generally
may presume such development creates a less-than-significant transportation impact. Regional-serving
retail development, on the other hand, which can lead to substitution of longer trips for shorter ones,
may tend to have a significant impact. Where such development decreases VMT, lead agencies should
consider the impact to be less-than-significant.
Many cities and counties define local-serving and regional-serving retail in their zoning codes. Lead
agencies may refer to those local definitions when available, but should also consider any projectSee Appendix 1 for a description of these approaches.
Lovejoy, et al. (2013) Measuring the impacts of local land-use policies on vehicle miles of travel:
The case of the first big-box store in Davis, California, The Journal of Transport and Land Use.
29
30
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specific information, such as market studies or economic impacts analyses that might bear on
customers’ travel behavior. Because lead agencies will best understand their own communities and the
likely travel behaviors of future project users, they are likely in the best position to decide when a
project will likely be local-serving. Generally, however, retail development including stores larger than
50,000 square feet might be considered regional-serving, and so lead agencies should undertake an
analysis to determine whether the project might increase or decrease VMT.
Mixed-Use Projects
Lead agencies can evaluate each component of a mixed-use project independently and apply the
significance threshold for each project type included (e.g., residential and retail). Alternatively, a lead
agency may consider only the project’s dominant use. In the analysis of each use, a project should take
credit for internal capture. Combining different land uses and applying one threshold to those land uses
may result in an inaccurate impact assessment.
Other Project Types
Of land use projects, residential, office, and retail projects tend to have the greatest influence on VMT.
For that reason, OPR recommends the quantified thresholds described above for purposes of analysis
and mitigation. Lead agencies, using more location-specific information, may develop their own more
specific thresholds, which may include other land use types. In developing thresholds for other project
types, or thresholds different from those recommended here, lead agencies should consider the
purposes described in section 21099 of the Public Resources Code and regulations in the CEQA
Guidelines on the development of thresholds of significance (e.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7).
Strategies and projects that decrease local VMT but increase total VMT should be avoided. Agencies
should consider whether their actions encourage development in a less travel-efficient location by
limiting development in travel-efficient locations.

Redevelopment Projects
Where a project replaces existing VMT-generating land uses, if the replacement leads to a net overall
decrease in VMT, the project would lead to a less-than-significant transportation impact. If the project
leads to a net overall increase in VMT, then the thresholds described above should apply.
As described above, a project or plan near transit which replaces affordable 31 residential units with a
smaller number of moderate- or high-income residential units may increase overall VMT, because

31

Including naturally-occurring affordable residential units.
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displaced residents’ VMT may increase. 32 A lead agency should analyze VMT for such a project even if it
otherwise would have been presumed less than significant. The assessment should incorporate an
estimate of the aggregate VMT increase experienced by displaced residents. That additional VMT
should be included in the numerator of the VMT per capita assessed for the project.
If a residential or office project leads to a net increase in VMT, then the project’s VMT per capita
(residential) or per employee (office) should be compared to thresholds recommended above. Per
capita and per employee VMT are efficiency metrics, and, as such, apply only to the existing project
without regard to the VMT generated by the previously existing land use.
If the project leads to a net increase in provision of locally-serving retail, transportation impacts from
the retail portion of the development should be presumed to be less than significant. If the project
consists of regionally-serving retail, and increases overall VMT compared to with existing uses, then the
project would lead to a significant transportation impact.
RTP/SCS Consistency (All Land Use Projects)
Section 15125, subdivision (d), of the CEQA Guidelines provides that lead agencies should analyze
impacts resulting from inconsistencies with regional plans, including regional transportation plans. For
this reason, if a project is inconsistent with the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), the lead agency should evaluate whether that inconsistency indicates
a significant impact on transportation. For example, a development may be inconsistent with an
RTP/SCS if the development is outside the footprint of development or within an area specified as open
space as shown in the SCS.

3.

Recommendations Regarding Land Use Plans

As with projects, agencies should analyze VMT outcomes of land use plans across the full area over
which the plan may substantively affect travel patterns, including beyond the boundary of the plan or
jurisdiction’s geography. And as with projects, VMT should be counted in full rather than split between
origin and destination. (Emissions inventories have sometimes spit cross-boundary trips in order to sum
to a regional total, but CEQA requires accounting for the full impact without truncation or discounting).
Analysis of specific plans may employ the same thresholds described above for projects. A general plan,
area plan, or community plan may have a significant impact on transportation if proposed new
residential, office, or retail land uses would in aggregate exceed the respective thresholds
recommended above. Where the lead agency tiers from a general plan EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
sections 15152 and 15166, the lead agency generally focuses on the environmental impacts that are
specific to the later project and were not analyzed as significant impacts in the prior EIR. (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21068.5; Guidelines, § 15152, subd. (a).) Thus, in analyzing the later project, the lead agency
Chapple et al. (2017) Developing a New Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement, Chapter 4,
pp. 159-160, available at https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/13-310.pdf.
32
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would focus on the VMT impacts that were not adequately addressed in the prior EIR. In the tiered
document, the lead agency should continue to apply the thresholds recommended above.
Thresholds for plans in non-MPO areas may be determined on a case-by-case basis.

4.

Other Considerations

Rural Projects Outside of MPOs
In rural areas of non-MPO counties (i.e., areas not near established or incorporated cities or towns),
fewer options may be available for reducing VMT, and significance thresholds may be best determined
on a case-by-case basis. Note, however, that clustered small towns and small town main streets may
have substantial VMT benefits compared to isolated rural development, similar to the transit oriented
development described above.
Impacts to Transit
Because criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts must promote “the
development of multimodal transportation networks” pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21099,
subd. (b)(1), lead agencies should consider project impacts to transit systems and bicycle and pedestrian
networks. For example, a project that blocks access to a transit stop or blocks a transit route itself may
interfere with transit functions. Lead agencies should consult with transit agencies as early as possible in
the development process, particularly for projects that are located within one half mile of transit stops.
When evaluating impacts to multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not
treat the addition of new transit users as an adverse impact. An infill development may add riders to
transit systems and the additional boarding and alighting may slow transit vehicles, but it also adds
destinations, improving proximity and accessibility. Such development also improves regional vehicle
flow by adding less vehicle travel onto the regional network.
Increased demand throughout a region may, however, cause a cumulative impact by requiring new or
additional transit infrastructure. Such impacts may be adequately addressed through a fee program that
fairly allocates the cost of improvements not just to projects that happen to locate near transit, but
rather across a region to all projects that impose burdens on the entire transportation system, since
transit can broadly improve the function of the transportation system.

F.

Considering the Effects of Transportation Projects on Vehicle Travel

Many transportation projects change travel patterns. A transportation project which leads to additional
vehicle travel on the roadway network, commonly referred to as “induced vehicle travel,” would need to
quantify the amount of additional vehicle travel in order to assess air quality impacts, greenhouse gas
emissions impacts, energy impacts, and noise impacts. Transportation projects also are required to
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examine induced growth impacts under CEQA. (See generally, Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21065 [defining
“project” under CEQA as an activity as causing either a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change], 21065.3 [defining “project-specific effect” to mean all direct or indirect environmental effects],
21100, subd. (b) [required contents of an EIR].) For any project that increases vehicle travel, explicit
assessment and quantitative reporting of the amount of additional vehicle travel should not be omitted
from the document; such information may be useful and necessary for a full understanding of a project’s
environmental impacts. (See Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21000, 21001, 21001.1, 21002, 21002.1
[discussing the policies of CEQA].) A lead agency that uses the VMT metric to assess the transportation
impacts of a transportation project may simply report that change in VMT as the impact. When the lead
agency uses another metric to analyze the transportation impacts of a roadway project, changes in
amount of vehicle travel added to the roadway network should still be analyzed and reported. 33
While CEQA does not require perfection, it is important to make a reasonably accurate estimate of
transportation projects’ effects on vehicle travel in order to make reasonably accurate estimates of GHG
emissions, air quality emissions, energy impacts, and noise impacts. (See, e.g., California Clean Energy
Com. v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 210 [EIR failed to consider project’s
transportation energy impacts]; Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of Ukiah (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th
256, 266.) Appendix 2 describes in detail the causes of induced vehicle travel, the robust empirical
evidence of induced vehicle travel, and how models and research can be used in conjunction to
quantitatively assess induced vehicle travel with reasonable accuracy.
If a project would likely lead to a measurable and substantial increase in vehicle travel, the lead agency
should conduct an analysis assessing the amount of vehicle travel the project will induce. Project types
that would likely lead to a measurable and substantial increase in vehicle travel generally include:
•

Addition of through lanes on existing or new highways, including general purpose lanes, HOV
lanes, peak period lanes, auxiliary lanes, or lanes through grade-separated interchanges

Projects that would not likely lead to a substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel, and
therefore generally should not require an induced travel analysis, include:
•

•

Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, safety, and repair projects designed to improve the
condition of existing transportation assets (e.g., highways; roadways; bridges; culverts;
Transportation Management System field elements such as cameras, message signs, detection,
or signals; tunnels; transit systems; and assets that serve bicycle and pedestrian facilities) and
that do not add additional motor vehicle capacity
Roadside safety devices or hardware installation such as median barriers and guardrails

See, e.g., California Department of Transportation (2006) Guidance for Preparers of Growth-related,
Indirect Impact Analyses, available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/Growthrelated_IndirectImpactAnalysis/GRI_guidance06May_files/gri_guidance.pdf.
33
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•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roadway shoulder enhancements to provide “breakdown space,” dedicated space for use only
by transit vehicles, to provide bicycle access, or to otherwise improve safety, but which will not
be used as automobile vehicle travel lanes
Addition of an auxiliary lane of less than one mile in length designed to improve roadway safety
Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through traffic, such as
left, right, and U-turn pockets, two-way left turn lanes, or emergency breakdown lanes that are
not utilized as through lanes
Addition of roadway capacity on local or collector streets provided the project also substantially
improves conditions for pedestrians, cyclists, and, if applicable, transit
Conversion of existing general purpose lanes (including ramps) to managed lanes or transit
lanes, or changing lane management in a manner that would not substantially increase vehicle
travel
Addition of a new lane that is permanently restricted to use only by transit vehicles
Reduction in number of through lanes
Grade separation to separate vehicles from rail, transit, pedestrians or bicycles, or to replace a
lane in order to separate preferential vehicles (e.g., HOV, HOT, or trucks) from general vehicles
Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including Transit Signal
Priority (TSP) features
Installation of traffic metering systems, detection systems, cameras, changeable message signs
and other electronics designed to optimize vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian flow
Timing of signals to optimize vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian flow
Installation of roundabouts or traffic circles
Installation or reconfiguration of traffic calming devices
Adoption of or increase in tolls
Addition of tolled lanes, where tolls are sufficient to mitigate VMT increase
Initiation of new transit service
Conversion of streets from one-way to two-way operation with no net increase in number of
traffic lanes
Removal or relocation of off-street or on-street parking spaces
Adoption or modification of on-street parking or loading restrictions (including meters, time
limits, accessible spaces, and preferential/reserved parking permit programs)
Addition of traffic wayfinding signage
Rehabilitation and maintenance projects that do not add motor vehicle capacity
Addition of new or enhanced bike or pedestrian facilities on existing streets/highways or within
existing public rights-of-way
Addition of Class I bike paths, trails, multi-use paths, or other off-road facilities that serve nonmotorized travel
Installation of publicly available alternative fuel/charging infrastructure
Addition of passing lanes, truck climbing lanes, or truck brake-check lanes in rural areas that do
not increase overall vehicle capacity along the corridor
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1.

Recommended Significance Threshold for Transportation Projects

As noted in Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines, lead agencies for roadway capacity projects have
discretion, consistent with CEQA and planning requirements, to choose which metric to use to evaluate
transportation impacts. This section recommends considerations for evaluating impacts using vehicle
miles traveled. Lead agencies have discretion to choose a threshold of significance for transportation
projects as they do for other types of projects. As explained above, Public Resources Code section
21099, subdivision (b)(1), provides that criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts must promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. (Id.; see generally, adopted CEQA Guidelines, §
15064.3, subd. (b) [Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts].) With those goals in mind, OPR
prepared and the Agency adopted an appropriate transportation metric.
Whether adopting a threshold of significance, or evaluating transportation impacts on a case-by-case
basis, a lead agency should ensure that the analysis addresses:
•
•
•
•
•

Direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the transportation project (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064,
subds. (d), (h))
Near-term and long-term effects of the transportation project (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15063,
subd. (a)(1), 15126.2, subd. (a))
The transportation project’s consistency with state greenhouse gas reduction goals (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21099) 34
The impact of the transportation project on the development of multimodal transportation
networks (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099)
The impact of the transportation project on the development of a diversity of land uses (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21099)

The CARB Scoping Plan and the CARB Mobile Source Strategy delineate VMT levels required to achieve
legally mandated GHG emissions reduction targets. A lead agency should develop a project-level
threshold based on those VMT levels, and may apply the following approach:
1. Propose a fair-share allocation of those budgets to their jurisdiction (e.g., by population);

The California Air Resources Board has ascertained the limits of VMT growth compatible with
California containing greenhouse gas emissions to levels research shows would allow for climate
stabilization. (See The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The Strategy for Achieving California’s 2030
Greenhouse Gas Target (p. 78, p. 101); Mobile Source Strategy (p. 37).) CARB’s Updated Final Staff
Report on Proposed Update to the SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets illustrates that
the current Regional Transportation Plans and Sustainable Communities Strategies will fall short of
achieving the necessary on-road transportation-related GHG emissions reductions called for in the 2017
Scoping Plan (Figure 3, p. 35). Accordingly, OPR recommends not basing GHG emissions or
transportation impact analysis for a transportation project solely on consistency with an RTP/SCS.
34
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2. Determine the amount of VMT growth likely to result from background population growth, and
subtract that from their “budget”;
3. Allocate their jurisdiction’s share between their various VMT-increasing transportation projects,
using whatever criteria the lead agency prefers.

2.

Estimating VMT Impacts from Transportation Projects

CEQA requires analysis of a project’s potential growth-inducing impacts. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21100,
subd. (b)(5); CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.2, subd. (d).) Many agencies are familiar with the analysis of
growth inducing impacts associated with water, sewer, and other infrastructure. This technical advisory
addresses growth that may be expected from roadway expansion projects.
Because a roadway expansion project can induce substantial VMT, incorporating quantitative estimates
of induced VMT is critical to calculating both transportation and other impacts of these projects.
Induced travel also has the potential to reduce or eliminate congestion relief benefits. An accurate
estimate of induced travel is needed to accurately weigh costs and benefits of a highway capacity
expansion project.
The effect of a transportation project on vehicle travel should be estimated using the “change in total
VMT” method described in Appendix 1. This means that an assessment of total VMT without the project
and an assessment with the project should be made; the difference between the two is the amount of
VMT attributable to the project. The assessment should cover the full area in which driving patterns are
expected to change. As with other types of projects, the VMT estimation should not be truncated at a
modeling or jurisdictional boundary for convenience of analysis when travel behavior is substantially
affected beyond that boundary.
Transit and Active Transportation Projects
Transit and active transportation projects generally reduce VMT and therefore are presumed to cause a
less-than-significant impact on transportation. This presumption may apply to all passenger rail projects,
bus and bus rapid transit projects, and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects. Streamlining
transit and active transportation projects aligns with each of the three statutory goals contained in SB
743 by reducing GHG emissions, increasing multimodal transportation networks, and facilitating mixed
use development.
Roadway Projects
Reducing roadway capacity (for example, by removing or repurposing motor vehicle travel lanes) will
generally reduce VMT and therefore is presumed to cause a less-than-significant impact on
transportation. Generally, no transportation analysis is needed for such projects.
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Building new roadways, adding roadway capacity in congested areas, or adding roadway capacity to
areas where congestion is expected in the future, typically induces additional vehicle travel. For the
types of projects previously indicated as likely to lead to additional vehicle travel, an estimate should be
made of the change in vehicle travel resulting from the project.
For projects that increase roadway capacity, lead agencies can evaluate induced travel quantitatively by
applying the results of existing studies that examine the magnitude of the increase of VMT resulting
from a given increase in lane miles. These studies estimate the percent change in VMT for every percent
change in miles to the roadway system (i.e., “elasticity”). 35 Given that lead agencies have discretion in
choosing their methodology, and the studies on induced travel reveal a range of elasticities, lead
agencies may appropriately apply professional judgment in studying the transportation effects of a
particular project. The most recent major study, estimates an elasticity of 1.0, meaning that every
percent change in lane miles results in a one percent increase in VMT. 36

To estimate VMT impacts from roadway expansion projects:
1. Determine the total lane-miles over an area that fully captures travel behavior changes
resulting from the project (generally the region, but for projects affecting interregional travel
look at all affected regions).
2. Determine the percent change in total lane miles that will result from the project.
3. Determine the total existing VMT over that same area.
4. Multiply the percent increase in lane miles by the existing VMT, and then multiply that by the
elasticity from the induced travel literature:
[% increase in lane miles] x [existing VMT] x [elasticity] = [VMT resulting from the project]
A National Center for Sustainable Transportation tool can be used to apply this method:
https://ncst.ucdavis.edu/research/tools
This method would not be suitable for rural (non-MPO) locations in the state which are neither
congested nor projected to become congested. It also may not be suitable for a new road that provides
new connectivity across a barrier (e.g., a bridge across a river) if it would be expected to substantially

See U.C. Davis, Institute for Transportation Studies (Oct. 2015) Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely
to Relieve Traffic Congestion; Boarnet and Handy (Sept. 2014) Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced
Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, California Air Resources Board Policy
Brief, available at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/hwycapacity/highway_capacity_brief.pdf.
36
See Duranton and Turner (2011) The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US cities,
available at http://www.nber.org/papers/w15376.
35
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shorten existing trips. If it is likely to be substantial, the trips-shortening effect should be examined
explicitly.
The effects of roadway capacity on vehicle travel can also be applied at a programmatic level. For
example, in a regional planning process the lead agency can use that program-level analysis to
streamline later project-level analysis. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15168.) A program-level analysis of VMT
should include effects of the program on land use patterns, and the VMT that results from those land
use effects. In order for a program-level document to adequately analyze potential induced demand
from a project or program of roadway capacity expansion, lead agencies cannot assume a fixed land use
pattern (i.e., a land use pattern that does not vary in response to the provision of roadway capacity). A
proper analysis should account for land use investment and development pattern changes that react in a
reasonable manner to changes in accessibility created by transportation infrastructure investments
(whether at the project or program level).
Mitigation and Alternatives
Induced VMT has the potential to reduce or eliminate congestion relief benefits, increase VMT, and
increase other environmental impacts that result from vehicle travel. 37 If those effects are significant,
the lead agency will need to consider mitigation or alternatives. In the context of increased travel that is
induced by capacity increases, appropriate mitigation and alternatives that a lead agency might consider
include the following:
•
•
•
•

Tolling new lanes to encourage carpools and fund transit improvements
Converting existing general purpose lanes to HOV or HOT lanes
Implementing or funding off-site travel demand management
Implementing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) strategies to improve passenger
throughput on existing lanes

Tolling and other management strategies can have the additional benefit of preventing congestion and
maintaining free-flow conditions, conferring substantial benefits to road users as discussed above.

G.

Analyzing Other Impacts Related to Transportation

While requiring a change in the methodology of assessing transportation impacts, Public Resources
Code section 21099 notes that this change “does not relieve a public agency of the requirement to
analyze a project’s potentially significant transportation impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, or
any other impact associated with transportation.” OPR expects that lead agencies will continue to
See National Center for Sustainable Transportation (Oct. 2015) Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely
to Relieve Traffic Congestion, available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/newtech/researchreports/reports/2015/10-12-2015NCST_Brief_InducedTravel_CS6_v3.pdf; see Duranton and Turner (2011) The Fundamental Law of Road
Congestion: Evidence from US cities, available at http://www.nber.org/papers/w15376.
37
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address mobile source emissions in the air quality and noise sections of an environmental document and
the corresponding studies that support the analysis in those sections. Lead agencies should continue to
address environmental impacts of a proposed project pursuant to CEQA’s requirements, using a format
that is appropriate for their particular project.
Because safety concerns result from many different factors, they are best addressed at a programmatic
level (i.e., in a general plan or regional transportation plan) in cooperation with local governments,
metropolitan planning organizations, and, where the state highway system is involved, the California
Department of Transportation. In most cases, such an analysis would not be appropriate on a projectby-project basis. Increases in traffic volumes at a particular location resulting from a project typically
cannot be estimated with sufficient accuracy or precision to provide useful information for an analysis of
safety concerns. Moreover, an array of factors affect travel demand (e.g., strength of the local economy,
price of gasoline), causing substantial additional uncertainty. Appendix B of OPR’s General Plan
Guidelines summarizes research which could be used to guide a programmatic analysis under CEQA.
Lead agencies should note that automobile congestion or delay does not constitute a significant
environmental impact (Pub. Resources Code, §21099(b)(2)), and safety should not be used as a proxy for
road capacity.

H.

VMT Mitigation and Alternatives

When a lead agency identifies a significant impact, it must identify feasible mitigation measures that
could avoid or substantially reduce that impact. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.1, subd. (a).)
Additionally, CEQA requires that an environmental impact report identify feasible alternatives that could
avoid or substantially reduce a project’s significant environmental impacts.
Indeed, the California Court of Appeal recently held that a long-term regional transportation plan was
deficient for failing to discuss an alternative which could significantly reduce total vehicle miles traveled.
In Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments, et al. (2017) 17
Cal.App.5th 413, the court found that omission “inexplicable” given the lead agency’s “acknowledgment
in its Climate Action Strategy that the state’s efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from on-road
transportation will not succeed if the amount of driving, or vehicle miles traveled, is not significantly
reduced.” (Cleveland National Forest Foundation, supra, 17 Cal.App.5th at p. 436.) Additionally, the
court noted that the project alternatives focused primarily on congestion relief even though “the
[regional] transportation plan is a long-term and congestion relief is not necessarily an effective longterm strategy.” (Id. at p. 437.) The court concluded its discussion of the alternatives analysis by stating:
“Given the acknowledged long-term drawbacks of congestion relief alternatives, there is not substantial
evidence to support the EIR’s exclusion of an alternative focused primarily on significantly reducing
vehicle trips.” (Ibid.)
Several examples of potential mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce VMT are described below.
However, the selection of particular mitigation measures and alternatives are left to the discretion of
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the lead agency, and mitigation measures may vary, depending on the proposed project and significant
impacts, if any. Further, OPR expects that agencies will continue to innovate and find new ways to
reduce vehicular travel.
Potential measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improve or increase access to transit.
Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools, and daycare.
Incorporate affordable housing into the project.
Incorporate neighborhood electric vehicle network.
Orient the project toward transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Improve pedestrian or bicycle networks, or transit service.
Provide traffic calming.
Provide bicycle parking.
Limit or eliminate parking supply.
Unbundle parking costs.
Provide parking cash-out programs.
Implement roadway pricing.
Implement or provide access to a commute reduction program.
Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, and ride-sharing programs.
Provide transit passes.
Shifting single occupancy vehicle trips to carpooling or vanpooling, for example providing ridematching services.
Providing telework options.
Providing incentives or subsidies that increase the use of modes other than single-occupancy
vehicle.
Providing on-site amenities at places of work, such as priority parking for carpools and vanpools,
secure bike parking, and showers and locker rooms.
Providing employee transportation coordinators at employment sites.
Providing a guaranteed ride home service to users of non-auto modes.

Notably, because VMT is largely a regional impact, regional VMT-reduction programs may be an
appropriate form of mitigation. In lieu fees have been found to be valid mitigation where there is both a
commitment to pay fees and evidence that mitigation will actually occur. (Save Our Peninsula
Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 140-141; Gentry v. City of
Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 727–728.) Fee programs are particularly useful to address cumulative impacts. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (a)(3) [a “project’s incremental contribution is less than cumulatively
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact”].) The mitigation program must undergo CEQA
evaluation, either on the program as a whole, or the in-lieu fees or other mitigation must be evaluated
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on a project-specific basis. (California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th
1026.) That CEQA evaluation could be part of a larger program, such as a regional transportation plan,
analyzed in a Program EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168.)
Examples of project alternatives that may reduce vehicle miles traveled include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Locate the project in an area of the region that already exhibits low VMT.
Locate the project near transit.
Increase project density.
Increase the mix of uses within the project or within the project’s surroundings.
Increase connectivity and/or intersection density on the project site.
Deploy management strategies (e.g., pricing, vehicle occupancy requirements) on roadways or
roadway lanes.
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Appendix 1. Considerations About Which VMT to Count
Consistent with the obligation to make a good faith effort to disclose the environmental consequences
of a project, lead agencies have discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate
project impacts. 38 A lead agency can evaluate a project’s effect on VMT in numerous ways. The purpose
of this document is to provide technical considerations in determining which methodology may be most
useful for various project types.
Background on Estimating Vehicle Miles Traveled
Before discussing specific methodological recommendations, this section provides a brief overview of
modeling and counting VMT, including some key terminology.
Here is an illustrative example of some methods of estimating vehicle miles traveled. Consider the
following hypothetical travel day (all by automobile):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Residence to Coffee Shop
Coffee Shop to Work
Work to Sandwich Shop
Sandwich Shop to Work
Work to Residence
Residence to Store
Store to Residence

Trip-based assessment of a project’s effect on travel behavior counts VMT from individual trips to and
from the project. It is the most basic, and traditionally the most common, method of counting VMT. A
trip-based VMT assessment of the residence in the above example would consider segments 1, 5, 6 and
7. For residential projects, the sum of home-based trips is called home-based VMT.
A tour-based assessment counts the entire home-back-to-home tour that includes the project. A tourbased VMT assessment of the residence in the above example would consider segments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5
in one tour, and 6 and 7 in a second tour. A tour-based assessment of the workplace would include
segments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Together, all tours comprise household VMT.
The California Supreme Court has explained that when an agency has prepared an environmental
impact report:
38

[T]he issue is not whether the [lead agency’s] studies are irrefutable or whether they
could have been better. The relevant issue is only whether the studies are sufficiently
credible to be considered as part of the total evidence that supports the [lead agency’s]
finding[.]
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 409;
see also Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov’t v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 372.)
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Both trip- and tour-based assessments can be used as measures of transportation efficiency, using
denominators such as per capita, per employee, or per person-trip.
Trip- and Tour-based Assessment of VMT
As illustrated above, a tour-based assessment of VMT is a more complete characterization of a project’s
effect on VMT. In many cases, a project affects travel behavior beyond the first destination. The location
and characteristics of the home and workplace will often be the main drivers of VMT. For example, a
residential or office development located near high quality transit will likely lead to some commute trips
utilizing transit, affecting mode choice on the rest of the tour.
Characteristics of an office project can also affect an employee’s VMT beyond the work tour. For
example, a workplace located at the urban periphery, far from transit, can require an employee to own
a car, which in turn affects the entirety of an employee’s travel behavior and VMT. For this reason, when
estimating the effect of an office development on VMT, it may be appropriate to consider total
employee VMT if data and tools, such as tour-based models, are available. This is consistent with CEQA’s
requirement to evaluate both direct and indirect effects of a project. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15064,
subd. (d)(2).)
Assessing Change in Total VMT
A third method, estimating the change in total VMT with and without the project, can evaluate whether
a project is likely to divert existing trips, and what the effect of those diversions will be on total VMT.
This method answers the question, “What is the net effect of the project on area VMT?” As an
illustration, assessing the total change in VMT for a grocery store built in a food desert that diverts trips
from more distant stores could reveal a net VMT reduction. The analysis should address the full area
over which the project affects travel behavior, even if the effect on travel behavior crosses political
boundaries.
Using Models to Estimate VMT
Travel demand models, sketch models, spreadsheet models, research, and data can all be used to
calculate and estimate VMT (see Appendix F of the preliminary discussion draft). To the extent possible,
lead agencies should choose models that have sensitivity to features of the project that affect VMT.
Those tools and resources can also assist in establishing thresholds of significance and estimating VMT
reduction attributable to mitigation measures and project alternatives. When using models and tools for
those various purposes, agencies should use comparable data and methods, in order to set up an
“apples-to-apples” comparison between thresholds, VMT estimates, and VMT mitigation estimates.
Models can work together. For example, agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to
estimate existing trip lengths and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more
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accurate results. Whenever possible, agencies should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to
tailor the analysis to the project location. However, in doing so, agencies should be careful to avoid
double counting if the sketch model includes other inputs or toggles that are proxies for trip length (e.g.,
distance to city center). Generally, if an agency changes any sketch model defaults, it should record and
report those changes for transparency of analysis. Again, trip length data should come from the same
source as data used to calculate thresholds to be sure of an “apples-to-apples” comparison.
Additional background information regarding travel demand models is available in the California
Transportation Commission’s “2010 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines,” beginning at page 35.
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Appendix 2. Induced Travel: Mechanisms, Research, and Additional Assessment Approaches
Induced travel occurs where roadway capacity is expanded in an area of present or projected future
congestion. The effect typically manifests over several years. Lower travel times make the modified
facility more attractive to travelers, resulting in the following trip-making changes:
●
●

●

●

●

Longer trips. The ability to travel a long distance in a shorter time increases the attractiveness of
destinations that are farther away, increasing trip length and vehicle travel.
Changes in mode choice. When transportation investments are devoted to reducing automobile
travel time, travelers tend to shift toward automobile use from other modes, which increases
vehicle travel.
Route changes. Faster travel times on a route attract more drivers to that route from other
routes, which can increase or decrease vehicle travel depending on whether it shortens or
lengthens trips.
Newly generated trips. Increasing travel speeds can induce additional trips, which increases
vehicle travel. For example, an individual who previously telecommuted or purchased goods on
the internet might choose to accomplish those tasks via automobile trips as a result of increased
speeds.
Land Use Changes. Faster travel times along a corridor lead to land development farther along
that corridor; that new development generates and attracts longer trips, which increases vehicle
travel. Over several years, this induced growth component of induced vehicle travel can be
substantial, making it critical to include in analyses.

Each of these effects has implications for the total amount of vehicle travel. These effects operate over
different time scales. For example, changes in mode choice might occur immediately, while land use
changes typically take a few years or longer. CEQA requires lead agencies to analyze both short-term
and long-term effects.
Evidence of Induced Vehicle Travel. A large number of peer reviewed studies 39 have demonstrated a
causal link between highway capacity increases and VMT increases. Many provide quantitative
estimates of the magnitude of the induced VMT phenomenon. Collectively, they provide high quality
evidence of the existence and magnitude of the induced travel effect.

See, e.g., Boarnet and Handy (Sept. 2014) Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel on
Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, California Air Resources Board Policy Brief,
available at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/hwycapacity/highway_capacity_brief.pdf;
National Center for Sustainable Transportation (Oct. 2015) Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to
Relieve Traffic Congestion, available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/research/researchreports/reports/2015/10-12-2015NCST_Brief_InducedTravel_CS6_v3.pdf.
39
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Most of these studies express the amount of induced vehicle travel as an “elasticity,” which is a
multiplier that describes the additional vehicle travel resulting from an additional lane mile of roadway
capacity added. For example, an elasticity of 0.6 would signify an 0.6 percent increase in vehicle travel
for every 1.0 percent increase in lane miles. Many of these studies distinguish “short run elasticity”
(increase in vehicle travel in the first few years) from “long run elasticity” (increase in vehicle travel
beyond the first few years). Long run elasticity is larger than short run elasticity, because as time passes,
more of the components of induced vehicle travel materialize. Generally, short run elasticity can be
thought of as excluding the effects of land use change, while long run elasticity includes them. Most
studies find a long run elasticity between 0.6 and just over 1.0, 40 meaning that every increase in lanes
miles of one percent leads to an increase in vehicle travel of 0.6 to 1.0 percent. The most recent major
study finds the elasticity of vehicle travel by lanes miles added to be 1.03; in other words, each percent
increase in lane miles results in a 1.03 percent increase in vehicle travel. 41 (An elasticity greater than 1.0
can occur because new lanes induce vehicle travel that spills beyond the project location.) In CEQA
analysis, the long-run elasticity should be used, as it captures the full effect of the project rather than
just the early-stage effect.
Quantifying Induced Vehicle Travel Using Models. Lead agencies can generally achieve the most accurate
assessment of induced vehicle travel resulting from roadway capacity increasing projects by applying
elasticities from the academic literature, because those estimates include vehicle travel resulting from
induced land use. If a lead agency chooses to use a travel demand model, additional analysis would be
needed to account for induced land use. This section describes some approaches to undertaking that
additional analysis.
Proper use of a travel demand model can capture the following components of induced VMT:
•
•
•
•

Trip length (generally increases VMT)
Mode shift (generally shifts from other modes toward automobile use, increasing VMT)
Route changes (can act to increase or decrease VMT)
Newly generated trips (generally increases VMT)
o Note that not all travel demand models have sensitivity to this factor, so an off-model
estimate may be necessary if this effect could be substantial.

However, estimating long-run induced VMT also requires an estimate of the project’s effects on land
use. This component of the analysis is important because it has the potential to be a large component of

See Boarnet and Handy (Sept. 2014) Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel on Passenger
Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, California Air Resources Board Policy Brief, p. 2, available at
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/hwycapacity/highway_capacity_brief.pdf.
40

Duranton and Turner (2011) The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US cities,
available at http://www.nber.org/papers/w15376.
41
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the overall induced travel effect. Options for estimating and incorporating the VMT effects that are
caused by the subsequent land use changes include:
1. Employ an expert panel. An expert panel could assess changes to land use development that
would likely result from the project. This assessment could then be analyzed by the travel
demand model to assess effects on vehicle travel. Induced vehicle travel assessed via this
approach should be verified using elasticities found in the academic literature.
2. Adjust model results to align with the empirical research. If the travel demand model analysis is
performed without incorporating projected land use changes resulting from the project, the
assessed vehicle travel should be adjusted upward to account for those land use changes. The
assessed VMT after adjustment should fall within the range found in the academic literature.
3. Employ a land use model, running it iteratively with a travel demand model. A land use model
can be used to estimate the land use effects of a roadway capacity increase, and the traffic
patterns that result from the land use change can then be fed back into the travel demand
model. The land use model and travel demand model can be iterated to produce an accurate
result.
A project which provides new connectivity across a barrier, such as a new bridge across a river, may
provide a shortened path between existing origins and destinations, thereby shortening existing trips. In
rare cases, this trip-shortening effect might be substantial enough to reduce the amount of vehicle
travel resulting from the project below the range found in the elasticities in the academic literature, or
even lead a net reduction in vehicle travel overall. In such cases, the trip-shortening effect could be
examined explicitly.
Whenever employing a travel demand model to assess induced vehicle travel, any limitation or known
lack of sensitivity in the analysis that might cause substantial errors in the VMT estimate (for example,
model insensitivity to one of the components of induced VMT described above) should be disclosed and
characterized, and a description should be provided on how it could influence the analysis results. A
discussion of the potential error or bias should be carried into analyses that rely on the VMT analysis,
such as greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, energy, and noise.

514

EXHIBIT G

515

January
2017
516

FUNDE R S
G o r d o n a n d B e tty Moore F ou n dat i on
Ca lif or n i a Sta te C oast al C on serv an cy
M a t t he w a n d J a n i ce Barger
M a ry A . C r o c ke r Tru st

EXP E RTS C O N SULT ED
Seth Adams, Land Conservation Director, Save Mt.
Diablo
Bob Berman, Resident, City of Benicia
Amy Chestnut, former Acquisitions Director, Sonoma
Land Trust
Tracy Ellison, Agricultural Conservation Project
Manager, Solano Land Trust
Geoff Ellsworth, Steering Team, Wine and Water Watch
Mark Evanoff, Deputy City Manager, Union City
Juan Pablo Galvan, Land Use Manager, Save Mt.
Diablo
David Hansen, Vice Chair, Marin Open Space Trust
Casey Hiatt, GIS Administrator, Midpeninsula Regional
Open Space District
Julie Hutcheson, Legislative Advocate for Santa Clara
County, Committee for Green Foothills
John Kopchik, Director, Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation and Development
Amber Manfree, Postdoctoral Fellow, UC Davis
Department of Wildlife, Fish, and Conservation Biology
Jane Mark, Planning Manager, Midpeninsula Regional
Open Space District

GREE N B E LT A L L I A N C E STA F F
Lead Researcher
Adam Garcia, Planning and Research Manager
Intern Researchers
Scott Curley, Lead Intern Researcher
Alan Aaron
Charu Ahluwalia
Mehra Ardeshiri
Aaron Bunda
Lea Cohen
Greg Conant
Christina Davis
Steffen Deetjen
Joshua Handel
Melanie Rodrigo
Edward Shepherd
Ian Stoner
KellyAnne Tang
Leonel Tapia
Tessa Wardle
Mehreteab Yohannes

Joel Pullen, Senior Planner, City of Fremont
Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate for San Mateo
County, Committee for Green Foothills
Tom Robinson, Director of Conservation, Science, and
Innovation, Bay Area Open Space Council
Dick Schneider, Tri-Valley Group, Sierra Club
Bob Simmons, City Council Member, Walnut Creek
Igor Skaredoff, President, Contra Costa Resource
Conservation District
Jake Smith, Conservation GIS Coordinator, Santa Clara
Valley Open Space Authority
Noelle Thurlow, Director of Land Transactions,
Peninsula Open Space Trust
Matt Walsh, Principal Planner, Solano County
Mike Williams, Real Property Manager, Midpeninsula
Regional Open Space District
John Woodbury, General Manager, Napa County
Regional Park and Open Space District
Alex Young, GIS Manager, Sonoma Ecology Center
Eli Zigas, Food and Agriculture Policy Director, SPUR

Field Researchers
Joel Devalcourt, Regional Representative
Teri Shore, Regional Director
Lead Author
Elizabeth Stampe
Editors
Stephanie Reyes, Chief Operating Officer
Brian Schmidt, Program Director
Amy Henson, Marketing and Communications Director
Adam Garcia
Design
Adam Hoffman, blueneckdesign.com

Revised May 2017

517

FOREWORD 2
BARBARA BOXER
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

3

REGION-WIDE RESULTS 4
COUNTY BY COUNTY RESULTS
ALAMEDA

10

CONTRA COSTA

12

MARIN

14

NAPA

16

SAN MATEO

18

SANTA CLARA

20

SOLANO

22

SONOMA

24

THE VALUES OF NATURAL LANDS 26

Photo: Thomas Hawk via flickr.com

THE HOUSING CRISIS 29
SPRAWL DEVELOPMENT VS.
REAL SOLUTIONS
A CALL TO ACTION 31
METHODOLOGY
518

32

FOREWORD
B A R B AR A BOXER

When I first moved from Brooklyn to the San Francisco Bay
Area more than 50 years ago, I fell in love with its wonder
and beauty. Anyone who has seen the majestic Bay with its
wetlands and wildlife, the coastal ridge mountains hugged
by fog, the towering redwoods, and historic agricultural
lands knows these landscapes take your breath away. It
is our responsibility to protect them for current and future
generations to enjoy.

That’s why one of my very first priorities as a Marin County Supervisor was
to address local land-use planning, and I worked successfully to prevent West
Marin from being over-developed and to protect our coast from offshore drilling. And it’s why I worked for years in the House and Senate to protect more
than a million acres of California land as wilderness, convert the Presidio into
a national park, and expand our national monuments.
The efforts to protect these magnificent places is often driven by the people
who are closest to them, and that’s why the work Greenbelt Alliance has done
for the past 59 years is so important. It’s impossible to imagine what the Bay
Area would be like without those who started this movement to save our
farmland and our hills, and all the members and volunteers who continue to
do their part. This report continues that legacy by taking a closer look at every
threat to this region’s magnificent landscapes and providing the kind of information decision-makers need to shape smart policy.
While I will not be in the Senate, I will never stop fighting for these issues, and
I hope you will join me in working to protect our pristine lands for generations
to come.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
29 3,100 AC R ES AT RISK O F D E V E LO P M E N T

To appreciate the values of the San Francisco Bay Area’s
greenbelt, a good first stop might be a farmers market.
But that’s just a taste of what the greenbelt provides.
VALUES WE DEPEND ON

In addition to spectacular scenery, the region’s natural and
agricultural lands provide us with benefits that are less
visible: Wetlands protect us from floods and sea-level rise,
watersheds provide clean drinking water, and forests store
carbon to help stabilize our climate.
A LEGACY OF CONSERVATION

The Bay Area’s greenbelt is no accident. Generations of

Photo: Jared Erondu

Bay Area residents have worked hard to protect it. Today,
of the roughly 4.4 million total acres of the region’s nine
counties, almost 1.2 million acres are permanently protected from development.
Bay Area communities and their leaders have also voted
to restrict development on an additional 2.2 million acres

acres, which are likely to be developed in the next 10
years.
The total land at risk is about 458 square miles, nearly 10
times the size of San Francisco.

of land with policies such as growth boundaries, hillside

HOLDING THE LINE

ordinances, and agricultural zoning.

Despite the increasing pressure in today’s economy, there

THE RISK ADDS UP

But the threat persists. While the Bay Area’s sizzling
economy is the envy of many other parts of the country,
it also brings challenges. Skyrocketing housing costs have
led to development proposals on open space and farmland
all over the region. There’s no question that the Bay Area
needs more homes we can all afford, but the evidence
shows that sprawl is not the solution.
Today, across the Bay Area, 293,100 acres of natural and
agricultural lands are at risk of sprawl development over
the next 30 years. The most acute threat exists on 63,500

green belt.org

is less total land at risk today than when Greenbelt Alliance released our last At Risk analysis in 2012—by 29,700
acres. Some of that land has been acquired for permanent
protection; some has been lost to development.
But on much of this land, the risk has dropped thanks to
new policy protections. Since our last report in 2012, Bay
Area land at a strong or moderate level of policy protection has increased by over 66,000 acres.
This progress is promising, but much more action is
needed to protect the remaining greenbelt land at risk.
Once it’s lost, it’s gone forever.
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REGION-WIDE RESULTS
The San Francisco Bay Area attracts people from across the
world, in part for its spectacular landscapes: golden hills and
ridgelines, orchards and green valleys, all cradling the iconic
Bay.
These lands that make up the greenbelt frame our cities,

For this report, these risks are scored relative to one

draw us out on adventures, and provide a rich abundance

another—an approved project, for example, puts an area

of fresh local food in all seasons. The benefits add up:

at higher risk of development than zoning or historic

New economic studies estimate that services provided by

threats. The land’s risk score is then adjusted based on

greenbelt lands—such as catching and filtering drinking

whether that given area is protected by policies to prevent

water—are worth billions of dollars.

development.

Despite its beauty and its value, the Bay Area’s greenbelt

The resulting At Risk Map brings to light—out of the

is threatened. A comprehensive survey of city and county

depths of city and county planning documents—what the

plans and proposals reveals that large areas of land are at

region’s future could hold.

risk of development.
The risks vary. In some areas, specific development proposals may already be adopted or are being considered—
such as luxury housing on a Napa hilltop. Some lands may
be zoned for development—for example, grazing land that
is zoned for rural residential development. Other areas are
designated for development in city or county plans, or are
included in proposed boundary expansions, like farmland
outside of Brentwood. Some lands may be vulnerable to
development based on qualities of being flat, or being
close to roads and to existing development. Some have
a long history of development proposals that so far have
failed.
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HARD NUMBERS

Today, 293,100 acres of the region’s farmland and natural
areas are threatened with development within the next 30
years. This is an area of 458 square miles, almost 10 times
the size of San Francisco, that could be paved over in a
generation.
Of that land, 63,500 acres are at high risk, meaning they
face development within the next 10 years. These areas are
under extreme market pressure; the bright red areas on
the At Risk Map reflect dozens of proposals that threaten
the Bay Area’s ranchland, farms, wildlife habitat, and
wetlands.
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Across the eight Bay Area counties addressed in this

But much of the land no longer at risk is now protected

report, Contra Costa County has the most total land at

by policies. Greenbelt Alliance’s focus for over 50 years

risk; about one out of every five acres of threatened land

has been policy protection: working with residents to pass

in the region is in Contra Costa. Contra Costa also has

city and county laws—such as urban growth boundaries,

the most land at high risk, land that could be developed in

hillside protections, or agricultural zoning—to encourage

the near term. The next two counties with the most land

development in central urban areas, rather than on remote

at high risk are Santa Clara and Solano counties. There,

natural lands.

developers have put forward many proposals to build on
farmland and in valleys, and cities seek to expand out into

Greenbelt Alliance has been tracking policy protections

the greenbelt.

around the region since 2012. Many different policies can

POLICIES PROTECT THE GREENBELT

categorize lands by their level of protection—that is, how

Since Greenbelt Alliance’s last At Risk report was released
in 2012, the amount of total land at risk in the Bay Area—
land that could be developed in the next 30 years—has
dropped, from 322,800 to 293,100 acres. Some of that land
has been acquired for permanent protection: Those areas
have either been purchased by land trusts or park agencies, or the right to develop them has been sold as part of
an agreement called a conservation easement. Other lands
have been lost to development.

preserve land and the natural values of the greenbelt. We
effectively the policies on that land are likely to prevent
its development. A strong level of protection comes from
policies such as voter-approved growth boundaries,
requiring a vote of the people to overturn. A moderate
level of protection is afforded by boundaries that are not
voter-approved, or other ordinances addressing hillside
or riparian lands, though these ordinances must still
have strong language that clearly limits development. A
weak level of protection applies to land with only vaguely
worded ordinances or zoning, or no protection at all. If
several policies apply to a given landscape, they may add
up to give that land a stronger level of protection from
development.

HOW BIG I S
A N ACRE ?
AN ACRE CAN BE HARD TO PICTURE.
ONE ACRE IS:
ROUGHLY 200 X 200 FEET.
ABOUT HALF OF A SOCCER PITCH,
OR MOST OF A FOOTBALL FIELD.

Different approaches to land protection work in concert. For some landscapes, permanent protection is the
goal, but policy protection must come first. Policies can
hold the line against development, often for many years,
until funds can be found to preserve lands in perpetuity. In other cases, purchasing land is not needed or not
possible. Policies can protect far more acres, far more
cost-effectively.
STRONGER PROTECTIONS SINCE 2012

The Bay Area has made significant strides since 2012:
The total amount of land under strong- or moderate-level
policy protections in the Bay Area has increased by over
66,000 acres, and now totals 2,172,900 acres. This total is
almost evenly split between strong and moderate levels of
protection: 1,067,000 acres enjoy strong protection and
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1,106,000 acres have moderate protection. In addition,

community separators, now totaling over 53,000 acres of

1,192,900 acres of the greenbelt are permanently pro-

greenbelt lands between towns.

tected. Just over a quarter-million acres—265,100 acres—
are today left with little or no protection from sprawl

These policies are good models. Cities and counties

development.

around the region can adopt more like them to protect the

Several new policies stand out as examples of how the

orange: the quarter-million acres of the Bay Area’s green-

region has protected more land. Santa Clara County’s 2013

belt still left vulnerable.

Habitat Conservation Plan is helping fund conservation
while deterring development on natural areas. In 2014,
the East Bay city of Dublin adopted an urban limit line
protecting the rolling hills of Doolan Canyon. In 2016,
Gilroy adopted an urban growth boundary, protecting
South Bay farmland. Also in 2016, Sonoma County designated 36,000 acres of land as new “community separators,”
and voters renewed protection of the entire system of

green belt.org

lands on the Policy Protection map that are colored bright

BUT THE PRESSURE IS GROWING

Recent policy protections are especially impressive—and
especially necessary—given the rebounding economy
and housing market. As the nation has recovered from
the recession, the housing market has surged—especially
here in the Bay Area, as the booming, high-paying tech
economy has attracted thousands of new workers. The rise
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in housing prices has not only made life tougher for many

The rise in housing prices has caused a crisis for Bay Area

Bay Area families, it has also increased incentives to build

residents and workers struggling to find a place to live.

on greenbelt land around the region.

The region desperately needs more homes people can

The speculative pressure is acute, with 63,500 acres of Bay
Area land at high risk of development within the next 10
years. On the At Risk Map, most of this high-risk land is
just outside cities. The bright red shapes include dozens of
current proposals cropping up to cash in on the latest real
estate boom.

afford: homes close to jobs, in existing cities and towns.
Sprawling onto the greenbelt won’t help. Not long ago, the
crash of the housing market resulted in foreclosures that
hit hardest in areas with the most sprawl. The Bay Area
can avoid making that mistake again; protecting land will
protect people as well.

H OW D O WE DEF I NE
RIS K A N D P R OTEC TI ON?
HIG H RIS K
Greenbelt lands that are likely to be
developed in the next 10 years.
M E D IU M R I SK
Greenbelt lands that are likely to be
developed in the next 30 years.
LOW R IS K
Greenbelt lands that are not likely to be
developed in the next 30 years.

STRO N G PROTECTIO N
Greenbelt lands that are protected
by one or more policy measures that
prohibit most development on that land.
MO DERATE PROTECTIO N
Greenbelt lands that are protected by
one or more policy measures where
development is intended to be limited
but is still possible with a special permit.
WEA K PROTECTIO N
Greenbelt lands that do not fall under
any protective policy measures or that
are protected by only vaguely worded
ordinances or zoning.
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GLOSSA RY
TYPES OF POLICY PROTECTION
The level of protection of policies below generally goes from stronger to weaker. However, any given policy may vary in its efficacy; for
example, one hillside policy may forbid development and another may
just limit it.

County Zoning for Agriculture or Open Space

Permanent Protection

A plan prepared for an area under the Federal Endangered Species
Act to protect endangered species’ habitat while still allowing some
development to occur.

The purchase of land or development rights to permanently prevent
development, as on most public lands, land trust properties, and conservation easements.

Growth Boundary
A line drawn between urban and rural lands defining where growth
can and cannot occur. Depending on the details of the policy, changes
to the boundary can be approved by either elected officials or voters.
These include urban service areas, urban growth boundaries, urban
limit lines, and city limits.

Land designated by the county for farmland, grazing land, watershed
lands, or natural resource management.

Habitat Conservation Policies

Critical Habitat Policy
The designation of land, under the Federal Endangered Species Act, as
essential for the conservation of a threatened or endangered species,
potentially requiring special management and protection.

Flood Hazard Zone
A designation by the Federal Emergency Management Agency based
on the severity or type of flooding in an area.

Williamson Act Properties
A contract with local governments restricting land use to agricultural or
related uses. Land owners receive reduced property-tax assessments
from local governments, who receive the difference in property-tax
revenues from the state.

Agricultural Policies

TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT PRESSURES
The severity of threat of the development pressure factors below
generally goes from higher threat to lower threat.

A measure that prohibits conversion of agricultural lands to other uses
or requires a buffer to maintain a distance between urban development
and farmland or grazing land.

Market Activity

Watershed Policies

Land subject to speculation based on past proposed projects and
future upcoming development opportunities (such as expiring protections or urban reserves), and Regional Housing Needs Assessment
housing sites.

A policy that minimizes or restricts new construction on lands that drain
to sources of irrigation and drinking water.

Riparian Policies

Projects or plans proposed on or approved for a given parcel of land.

Speculative Value

A policy that limits or forbids new construction within a certain distance
of rivers and streams to avoid the adverse impacts of urban development, such as pollution runoff, erosion, and habitat degradation.

Rural Subdivision

Hillside Policies

The designation by the county of land for development at varying levels
of density. “Urban” density is greater than 1.5 to 2.5 acres per unit,
“rural ranchette” is up to 20 acres per unit, and “rural estate” is more
than 20 acres per unit.

A policy that reduces or prohibits development on a city’s or county’s
hills based on the slope or distance from a ridgeline. Intended to
preserve the scenic value of an area and/or reduce the threat of
landslides.

Coastal Zone Policy
Measures taken under the California Coastal Act to protect important
coastal resources for public enjoyment, safeguarding natural landscapes, and reducing impact on existing urban development.

Baylands Policy
Measures taken under the Bay Plan by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission to protect the open water,
wetlands, marshes, and mudflats of the greater San Francisco Bay, and
areas 100 feet inland from the high-tide line.

Plans allowing large lot properties to subdivide into smaller parcels.

County Zoning for Development

Long-term Planning Boundaries
City boundaries that establish where urban growth will occur in the
future, including Spheres of Influence and Planning Areas.

Locational Attributes
Geographical characteristics that encourage urban-scale development,
including proximity to recent and existing development, major roads, or
low-slope lands.

Regional Projections
Forecasts by regional and state agencies of areas for long-term growth
including Plan Bay Area and California’s urban growth scenario.

General Conservation Policies
A local jurisdiction’s designation of land for agricultural use or wildlife
habitat that still leaves the land susceptible to future development.

green belt.org
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In Alameda County, 29,500 acres or 46 square miles of

were 7,459 housing units slated to be built as part of the

rangeland, farmland, and natural areas are at risk of devel-

city’s various specific plans. These proposed projects are

opment in the next 30 years. This total has not changed

within the urban limit line, but several are on undeveloped

significantly since our last report in 2012, but the threat is

land on the city’s edges—which is intended to be a reserve

less imminent: Today, land at high risk—facing develop-

over decades, not immediately be filled with subdivisions.

ment in the next 10 years—now totals 6,300 acres, a drop
of a third since 2012.

The hills southeast of Pleasanton are also being battered
by development proposals. For example, in 2016 voters

This drop in threat came in part from Dublin’s 2014 adop-

allowed Lund Ranch to break through the hillside protec-

tion of an urban limit line, a campaign in which Greenbelt

tion ordinance and build roads and luxury houses up to the

Alliance played a significant role. The urban limit line

ridgeline.

halted proposals to develop Doolan Canyon, a remote and
beautiful area to the city’s northeast. Part of the land is
now permanently protected, and the area’s policy protection is strong: Changes require a vote of the people.

Alameda County’s countywide growth boundary, adopted
in 2000 with Measure D, remains a regional model for
land protection, covering nearly 90 percent of the county’s
grazing land. However, important watershed and habitat

With the economic recovery, large areas of land to the

lands are still at risk if cities and towns don’t choose to

city’s north and east have become hot spots for specula-

build well and use land wisely.

tive development proposals. As of August 2016, there
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IN A LA M EDA COUNT Y
4 6 S QUARE MILE S
A RE AT RISK

The city of Newark is “clinging tooth and nail,” says Carin High, to a development proposal that sounds like
something out of the 1960’s: a 500-unit luxury development with a golf course—on rare undeveloped wetlands
along the Bay. Despite regular draining, the so-called “Area 4” is habitat for endangered salt marsh harvest mice,
water and song birds, and even burrowing owls.
Carin has been trying to protect these wetlands for over 20 years, along with Florence La Riviere, a soft-spoken but
iron-willed wetlands advocate and mentor. In 2014, their group, the Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge,
won a lawsuit against the city over its environmental review of the proposed development.
Though the lawsuit dealt a blow to the plan, the ill-conceived project lives on. Its multimillion-dollar homes would sit
on lands vulnerable to liquefaction in earthquakes, cut off by railroad tracks from the rest of the city, surrounded by
pungent-smelling landfills and salt ponds. They would sit on land that already has to be drained every year, and that
sea level rise will put deeper underwater. “It’s just crazy,” says Carin, “but we’re going to have to keep fighting to
save these lands.”

Photo: Dani Padgett

Today, new advocates are joining the fight, including Ricardo Corte, a recent Berkeley graduate who hopes one day
to become a lawyer. “It’s folly to destroy these lands,” says Ricardo. “With climate change and sea level rise, now we
need our wetlands to save us.”

green belt.org
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Out of all Bay Area counties, Contra Costa County has the

C O NTR A C OSTA
C O UNTY HAS
20,0 0 0 AC R E S
AT H I GH R I S K:
TH E M O ST I N
TH E BAY A R E A

most land at risk, with 62,000 total acres at risk, including
the most land at high risk: 20,000 acres. That means that in
just the next 10 years, development the size of Concord, the
county’s largest city, could pave over the county’s golden hills,
farmland, and habitat for wildlife. Since 2012, the county’s
amount of land at risk has increased by almost a third.
The overheated housing market has again driven up pressure
to build anywhere and everywhere.
Despite opportunities to build more central, walkable communities, Pittsburg, Antioch, Oakley, and Brentwood all continue
to sprawl outward. Pittsburg and Antioch both passed developer-backed growth boundaries in 2005 that allow building
on hillsides, ranches, and critical habitat. Antioch is considering several projects to its south, including 1,667 housing units
on 550 acres of grasslands. Brentwood is rapidly consuming
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C O N T R A C O S TA C O U N T Y

farms and ranches in every direction. Despite two successive

victories. The long western face of the ridgeline between

“no” votes from local residents, Brentwood is still seeking to

Concord and Pittsburg should soon be permanently protected

annex a large area southwest of the city.

as part of the Concord Naval Weapons Station reuse plan. If

In a longer-term risk that is a kind of “death by a thousand
cuts,” Contra Costa County’s urban limit line is vulnerable to

this goes through, it will be transformed into the new Concord
Hills Regional Park.

expansions of less than 30 acres next to the line. Develop-

The county’s Habitat Conservation Plan, in effect since 2008,

ers are already using this vulnerability to propose carving up

helped make it possible to purchase thousands of acres of

Tassajara Valley. While these 30-acre expansions might seem

important lands. Today, however, Contra Costa County still has

small, the land affected totals 9,300 acres. Over time, these

41 percent of the Bay Area’s at-risk Critical Habitat lands. The

expansions could unravel the limit line around the county and

future of many of the region’s remaining burrowing owls, kit

threaten the local farm economy.

foxes, and other rare species depends on the county’s growth

Threats have grown since our last report in 2012, but Green-

decisions.

belt Alliance and partners have also won major conservation
“Every Saturday morning I’d be at Willy’s Bagels—that’s how it all
started. We made flyers. We walked neighborhoods. Spoke at City
Council meetings. We did everything we possibly could.” In 2010, local
mom Kathy Griffin helped turn the tide on sprawl in Brentwood—one of
the fastest-growing cities in California.
She’d had some practice: In 2005 and 2006, Kathy fought for voter
approval of a tight urban limit line, halting the city’s relentless
sprawl. Then, in 2010, developers tried to break through the
boundary to allow enormous expansion on the city’s western
edge. Kathy and her cadre of concerned Brentwoodians sprang
into action. Developers spent $300,000 trying to pass their
measure, but to no avail: Kathy’s small group convinced
voters to hold the line.
Now, Brentwood is again trying to burst through the
limits its voters have set. Though the city’s leaders have
expressed concern about the city’s imbalanced growth—
all housing, few jobs—they are planning more low-density
residential development outside the urban limit line. More
than 2,000 acres of rich agricultural land and valleys are at
risk.
These plans, says Kathy, are “still terrible, bad ideas. Where is
the promised economic and job-sustaining growth we need—inside
our city boundaries?”
“For the time being, we’ve won the common-sense battle. But it’s
always a fight.” Kathy laughs. “I retire next year. I’ll have a lot of time
Photo: Dani Padgett

on my hands.” She’s ready.

green belt.org
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Marin County has long been a national model of land conser-

Plan allows for 221 homes on the site. While earlier propos-

vation with 58 percent of the county’s natural and agricultural

als planned to cluster homes and prioritize open space, new

lands permanently protected—more than any other Bay Area

discussions include spreading homes out over the site, con-

county. The county also has less land at risk of development

suming more natural lands. Though Marin very much needs

than most other counties—11,600 total acres. Of that, 2,400

affordable homes, they would be more appropriate in already-

acres are at high risk, where development is likely in the next

developed areas where residents can be close to services,

10 years.

schools, and jobs.

The largest area at risk of development is the Silveira-St.Vin-

Marin County’s greatest environmental challenge is building

cent’s property, where a boys’ school sits next to ranchland on

homes for workers who cannot afford to live there. The lack of

a rolling grassy expanse of 1,200 acres along San Pablo Bay.

affordable homes close to jobs puts sprawl pressure on outly-

For decades, this has been a contested landscape. The land

ing areas, and as of 2014, 68,000 people or 62 percent of

separates Novato and San Rafael, and Marin’s Countywide

the workforce, drove in every day.1 These long car commutes

“It gives me great joy to see families walking here. It’s so easy to get
here by ferry. The vista draws people, and once they get here, they’re
out in real nature.” Jerry Riessen looks out at the vista stretching from
Mount Tamalpais to the Golden Gate Bridge, and beyond the San
Francisco skyline. The views from Tiburon’s hilltops are spectacular,
and thanks to Jerry and the Tiburon Open Space Committee, they’re
free to visit and enjoy. The group spent years organizing the public
purchase of two of three pieces of hilltop land—and now they hope to
preserve the last.
On the 110 acres of remaining unprotected land along the ridge, irises
flutter between outcroppings of serpentine rock. A rare population
of threatened Marin dwarf flax opens delicate white flowers. The
proposed Easton Point development by the Martha Company would
put 43 large houses on this fragile hillside, much of which is prone to
mudslides, and crown it all with a massive water tank.
Jerry has been watching legal battles over this land for 40 years.
Today, his group sees a chance to preserve this last key piece in a
system of lands stretching from Angel Island across to the historic
coast and up to these ridgelines, and someday to join these lands to
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. Their goals are laid out at
tiburonopenspace.org.
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MARIN COUNTY

create more than 284,000 tons of carbon dioxide pollution
per year.2 More affordable homes are needed close to jobs
and transportation, such as Golden Gate Transit and the new
SMART train.
Since the last At Risk report in 2012, Marin increased its protected land and, thanks in large part to the Marin Agricultural
Land Trust, 47 percent of the county’s farmland is now safeguarded. The leadership Marin County has shown in protecting land is needed now to help its communities grow in a way

Photo: Nels Andarek

that is truly sustainable.

M ARIN COUNT Y,
A LEADE R IN
CON S ERVAT ION,
STILL H AS OVE R
1 0,000 ACRE S
AT RISK

green belt.org
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Napa County has led the region on protecting agricultural

connection may allow these to sidestep the review required

land, especially for its famous grapes; however, the success of

for large-scale development—even as they pave land with

the wine industry itself may now be putting land at risk. Today,

new buildings and roads, and put new demands on scarce

10,100 acres of land in Napa County are at risk of develop-

groundwater. The county is debating the issue with no resolu-

ment, with only 750 at high risk. Napa County has the region’s

tion in sight.

least at-risk land, in part because it requires a vote of the
people to take land out of agricultural use. But since 2012, the
county’s total land at risk has increased by 55 percent.

p16 |

Napa County’s fastest-growing city, American Canyon, has
a very loosely drawn urban growth boundary, encouraging
development outward rather than containing it. A giant “new

In recent years, one longstanding threat in particular has

town center” called Watson Ranch proposes 1,250 housing

grown acute: the construction of large-scale event centers

units, a luxury hotel, a school, and commercial development,

and resorts on farmland, especially vineyards. The agricultural

paving over farmland north of the city.3, 4
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N A PA C O U N T Y

The county’s most alarming threat is to a park south of the city
of Napa, where land now considered permanently protected
could be sold for development. Skyline Wilderness Park’s
850 acres of land is leased to the county by the state, and
the state has resisted selling the land to the county. In fact,
the state has attempted to remove the land’s designation as a
park, to allow its sale at a higher price for development—possibly even for gravel mining.5, 6 The precedent this would set is
deeply disturbing.
In Napa, both land and water can be protected together. A
full 90 percent of Napa’s land at risk is in groundwater basins,
vital for collecting the rainwater that fills underground aquifers.

9 0 % OF NAPA
COU N TY’S AT
RIS K LAN D IS IN
G ROU N DWAT E R
B ASINS
“I felt like the Lone Ranger out there. We were the ones keeping the
city from coming over the hill.” Jo Ann Truchard and her family have
been growing wine grapes for 40 years, in a long love affair with
Napa, and with farming. For almost as long, they’ve been leading the
fight against development on the hill, just north of their vineyard, that
separates the city of Napa from the surrounding countryside.
Neighbors have joined Jo Ann and her family against the latest
threat. The developers of the “Napa Oaks II” project—which
would cut down 570 oak trees—seek to change the zoning to
allow 53 homes on the hillside. The current “resource area”
zoning is supposed to protect the land’s views, natural
springs, and wildlife, and also protect people: The 6.1
earthquake that shook Napa in 2014 ran along a fault
just below the hill, making it a dangerous place to build.
“You need to be vigilant about your community,” says
Jo Ann’s daughter-in-law Suzanne Truchard, who has also
joined the fight. A land use attorney, Suzanne scrutinized
all the proposal documents. “What was really disconcerting
was their tone,” she says, “Like it’s all a done deal.”
But it’s not, thanks to the Truchards and their neighbors. As
one neighbor said, “They’re speculators. They want to cash in.

Photo: Dani Padgett

They made a bet—and they’re going to lose.”
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San Mateo County is the smallest county in the Bay Area.

SAN M AT E O
C O UNTY ’ S L A N D
AT RI S K H AS
INC REASE D BY
ALM OST A T HI R D
SINC E 2 0 1 2
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Despite its small size, the county has a considerable amount
of land at risk: 22,700 acres total, about 8 percent of its land
area. Of this, 4,700 acres are at high risk, likely to be developed within the next 10 years. Since our last report, the county’s amount of land at risk has increased by almost a third.
Some of the most important land at risk in San Mateo County
is farmland along the county’s western coast. Half Moon Bay,
the county’s largest coastal city, is updating its Local Coastal
Program; this plan is required by the state to guide development and protect unique coastal resources. But the city’s
draft plan would significantly weaken protections for sensitive
habitat, agricultural lands, and scenic landscapes.
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Further inland, many hillside lands are newly at risk because

of these salt ponds were sold for wetland restoration. The fate

the county has planned for housing in remote areas on the

of the rest remains an open question.

eastern slope of the Santa Cruz Mountains. These areas are
often steep and forested, with little infrastructure, and largely
inappropriate for development. Many do not believe the
county intends to develop in these areas—but this calls into
question whether the county has done its required housing
planning in good faith. Either way, these plans raise serious
concerns.
On the Bay, northeast of Redwood City, a major waterfront
development is being considered for 1,500 acres of salt ponds
owned by Cargill. With up to 12,000 homes, this would be the
largest Bay development in 50 years.7 In 2003, 16,500 acres

Despite these threats, an impressive amount of San Mateo
County’s land has been protected, almost 40 percent of its
farms, ranches, and natural areas.
The county’s forests store carbon, keeping tons of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere. Development would
destroy these benefits, and though San Mateo is the region’s
smallest county, it has the second most above-ground stored
carbon at risk: 257,700 metric tons. Protecting land in San
Mateo County can benefit the climate—and everyone who
depends on it.

“I’ve been a surfer since I was a little kid,” says Edmundo Larenas.
“Surfers are always looking for public access; but for many of us,
environmental protection comes first.” As the chair of the local chapter
of the Surfrider Foundation as well as a biochemist, Edmundo is a
strong advocate for clean water. But clean water and the undeveloped
land it depends on—San Mateo County’s whole scenic coast—are
threatened by a new plan in Half Moon Bay.
“Cities always want to do more development, and the city
of Half Moon Bay has a long history of doing crazy
stuff.” The city’s decisions can affect the county’s entire
coastline—especially now that the city is updating its
Local Coastal Program, a state-required plan to guide
coastal development. The new draft of the plan would
dramatically weaken wildlife and farming protections.
“We’re not anti-development, we just want it in the right
places,” says Edmundo. But this plan would allow long
slices of suburban development to cut through green
cropland, from the shoreline to the hills. Coastal wetlands
could also be at risk.
The wild beauty of San Mateo County’s coast, says
Edmundo, “is not an accident. People purposely defended
it from development over the years.” Unfortunately, the
Photo: Dani Padgett

defense cannot rest.
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Santa Clara County, the Bay Area’s second-largest county,

when the Local Agency Formation Commission, or LAFCo,

was once famous for fruit orchards; today, over half of its

actually sued the city, bringing the plan to a halt—at least

last remaining farmland is at risk. The county has a total of

for now.

54,100 acres of land at risk of development, with 13,000
acres of land at high risk. However, its land at risk has
dropped since 2012, thanks in part a sweeping Habitat
Conservation Plan.

land between it and San Martin, a 1,300-acre region called
the “Southeast Quadrant.” Over the years, there have
been multiple annexation proposals that have generated

South of San Jose, about half of the 7,000-acre Coyote

speculative pressure putting the entire Southeast Quad-

Valley is at risk of development. The land in the valley’s

rant at risk. Morgan Hill’s most recent proposal to annex a

north is rare and valuable for its agriculture, wildlife corri-

portion of the Southeast Quadrant was rejected by LAFCo

dors, groundwater recharge, and recreation—but this land

in 2016. An attempt by San Martin met a similar fate. The

is at high risk. San Jose has zoned northern Coyote Valley

county is lucky to have a vigilant LAFCo agency.

for industrial development, and it faces multiple proposals,
including a 517,000-square-foot warehouse distribution
center for e-commerce deliveries—a growing development
threat throughout the state.

Since our 2012 report, Santa Clara County achieved a
major conservation milestone by adopting a 50-year Habitat Conservation Plan championed by Greenbelt Alliance.
This plan levies a fee on development to mitigate impacts

At the southern tip of the county, farmland around Gilroy

on wildlife and natural resources. With higher fees on key

is being pelted with development threats. A reprieve

habitat lands, the plan also discourages development of

came when voters passed an urban growth boundary in

the most important natural areas.

November 2016, protecting over 2,000 acres east of the
city. But multiple proposals still threaten agricultural land
to the city’s east, and if a remote site is chosen for the new
high-speed rail station, that could spur sprawl. To the city’s
north, over 700 acres of farmland were at risk until 2016,

p20 |

For years, Morgan Hill has sought to develop the last farm-

AT R I SK 2 01 7

Farmland in Santa Clara County desperately needs conservation. With an astounding 56 percent of the county’s
farmland at risk of development, this fertile and irreplaceable resource is very close to being lost forever.
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H A LF OF SANTA
CLA RA COU NT Y’S
7,000 ACRE COYOT E
VALLEY IS AT RISK

“It’s been called Coyote for thousands of years.”
The long green valley east of the Santa Cruz
Mountains was once part of a vast and thriving
Native American region, and at its heart was
a village site called Matalan—or Coyote. An
important cultural site, Coyote Valley is a critical
corridor for wildlife—not just coyotes, but bobcats,
foxes, and, in the future, potentially even tule elk. But
the city of San Jose has long threatened to sprawl southward
into the valley with industrial development.
Advocates like Valentin Lopez have a different vision. Lopez is
chair of the Amah Mutsun tribal band, which, together with the
Muwekma Ohlone tribe, shares Coyote Valley as ancestral lands.
Elsewhere, the Amah Mutsun have made innovative agreements
with federal and state agencies to act as indigenous land
stewards. They seek to help steward Coyote Valley by restoring
it for wildlife, growing and gathering native plants, and teaching
people the values and the stories of this unique place.
“Coyote Valley is a place to restore habitat and restore the
Photo: Michael Pham

knowledge of our ancestors. Very few places remain that allow us
to do that: to have that intimate relationship with Mother Earth,
and fulfill our responsibility to take care of all living things.”
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The valleys and oak-dotted hillsides of Solano County have

NEAR LY 1 0 % O F
SO L A NO C O UN T Y’S
LAND I S AT R I SK

long been threatened by growth sprawling out from I-80.
Today, feverish speculation has turned up the heat. A total of
44,600 acres of Solano’s land is at risk of development over
the next 30 years, and in just the next 10 years, 12,300 acres
could be developed. The amount of land at risk has increased
by almost half since 2012. Now, nearly one out of ten acres of
the county’s land is at risk. Only Contra Costa County has a
higher percentage of all land at risk.
Vacaville is a hotspot, surrounded by farmland and ranchlands
at high risk from an onslaught of new development proposals. Despite central areas available for development, the city
is planning to develop out on rural land to its south and east.
Large areas of land to the city’s northeast and southeast are

“When people come visit, they always say, ‘It’s
so quiet here!’” says Esther Pryor, owner of
four goats, nine cats, and a small bike shop on
Suisun Valley Road.
Here at the gateway to the fertile Suisun
Valley, the quiet is made possible in part by
Esther and her neighbor Carol Herzig’s efforts
to keep this place rural. On a small plot of land
below Rockville Hills Regional Park, horses and
cattle graze, and Swainson’s hawks catch prey in
golden grass. But the “Woodcreek 66” developer
is trying to change the area’s zoning to allow
66 homes.
Esther’s group and others are suing—not for the
first time—to stop this development, which could
set a dangerous precedent. “These developers
are trying to wrangle water and sewer into land
outside the city,” says Esther. If approved, this
development would set a precedent of allowing
municipal services to extend beyond city limits,
further heightening the risk of future sprawl out
onto rural land.
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SOLANO COUNTY

at risk as well. The county has proposed to meet its regional

to expire in 2020. Vigilance is needed on the part of residents

housing requirements with development scattered across

and elected leaders, as well as Solano’s Local Area Formation

grazing land. Though some say this is unlikely, the county has

Commission, which is responsible for arbitrating boundaries

mapped projected development here. The identification of

and stopping sprawl.

these lands as potential housing sites puts the lands at risk.

Solano County is home to more wetlands and vernal pools

Rural areas in Green Valley and Suisun Valley outside Fairfield

than any other Bay Area county. In a conservation victory, after

are threatened with new development proposals. Fairfield

decades of debate, in 2014 federal agencies signed a plan

is also building a new train station on its northeastern edge,

to protect almost half of the 116,000-acre Suisun Marsh. But

likely to induce development on surrounding open space and

Solano is still the only county in the Bay Area without a public

farmland.

open space district, and has the least permanently protected

The county’s Orderly Growth Initiative has played a key role in
protecting agricultural land since its inception over 30 years

land. With 27 percent of all the region’s at-risk wetlands,
Solano County must act to protect a rare resource.

ago, as have voter-approved urban growth boundaries (UGBs)
that provide protection from sprawl but expire after a given

Photo: Dani Padgett

amount of time. The Fairfield UGB, for example, is set
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Sonoma County, the Bay Area’s largest county, has made

cities and towns, slicing up valuable habitat or farmland

the region’s largest recent strides in land protection.

and rendering it vulnerable to development.

Today, the county has 58,400 acres of total land at risk
of development over the next 30 years—more than any
county but Contra Costa—but this number has been cut in
half in just five years, thanks to new greenbelt protections.
Land at high risk—threatened in the next 10 years—has
dropped by 70 percent since 2012 to 4,100 acres.
Several areas remaining at high risk are around Rohnert
Park. Much of this land is within the city’s Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB), which sets a limit on where growth will
and will not go over the long term. Rohnert Park’s nearterm focus for new development is on areas near the train
station and in downtown.
Like its neighbor Napa, Sonoma County is also grappling
with large event centers on rural lands, putting additional
pressure on land and groundwater. These projects remain
controversial and continue to be negotiated.

Though threats persist, Sonoma has made impressive
strides on conservation. The historic 2013 purchase of
the 20,000-acre redwood forests of Preservation Ranch
will preserve wildlife habitat and store carbon for climate
protection.
And, in 2016, Sonoma County voters dramatically
expanded protections for rural lands between cities and
towns. Greenbelt Alliance led the effort to more than triple
the area of open space and farmland designated as community separators to 53,600 acres. Voters then renewed
these protections for another 20 years, blocking any housing tracts, shopping malls, or resort hotels without a vote
of the people.
A growing challenge for Sonoma County is that more than
half of its water—both for drinking and irrigation—comes
from groundwater.8 The lands that collect this water are at

Another insidious threat to Sonoma’s greenbelt is parcel-

risk—in fact, 28 percent of all the region’s at-risk ground-

ization, or the division of undeveloped land into small lots.

water basins are in Sonoma County. Protecting this land is

This division is largely invisible until development occurs,

essential, for water and for the people who depend on it.

fragmenting landscapes. Parcelization can occur far from

p24 |
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5 8 ,4 0 0 ACRE S OF
S ON OM A COU NT Y’S
LAN D IS AT RISK

“It’s a resource for wildlife, and for people who really need it.
Developing the land will destroy a resource that can’t be replaced.”
Studies show that being in nature is good for our mental health; for
Kathleen Miller, it has been a lifesaver. Kathleen’s son Danny (pictured
left) has lived for many years at the Sonoma Developmental Center,
which cares for people with developmental disabilities and mental
illness. The center sits amid an idyllic 900-acre expanse of redwood
forests, grasslands, and oak woodlands along Sonoma Creek. Most
of this land is left alone, which has allowed wildlife—from bobcats
to threatened steelhead trout—to thrive. But the state is planning
to close the 120-year-old facility, and the land is at risk.
To preserve this rare resource, the families of patients have
joined with the Sonoma Land Trust, the Sonoma Ecology Center
and the community of Sonoma Valley in a coalition called
Transform SDC. Together, they’re seeking to keep safety-net
services for the most disabled, while protecting the land for
wildlife habitat and recreation. It’s an unusual alliance to save a
unique place.
“Nothing like this place could be created now,” says Kathleen. “All

Photo: Dani Padgett

we can do is save it.”
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THE VALUES OF
NATURAL LANDS

Photo: Don DeBold via Flickr.com

The Bay Area’s economy, and its prosperity,
could not exist without its natural landscapes.
Some of the benefits these lands provide are
obvious, like the scenic views and outdoor
opportunities that draw people here from
across the world to visit, work, and live. But
nature does far more for us than we often
acknowledge: It provides clean air, clean

ECONOMIC VALUES

Though most people would probably say they value
nature, as a society we have often failed to assign it any
economic value. When we make important decisions, the
services and benefits our landscapes provide are often left
out of the equation. As we confront global climate change,
drought, and more, we are learning that this has been a
costly omission.
New studies are changing this, assessing and assigning
economic value to these natural goods and services.

reliable water, safety from storms and floods,

In Santa Clara County, a recent comprehensive study

healthy food, and more.

natural landscapes.9 It found that the benefits people

added up the economic value provided by the county’s
obtain from ecosystems—filtering water, growing food,
providing recreation opportunities, and more—are
worth up to $3.9 billion per year. The county’s natural
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capital—the infrastructure that provides these benefits—is

The Bay Area has a total of 2.3 million acres of agricul-

worth up to $386 billion.

tural land, 1.8 million acres of lands that provide water

An example from New York shows how this information
can be used: New York City’s water utility began investing
millions of dollars in conservation after seeing that the
Catskill/Delaware River watershed filters water naturally
for a far lower cost than a new water treatment facility,
which would cost $6-10 billion to build and $300 million
per year to maintain.
Another study found that just the benefit provided by
rangeland for pollinators—habitat for wild bees—is likely
to be worth $2.4 billion statewide.10 Almost all crops other
than grains rely on pollinators, and most now depend on
just one species of bee. Honeybee populations have been

resources—watersheds and wetlands—and 2.5 million
acres of lands that are important for wildlife—habitat,
corridors, and areas rich in biodiversity. Planned trails
around the region total an impressive 1,600 miles, including those that will someday connect all 9 counties, such
as the Bay Trail and the Ridge Trail. And together, the
region’s lands store an enormous 111 million tons of
carbon, helping to regulate and protect our climate. These
values often overlap, as one landscape provides many
benefits. For example, a forested watershed helps provide
clean water, wildlife habitat, and carbon storage, and if it
is open to the public, it provides recreation as well, with
trails and scenic views.

declining steeply, driving up prices and uncertainty for
farmers who must rent them. Farmers who have access to
wild bees benefit from a source of pollinators that is less
costly and more resilient.
These estimates are conservative. As the Santa Clara report
points out, though it is based on many studies, more
are needed; for example, no peer-reviewed estimate was
available for lands that recharge groundwater—obviously
a critical service in drought-stricken California. The true
value of these lands is likely to be higher than these initial
studies report.
Protecting natural and working lands is one of the smartest investments we can make. The Santa Clara study
found that the return on investment (ROI) of the 352-acre
Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve, based on its costs
and the ecosystem benefits it provides, was $3 for every
$1 invested. These come from grazing leases, recreation
value, and the services provided by the various types of
ecosystems there.
NATURAL VALUES

Greenbelt Alliance gathered data on the natural values of
all Bay Area lands, including those that are protected and
those still at risk.

green belt.org

NATUR A L BENEFITS
A DD UP
Our local and regional economies and
the health of our communities rely on the
benefits natural landscapes provide:
• Clean, plentiful drinking water
• Protection from floods and storms
• Food production and food security
• Basic materials for building and for
medicine
• Carbon storage for climate regulation and
resiliency
• Recreation and tourism opportunities
• Health benefits from clean air and
recreational opportunities
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These values help show what is at risk from development.
For example:
• Clean drinking water is at risk:
Undeveloped Bay Area lands catch and filter rain,
replenishing groundwater supplies. But this service is
threatened by development; if lands are paved over,
they cannot collect water. This is a critical issue in
California’s long drought, especially in counties like
Sonoma, where groundwater is what people drink.
If the region’s at-risk landscapes are lost to sprawl
development, 46 billion gallons of water—a year’s
worth of water for 677,000 households—is at
stake.11

• The climate is at risk:
Bay Area ecosystems, especially forests and wetlands,
are very efficient at storing carbon, whose release
is a primary driver of climate change. Together, the
region’s at-risk landscapes store more than 6 million
metric tons of carbon. If these lands are developed,
the carbon that would be released is equivalent to
putting 1.3 million cars on the road every year.12
As we begin to understand the benefits of our natural
areas and working lands to our economy, our health, and
our communities, we better grasp how their loss would
affect us. We start to see we cannot afford to lose them,
and when they are at risk, so are we.

This graphic represents
the 3.6 million acres of
the Bay Area’s greenbelt.
The sections represent
wildlife, watershed, and
agricultural lands, and
where they overlap.
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THE HOUSING CRISIS
SPR AWL DEV ELOPM E N T V S. RE A L SO LU T I O N S

Photo: Daniel Hoherd via Flickr.com

The Bay Area is in an affordable housing crisis. More and

SPRAWL IS NOT THE ANSWER

more people are burdened by housing costs that are more

Some people suggest that the solution to the housing crisis

than 30 percent—the national standard—or even half of

is to build more homes on farmland and natural areas. But

their income. Home prices in some parts of the region

sprawl won’t actually help reduce household costs.

have doubled since 2004—the national average increase is
13 percent—and some have even doubled since 2010.13, 14

Most of the region’s farmlands and natural areas that are

While this might allow some people to “cash out”—

threatened by sprawl are in communities at the edges of

though they must leave the Bay Area to do it—it is hard

the region, such as southern Santa Clara County, eastern

on everyone else, especially those with low incomes.

Contra Costa County, and Solano County. Sprawling
developments are car-dependent; their residents must

The impacts also go beyond those directly affected.
If affordable homes are not available close to jobs, people

not only make long commutes to work, but drive more to
meet every need in daily life.15

“drive ‘til they qualify” to find a less expensive home far-

So while housing prices may be lower in sprawl develop-

ther away, and commute long distances—mostly in cars.

ments in outlying areas, other expenses go up, especially

The resulting costs affect all the region’s residents: worse

for transportation.16 These costs are often hidden and

traffic, polluted air, more carbon changing our climate,

include not just the price of gas, but the purchase of a

and a lower quality of life.

second car and the insurance and maintenance it requires,
and the cost of additional child care to cover the extra

green belt.org
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hours spent commuting. The costs are not all financial:

shows that the Bay Area can accommodate all its projected

More time spent in traffic takes away opportunities to be

growth within existing urban growth boundaries.20

with family and friends. Ultimately, living in sprawling
development is rarely cheaper; the costs simply hit in different ways.
In addition, greenfield development—building on farmland and natural areas—is expensive for taxpayers, who
foot the bill for providing services to far-flung neighborhoods. These communities pay more for infrastructure
and services including water, roads, sewers, libraries,
parks and recreation, governance, and more. Annual
per-household costs for roads can cost 4,000 percent more
in sprawling areas than in dense communities.17 Services
cost more and serve fewer, too: A fire station in a lowdensity neighborhood serves just one-quarter of households at four times the cost of one in a more compact

But doing so will not be easy. Infill development faces
many challenges. To truly address the housing crisis, every
community must do its part:
• Pass policies that make it easier to build more
homes in existing cities and towns.
Greenbelt Alliance’s Fixing the Foundation report
outlines local policy solutions to promote infill housing.21 For example, reducing parking requirements
can make building infill more cost-effective. Allowing
more height and more homes in a given building, in
exchange for community benefits, can create more
new homes while also bringing amenities for existing
residents. And encouraging, rather than prohibiting,

neighborhood.18

the creation and rental of in-law apartments can pro-

REAL SOLUTIONS: THE RIGHT
DEVELOPMENT IN THE RIGHT PLACES

ers who create them.

Increasing the region’s housing supply is one key tool to
reduce home prices, but supply is not just about land.
Zoning for large lots or only single-family homes has
reduced the housing supply for many years. Communities can use land more efficiently and rebuild on existing
urbanized land, such as aging strip malls and unused
parking lots. They can also encourage the creation of a
variety of types of homes: townhomes, apartments, and
in-law units, as well as single-family homes. People need
more options. Demand is high and growing among single
people—now more than half the nation’s population and
more than a quarter of households—as well as couples
without children, empty nesters, and families seeking
smaller, more affordable homes.19

vide more homes and also benefit the local homeown• Ensure that new homes are affordable to households at all income levels, and fund the creation of
affordable homes.
Inclusionary housing policies can help, by requiring
every new development to include a certain percentage of affordable homes. Impact fees, too, can ensure
that new commercial or residential development
contributes to providing affordable homes. These fees
recognize that the lower-income workers who will be
needed to support that development (for example, the
gardeners needed to maintain the grounds of a new
office building) will need an affordable place to live.
Greenbelt Alliance has helped win inclusionary housing and impact fee policies in cities across the region.
• Say “Yes” to good development in the right places.

The solution to the housing crisis is not to build on farm-

Plans, policies, and funding streams are a good start.

land and natural areas around the edges of the region.

But at the end of the day, new homes only get built

A better choice is to add new homes as “infill” in exist-

when communities approve specific, individual

ing cities and towns. Plan Bay Area, the region’s shared

development projects. Endorsement programs run

blueprint for land use and transportation through 2040,

by Greenbelt Alliance and others speak up for good
projects.
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A CALL TO ACTION

Photo: Carol Dula

The Bay Area is a leader in protecting its
iconic landscapes: rolling hills, fields and
forests, and windswept coastlines. But too
much land—almost 300,000 acres—is still at
risk, and the stakes are high.

THESE DECISIONS MATTER.

Bay Area communities can act now to:
• Adopt policies—like Sonoma’s community separators,
Santa Clara’s Habitat Conservation Plan, and Dublin’s
urban limit line—that protect the most valuable natural and agricultural lands.
• Take the natural values of land into account when
making development decisions. The data from this

The fate of the greenbelt depends on decisions that are
being made every day in cities and counties around the
region. A vote in Sonoma County could decide the future
of groundwater supplies for thousands of people. Decisions in Solano or Alameda County to build on wetlands
could release tons of carbon to change our climate. Votes
in Contra Costa and Santa Clara County could impact the
availability of fresh, local food.

report is available on Greenbelt Alliance’s website at
greenbelt.org/at-risk-2017.
• Support the right development in the right places.
Creating more new homes within our existing cities
and towns relieves pressure to sprawl onto natural
areas, farms, and grazing land.
We are lucky to have the greenbelt and all the bounty
it provides, from clean drinking water, to spectacular
scenery, to juicy peaches. We are lucky to have the power
to preserve it—because when we consider the greenbelt’s
future, we decide our own.

green belt.org
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METHO D OLOGY
To create this report, Greenbelt Alliance does a detailed

include coastal and bayland data from regional and state

mapping analysis using Geographic Information Systems

agencies to map shoreline protections.

(GIS) software. The report covers eight Bay Area counties
(San Francisco is not included, as all its land is generally
either developed or permanently protected). This analysis addresses three topics: development pressure, policy

Finally, we assign scores to both development pressures
and policy protections. These scores are relative. For
example, land with an actual project being considered for

protection, and natural values.

approval would get a high development-pressure score,

DEVELOPMENT PRESSURE AND POLICY
PROTECTION: HOW WE FIND WHAT’S
AT RISK

is yet proposed, would get a lower development-pressure

To assess development pressure and policy protection,
we review all city and county general plans and zoning,
as well as other local ordinances. We also review city and
county websites and local news for development proposals, talk with local advocates, and use our staff ’s local
knowledge to get as comprehensive a picture as possible
of all proposals and plans, both past and present. (Multiple
past proposals for an area can be an indication of future risk.)
Growth projections from the state and the region’s Plan
Bay Area also feed into our analysis. And this year, for the
first time, new maps became available showing where each
city and county is planning to accommodate needed new

whereas farmland zoned “rural residential,” where nothing
score. Similarly, agricultural land under voter protections
would get a greater protection score than land subject
to a city council-adopted hillside ordinance, since voteradopted protections are harder to change. We combine the
development pressure and policy protection scores to determine the overall likelihood that the land will be developed.
The timing then establishes whether land is at high or
medium risk, with development likely within 10 years, or
30 years respectively. For example, if a site has a current
development proposal, that land would be at high risk. If
land is at risk of development for more general reasons,
such as being within a growth boundary and near roads, it
is at medium risk.

homes through 2022.

NATURAL VALUES: HOW WE FIND WHAT’S
AT STAKE

We gather information on boundaries—city limits, growth

To assess the natural values of the land, both for agricul-

boundaries, service areas, spheres of influence, and
longer-term planning areas—largely from city and county
general plans and from Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCo) agencies, which oversee these boundaries.
We also factor in natural boundaries and the geography
of the landscape, such as proximity to roads or existing
development, as well as slope—flat land is generally at
greater risk.
For policy protections, we look at city and county plans to
find hillside, riparian, and agricultural policies, as well as
habitat conservation plans and more. We use a statewide
protected lands database from GreenInfo Network, and

ture and for ecosystems, we gather many types of information, largely from public agencies. We compile farm and
rangeland maps, as well as data on watersheds, groundwater basins, and wetlands, from state agencies. We include
maps of critical habitat and flood zones from federal agencies. The Bay Area Open Space Council provides maps of
biodiversity conservation lands, and we compile trails data
from several sources.
A fascinating new addition to this year’s report is the
natural value of carbon storage for protection from
climate change. Biomass and carbon data come from
recent research by federal agencies and universities. A
more detailed methodology can be found at greenbelt.org/
at-risk-2017.
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ACROSS THE BAY AREA, 293,100 ACRES
OF FARMS, RANCHES, AND NATURAL
LAND ARE AT RISK OF DEVELOPMENT
IN THE NEXT 30 YEARS.
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email to planning@placer.ca.gov ]

April 14, 2020

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

Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA—FEIR—Public Comments-3
The Planning Commission’s February 13, 2020, decision to continue this
complex and contentious proposed Winery/Farm Brewery (W/B) Zoning Text
Amendment (ZTA) is greatly appreciated. Furthermore, many, if not most, citizens are
distracted with pandemic crisis concerns and disrupted lives, making it difficult to deal
with the ZTA. As a NON-essential issue, we urge further consideration be given to
continue this item until after the pandemic crisis “all clear” is declared.
We strongly agree with at least one commissioners’ comment that the proposal
needs to be done right rather than hurried. The shear volume of the two Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) documents, plus comments and Staff Reports, needs even more
time for citizens but especially for elected officials to at least be informed of salient
points and not be misinformed.
For example, at a forum held on February 18, 2020, a panel of candidates
running for County Board of Supervisors (BOS) all responded to multiple questions.
One question asked was how (if elected) they would deal with noise impacts to rural
residents generated by the winery/brewery ZTA’s allowance of unlimited events,
weddings, and restaurant-type activities, when they are specifically not allowed now.
One supervisor rather adamantly responded, “First of all, it’s not going to be
unlimited. There will be all kinds of limitations on when they can have the events.
Now it’s Friday, Saturdays, Sundays, and some holidays….” Unfortunately, that
response reflects a startling lack of knowledge about not only the proposed ZTA but
also the current winery ordinance.
Another supervisor followed with similar misinformation of what the ZTA
entails and responded in support, “The [other supervisor’s] premise is correct. The
events are not unlimited.” Unfortunately, both supervisors’ incorrect statements are
disturbing—first for stating inaccurate information publicly from elected officials and
second because “events” themselves, let alone “unlimited,” are, and have been, one of
the most contentious and environmentally impactful aspects of the proposed ZTA for 13
years. Unwanted noise has always been a huge issue that both supervisors should be
well aware of by now.
To clarify: Unlimited events of “50 people or less at one time (excluding staff)”
are allowed. [ZTA, Appendix A, WFB Ordinance, 17.56.330 Winery and Farm
Breweries. Section B, “Definitions,” pg 1] This means that “rolling events” may occur
during Hours of Operation, which are stated as, “10 am to 10 pm on Fri and Sat, 10 am
to 8 pm Sunday through Thursday.” [ZTA, Ibid. Section E. “Development and
___________________________________________________________
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Operational Standards, 3. Hours of Operation, a.” pg 9] Unlimited events are also
allowed if they are “private” and no sales occur; however, “clubs” can and do require
“membership fees” that will circumvent “sales” restrictions. None of the impacts from
potential and foreseeable unlimited events throughout the entire County were properly
analyzed or mitigated in the EIR.
Equally disturbing: For final decision makers to publicly make such incorrect
statements indicates that (1) they, our elected officials, did not have much role, if any,
in creating the proposed ZTA (as neither did we citizens); and/or (2) they have been
misled as to the ZTA’s content and impacts—by whom, we can only speculate; and/or
(3) with well over 2,000 pages to read, and more being submitted, it is highly unlikely
the full extent of disturbances and disruptive impacts of the egregious and contentious
proposed ZTA will be grasped by the BOS when it goes to them for a vote.
Thus, instead of proceeding with a contentious, impact-laden ZTA that is CEQA
non-compliant, and to resolve the ZTA problematic issues and negative impacts, it
would be prudent to stop the current ZTA process immediately. Start over and create a
proper ZTA with feasible and enforceable conditions that balance rural residents’ rights
and agricultural operations’ needs within the County’s ordinances, codes, and General
Plan frameworks. To that end, all stakeholders should have an equal voice and seat at
the table in the process. We urge the Planning Commission to consider sending the
ZTA back to the drawing board as the right thing to do.
More EIR Flaws
10. Transportation and Circulation.
As has been stated throughout our and others’ comments, the Transportation
analysis is not only not “instructive,” it doesn’t come close to informing the public of
the significant foreseeable impacts because it looks only at the “existing transportation
system within the winery/farm brewery sub-region,” and misses all impacts that will
occur throughout the entire County. If even one winery, brewery, or now-legal
wine/beer combination (combo) facility is established at the southwestern edge of the
County, customers will travel to wineries or breweries, and/or combo wine/beer
facilities throughout the entire County—none of the impacts from such additional
vehicle travel in rural residential areas are addressed in the EIR.
Neither the DEIR nor the FEIR analyzes impacts to rural residents when
wineries, breweries, or wine/beer combo facilities (1) hold unlimited or rolling events
on the same days/times whether they are within the existing winery study area or
outside of it; and/or (2) have attendees who travel to such events coming from outside
the area or from other counties—all of which exacerbates negative impacts both within
and outside of the existing winery study area. This gap in the transportation analysis is
a huge CEQA flaw.
Rural residents’ health issues may be compromised by excessive or cumulative
traffic effects (Greenhouse Gas Emissions, air quality deterioration, traffic noise, etc.).
The health impacts from vehicle emissions have been widely reported for decades, but
below are citations as evidence of the unmitigated, significant impacts from the
proposed ZTA to rural residents:
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In 2013, MIT conducted two studies and concluded that vehicle emissions cause
58,000 premature deaths yearly in the U.S., “in particular black carbon emissions from
road transportation….”1 Unsuspecting rural residents, especially those with more
vulnerable family members (elders, youngsters, or anyone with compromised health
conditions) will be at greater risk with increased traffic both to and from unlimited
events, weddings, dining, etc., inhaling higher levels of fine particle pollution than they
ever would from living in an area that does not allow such non-agricultural, excessive
commercial activities that must, by their nature, generate traffic.
Another MIT study stated that a “…a person who dies from an air pollutionrelated cause typically dies about a decade earlier than he or she might have.2 It is
reasonable to foresee such air pollution-related increases in rural residential areas as a
direct result from increased traffic created by the unacceptable, incompatible unlimited
event allowances if the proposed ZTA is approved; yet, the EIR did not fully analyze
those impacts either in the study area or at all Countywide.
Rural residents as well as all visitors will also be subjected to increased traffic
safety risks due to event attendees not being familiar with Placer County’s rural roads
with narrow, no-shoulder, and/or in some cases, no center lines or “fog” lines. If the
ZTA is adopted, pedestrians, bike riders, and even local residents’ use of rural country
roads, as well as children and pets on private roads, will be subject to increased
accidents that easily can result in bodily injuries and/or property damage—none of
which were covered adequately in the EIR and that need to be properly mitigated.
The EIR hints, but omits any analysis, of foreseeable increased traffic impacts
which rural residents will incur as current and/or new wine/beer facilities are
established and expand their allowed unlimited events. Rather than dismissed as
speculation, it is known and verified in the EIR that traffic indeed increases when
events are held in rural residential areas: “The volume of traffic observed at some
locations would suggest that an event was held even though details were not known.
[Draft EIR, Vol I, page 10-9] This confirms or suggests what many citizens already
know and have been complaining about—non-permitted events are held on a regular
basis with no enforcement. But if the proposed ZTA is approved, it will open all
doors—unlimited events, weddings, restaurants, and de facto “bars.” The impacts are
not just “significant,” they are severe, yet they are either not analyzed sufficiently for
even the study area, or not analyzed at all for the entire County.
Using Level of Service (LOS) or Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) misses the
issue of (1) traffic “surges” when events start at a winery or brewery and end; and/or (2)
day-long or “rolling” events where attendees may travel the “Wine Trail” or the Wine
and Ale Trail for 10 to 12 hours per day to compound transportation impacts, which are
not considered in the EIR but should have been analyzed. The very fact that there are
“trails” is evidence of additional travel being promoted.

1

“MIT Study: Vehicle Emissions Cause 58,000 Premature Deaths Yearly in U.S.,” Oct 22,
2013. https://usa.streetsblog.org/2013/10/22/mit-study-vehicle-emissions-cause-58000-premature-deathsyearly-in-u-s/
2
"Study: Air pollution causes 200,000 early deaths each year in the U.S.," Aug 29, 2013,
http://news.mit.edu/2013/study-air-pollution-causes-200000-early-deaths-each-year-in-the-us-0829
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People who venture out to spend a day on a beer or wine tasting trip, may go to
and from wineries and breweries in the study area, but they may also go to other
western Placer County areas to dine or patronize a brewery or winery that is located
within city limits or some other out-of-County jurisdiction. Visitors will not be
confined to the study area, but again, no analysis of the transportation impacts from that
type of “to and from” travel was conducted or mitigated.
In Chapter 3 of the FEIR, “Revisions” to the DEIR,” related to CEQA’s end of
using Level of Service (LOS) analysis, it is stated that in one case, the Court did not
provide any guidance as to other suggested methods by which an agency should
determine significant traffic impacts during this “interim” period (between cessation of
the LOS mechanism of analysis and mandated beginning of VMT analysis on July 1,
2020). Furthermore, since “transit” priority areas do not apply to the ZTA, the FEIR
implication is that therefore, no analysis needs to be conducted. In what appears to be
an attempt to justify the lack of proper CEQA impact analysis, an irrelevant statement is
made that the County believes its analysis of traffic impacts “remains instructive.”3 We
could not disagree more. The word “instructive” is hardly a substantive presentation of
the significant impacts of multiple events, including rolling events, that utilize narrow
County back roads—with some two-way segments that narrow down to one lane only
(for two-way traffic4)—or shared private roads. As such, the lack of traffic or
transportation analysis is unacceptable in that it does not come close to meeting CEQA
standards to inform the public.
Although legally, an LOS study cannot be utilized as a required CEQA analysis
or measurement due to enactment of SB 743, and VMT does not kick in until July 1,
2020, it did not therefore mean that the County was excused from conducting a
thorough, due-diligent transportation analysis. In fact, this statement, from the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, clearly does not relieve the County from a
thorough transportation analysis, with it did not conduct:
“While requiring a change in the methodology of assessing transportation
impacts, Public Resources Code section 21099 notes that this change “does not
relieve a public agency of the requirement to analyze a project’s potentially
significant transportation impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, or any other
impact associated with transportation.” OPR expects that lead agencies will
continue to address mobile source emissions in the air quality and noise sections of
an environmental document and the corresponding studies that support the analysis
in those sections. Lead agencies should continue to address environmental impacts
of a proposed project pursuant to CEQA’s requirements, using a format that is
appropriate for their particular project.5

The mandate and intent of CEQA is to inform the public of a project’s impacts,
but with this EIR, the public will not know until it is too late to resolve or mitigate any
of the reasonably foreseeable traffic impacts in rural residential areas created by the
ZTE’s new allowances of unlimited events, weddings, restaurants, and de facto bars.
3

W/FB ZTA FEIR, Chpt 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR Text, page 3-7.
Garden Bar Road near Mt Pleasant Rd, Lincoln, CA; Old State Highway in Newcastle, south
of Hwy 193.
5
“TECHNICAL ADVISORY On Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,” December
2018, pages 25 and 26.
4
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The FEIR’s Chapter 3, “Revisions,” continually avoids focusing on the
significant, negative impacts created by the ZTA. Instead it diverts to the MTP/SCS,
job growth, housing units, and concludes with a speculative, anticipation of some
increased activity/growth with in the Wine/Brewery sub-region. It then dismisses its
first speculation with even more: “Second, these areas are recognized as having high
VMT per capita both now and in the future”—again, avoiding the real impacts of many
future wineries, breweries, and combos all having events on the same day—or
potentially, 365 days of the year.
The FEIR further attempts to justify its avoidance of a thorough transportation
analysis by claiming that the MTP/SCS’ efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
through VMT reduction are primarily focused on urban areas. With invalid premises,
the FEIR thus illogically concludes that potential increased activity associated with the
proposed ZTA will not conflict with the MTP/SCS’s strategies for VMT reductions.
It’s one non sequitur after another, each with no, or very weak, nexus to the potential
traffic and transportation significant impacts directly attributable to the proposed ZTA.6
The EIR does not inform the public or even a hint of the reasonably foreseeable impacts
that are coming if the ZTA is approved as currently proposed.
Contradictory and Erroneous Information
A major premise upon which the proposed ZTA was created (Estimated Growth,
for example) is fatally flawed. The EIR has attempted to create a perception that (1) the
ZTA would result in only a few (avg 1.5 per year) new beer, wine or combo facilities; 7
and (2) the ZTA is not intended to incentivize new beer/wine facility start ups. While
we all know where the road to good intentions is headed, public comments have
constantly stressed that the new allowances will indeed serve as an inducement to
increase W/B and combo facilities—otherwise, they would not have been included in
the ZTA proposal. Some of the ZTA’s allowances include, but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

unlimited events of 50 attendees or under at any one time (with little-to-no
impact analysis of potential “rolling” all-day events);
unlimited “private events” where no money exchanges hands (which ignores
“private” Facebook, listervs, etc.);
weddings (currently not allowed);
restaurants and de facto bars (currently not allowed);
“by right” permitting, coupled with over 13 years of non-enforcement
problems

6

The ZTA relaxes all safeguards that the public has counted on, even though code enforcement
has been negligible. From unlimited public events (that will be difficult to enforce and can be “rolling”
all day long), to unlimited “private” events (which can mean 1,000’s using the social media options to
send out notices and invitations); to holding weddings (not limited to one per day); to operating as
restaurants; to functioning as de facto bars (referencing “happy hour” gatherings as “events”)—all of
these will take place in rural residential farm and ag areas. The whole purpose of CEQA is to inform the
public, but with this EIR, the public is given little-to-no grasp or analysis of impacts coming their way,
should this ZTA be adopted.
7
“Combo” refers to single beer/wine combination facilities that became legal in California on
January 1, 2020, due to AB 1825 (addressed in previous comments). Potential significant negative
environmental impacts from such combos were not included or addressed in either the ZTA or EIR.
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It also follows that any entrepreneur with half a business sense will consider
locating away from the study area—in other areas of the County—to avoid direct
competition with existing facilities. Yet the CEQA analysis does not analyze the
potential magnitude of the increase in actual numbers of facilities nor the very
foreseeable significant impacts they will create in rural residential communities
throughout the entire County.
The counter-intuitive, “don’t worry—no excessive growth” County approach is
unrealistic and appears to rely on unsubstantiated statements in the EIR and ZTA, such
as:
Erroneous assessment of community desires. “Based upon the desires of the
community and winery owners to modify some standards in order to hold a greater
number of events by right, staff determined that it was appropriate to re-examine the
existing Winery Ordinance (WO). [W/SF ZTA, Draft EIR, Chpt 1, Intro, “1.1 Project
Background, pg 1] After 13 years of dealing with other attempts to avoid compliance,
coupled with a lack of enforcement (see three Grand Jury reports previously cited)
and/or futile attempts to modify the existing WO without proper CEQA impact analysis,
we strongly disagree with that “community desires” statement and submit that members
of the community never supported “…a greater number of events by right.”
First, to even suggest that this ZTA is a reflection of community desires is
grossly misleading and false. In fact, every attempt made to modify the existing WO
was instigated by self-serving winery owners. The public may have been informed and
invited to comment but only after draft modifications were created. Members of the
public who have dealt with this issue for 13 years have never had a seat at the policyformation-stage table nor had their “desires” included.
Second, even the Planning Commission’s reasonable and feasible
recommendation in 2015 was rejected by the vintners. They also refused to support the
creation of the Ag Event Center ordinance, when it is the proper code to follow for a
facility that wants to hold unlimited events. This ZTA is a culmination of less-thantransparent activities without public input. If this ZTA is a staff-created proposal based
on false premises, then we urge the Planning Commission to determine, based on truth,
that it is appropriate to re-examine the existing Winery Ordinance but this time bring
citizens to the table first.
Purpose. As stated, “The purpose of this section is to provide for the orderly
development of wineries and farm breweries within agricultural zoning districts and
certain commercial, industrial and residential zoning districts, and to encourage the
economic development of the local agricultural industry, provide for the sampling and
sales of value-added products, and protect the agricultural character and long-term
agricultural production viability of agricultural lands.”
First, unlimited events and other unenforceable allowances (see earlier page,
bulleted allowances), cannot be considered “orderly.” With no limits to events, and no
limits to the number of winery or brewery operations or facilities developing anywhere
in the County’s rural residential ag and farm zones (and no CEQA analysis of the
foreseeable impacts), the very likely outcome is one of chaos and continued contention
between neighbors and wine/beer customers, rather than a speculative “vision” of
“orderly development.”
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Second, the local agricultural industry is actually doing quite fine.8 The increase
in crop production value occurred in spite of encroaching development. When an
incompatible commercial operation that belongs in a Commercial land use zone, is
proposed in residential ag or farm zones, under the guise of “ag operation,” the motive
is most often greed and not necessarily sustainable agriculture. A winery or brewery
operation may be an ag operation, but events are not.
For vintners or brew masters to claim they need excessive or unlimited events in
order to be financially viable has never been substantiated and would be difficult to
prove with all the home/office and other tax deductions. But even if it were true, it is
not incumbent upon neighbors in rural residential zones to bear significant impact
burdens from incompatible commercial operations. It is the entrepreneur’s
responsibility to complete a proper business plan and know what revenue and expense
projections will be before getting into the business. Private commercial business plans
would have included both allowed County-wide permitted events as well as individual
Temporary Outdoor Event (TOE) permits. If the operations cannot succeed financially
from their ag operations under the current WO, that should not result in a proposed
County-wide ZTA that subsidizes wine/beer operations by foisting incompatible, nonconforming unlimited events on others. This in turn puts them (neighbors) at risk—
financially (lowered real estate values when continually bombarded by event impacts)
and health (traffic emissions, air quality, noise, etc.), and so much more.
In addition to unlimited events, with a proper permit, there are “Special Events”:
“ “Special Event” is an event of greater than 50 people at one time (excluding staff)
where the agricultural-related component is subordinate to the primary purpose of the event.
Included in this definition are events such as private parties, fundraisers, concerts, social or
educational gatherings where outside alcohol may be allowed, and events where the property
owner is compensated in exchange for the use of the site and facility (referred to as a facility
rental). Special Events do not include industry-wide events, the normal patronage of a tasting
room, and private gatherings of the owner where the general public does not attend.”9

With regard to permits, the County’s approach appears to be either loose or
potentially loophole laden with this statement: “These standards will be applied with
flexibility to encourage activities for the protection and preservation of agriculture.”10
In any code, ordinance, law, adopted standards, etc., terms such as “flexibility” are most
often code words for no need to follow or enforce. Protection and preservation are most
worthy objectives but are problematic if they come at the expense of others in the form
of a lack of protection from unacceptable impacts.
The true or legal purpose of an ordinance is stated here from a court case: “In
the field of zoning laws, we are dealing with a vital public interest…. All the residents
of the community have a protectable property and personal interest in maintaining the
character of the area as established by comprehensive and carefully considered zoning
8

“2018 Crop Report” for Placer County [most current online], Josh Huntsinger, Agricultural
Commissioner, page 3: “Placer County’s total gross value of agricultural crops and products for 2018
was $72,702,890. This represents an increase of $14,643,890, or 25% above 2017’s value of
$58,059,000.”
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/40176/PlacerCounty_2018CropReport_?bidId=
9
Draft EIR, Appendix A, ZTA, 17.56.330 Wineries and Farm Breweries, pg 1
10
Appendix A, ZTA, E. Development and Operational Standards, page 7
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plans in order to promote the orderly physical development of the district and the city
and to prevent the property of one person from being damaged by the use of
neighboring property in a manner not compatible with the general location of the two
parcels. (Neuber v. Royal Realty Co. (1948) 86 Cal. App. 2d 596, 620 [195 P.2d 501].)
These protectable interests further manifest themselves in the preservation of land
values, in esthetic considerations and in the desire to increase safety by lowering traffic
volume.11
We submit that statement accurately reflects the unacceptable attempt to abuse
and change long-standing acceptable land uses in residential ag and farm zones to de
facto commercial zone land uses under disingenuous claims of being “ag operations.”
The very fact that the County has an Ag Event Center ordinance is proof that there
already is the proper ordinance that should be followed if more events are contemplated
than the current WO allows.
Deficiencies in “Mitigation Measures or Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program”
As stated in Chapter 4’s “Mitigation Monitoring…” (aka “Mitigation Measures”
or MM), section 4.2’s “Compliance Checklist” CEQA’s MM Guidelines are listed as:
(a) Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
(b) Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation.
(c) Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.
(d) Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.
(e) Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.” (Guidelines, §15370.)

First, two of the MMs, Chapter 4, Section 4.2 in this W/FB FEIR—for Noise
(item 9) and Cumulative Impacts (item 12)—are weak, inadequate, and meaningless.
They do not meet CEQA standards for MMs because they hold no one accountable, nor
do they come close to mitigating unacceptable impacts to rural residents as public
comments have stressed.
Second, the MMs are not in any way actions, per se, or activities that have any
measurable component or compliance nexus related to avoiding, minimizing, rectifying,
reducing or compensating for the noise or cumulative impacts created by the proposed
ZTA and described throughout public comments. In other words, there are no
measurable MMs to comply with the CEQA’s Compliance Checklist.
For example: “9. Noise,” page 4-11, under 9.3’s MM, in order listed in this
section [all bold is added]:
It is stated that the ZTA “shall be revised…” which leads citizens to believe a
measure with enforceable teeth will be required. However, all that is required is a
statement that “prior to hosting any weddings…the owner shall submit a site plan.”
"Submitting plans” or a statement does not translate into noise attenuation. It goes on to
state the site plan will identify distances to nearest residential receptors. Other MM
11

Pettit v. City of Fresno (1973) 34 Cal.App.3d 813, 822-823;
https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/3d/34/813.html
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information simply compares setback distances to determine if additional “analysis
shall be required, and a “site specific noise analysis shall be required to evaluate
compliance….” Again, neither “identification” nor “analysis”-to-“evaluation” do
anything to reduce or mitigate the noise impact, especially when no action is stipulated.
Near the end of the Noise MM section of the FEIR, page 2-22, the two very last
bulleted items might have been enforceable; however, they are listed under
“Other…should be considered…” (aka, “loophole language”) and therefore useless.
The MM language does nothing to stop, mitigate, or enforce compliance with any noise
impacts or violations as listed under CEQA’s “Compliance Checklist” (shown above).
Overlooked in both the EIR and the MMs are Placer County’s rolling foothills
characteristics that create many different topographical elevations which, with even
light wind and directional changes, can and do create sound increases at much greater
distances than merely the nearest sensitive receptors. Contrary to statements that
contours may attenuate the sound, we submit that neighbors who are at minimally
higher topographical elevations will receive greater, continuous noise impacts created
by one to multiple wineries or breweries’ all holding unlimited events on any day or
time. The requirement to “evaluate compliance” has nothing to do with mitigating the
impact, or actual compliance, enforcement, or non-compliance consequences. Grand
Jury Reports have repeatedly confirmed Placer County’s “look-the-other-way” modus
operandi.12
We submit by reference the entire Placer County Grand Jury 2017-2018 Final
Report as evidence of over 12 years (since proposal around 2007 and Winery Ordinance
adoption in 2008) of non-compliance, code non-enforcement, and public frustration.
This current W/FB EIR’s meaningless MM’s simply reinforce the public’s lack of trust
at the County’s refusal to cite or close down non-complying winery operations. Weak
MMs simply continue a deeply engrained public perception of favoritism and/or
corruption in administering code and/or ordinance enforcement processes.
From three recent Placer County Grand Jury reports, (previously cited in public
comments), it is well established that Placer County’s Code Compliance enforcement
program is gravely deficient. According to citizens who have made complaints, and
supported by Grand Jury reports, noncompliance is not enforced--especially when it
comes to noise complaints and cumulative impacts which the proposed ZTA will
greatly exacerbate.
Below is one small excerpt of the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report’s evidence that
articulates the problems, yet is completely ignored in the MMs:
Review of the county's permit tracking system shows that only two permits have been
issued since 2016. Code Enforcement has not cited a winery for failure to obtain a
promotional or temporary outdoor event permit in the past two years in spite of complaints.
CDRA officials have stated their belief that wineries are, in fact, holding events without
obtaining the required permit. The potential fine for failing to obtain the proper permit is far
less than the cost of a permit. This does not encourage voluntary compliance.

12

2012-2013, “Placer County Winery Ordinance Enforcement Review,” Placer County Grand
Jury; and 2015-2016, “Placer County Code Enforcement Complaint Feedback and Tracking—
Inconsistency and Confusion,” June 23, 2016; and 2017-2018, “Placer County Winery Ordinance—Code
Enforcement”
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Entries in the tracking system intended to chronicle the actions of Code Enforcement
appear to show that the 2008 Winery Ordinance is not effectively being enforced. These
13
entries also seem to reflect a general indifference and disregard for citizen complaints.

Further in the FEIR MM section, instead of conducting an evaluation of noise—
either under different ambient conditions and/or based on a complaint, the MM
speculates that the “data should be considered worst-case. Therefore, it is likely
that….” In the FEIR, public comments using that approach were dismissed as
“speculation,” yet the MM relies on speculation to omit and/or not provide enforceable
MMs. A scientific evaluation should be based on measurable data, evidence, and facts.
This section continues with, “It shall be the function of the site-specific noise analysis
to quantify the additional sound attenuation ….”—and again concludes with no required
concrete conditions for mandatory attenuation (“quantify” is neither enforcement nor
compliance).
The Noise MM moves on to page 4-13 (sub-heading, “1. Shielding by Barriers,
Structures, or Topography”) to describe methods that result in reduced sound levels and
states, “Site specific noise studies should include an evaluation of such shielding.” If
noise continues, however, instead of citations, the recommendation is, “…additional
shielding of sound sources can be obtained….” Again, nothing required, no action, no
consequences—just noise and business as usual as neighbors are continually victimized
by impacts of unwanted, unwelcome, and incompatible commercial event noise in their
rural residential land use zoned communities.
At the bottom of page 4-13 to 4-14, the MM discusses sound, barrier noise
reduction effectiveness, and other information—but again, no meaningful MM mandate
to satisfy any requirements on CEQA’s “Compliance Checklist.” Using such terms as,
“As a rule of thumb,” and “relatively close,” and “generally provide an initial noise
reduction,” the public has no idea what that “initial” noise is—100 dBs? 50dBs?
Simply an unknown “reduction” from an unknown baseline is of no use to a neighbor
whose enjoyment of their property is denied via disturbing noise, or if/when it should
ever come to a citation for a code violation.
Placer County example. Related to the MM’s focusing on a “shielding sound”
emanating from unlimited events in rural residential zones, possibly lessons are to be
learned from a sound wall or barrier installed by the Auburn Gun Club, aka, “Auburn
Trapshooting Club” (north Auburn area) reportedly to attenuate the noise. The matter
escalated to regional news levels as neighbors complained.14 An appeal was eventually
heard by Placer County’s Board of Supervisors (BOS) on March 9, 2020, where many
citizens spoke, and 118 pages of public comment were included in the BOS Staff
Report (SR).15 Similar to the W/SB ZTA, this is just one of many types of noise and/or
noise levels that become major, significant, and incompatible impacts, especially in
rural residential areas where the specific activities have never been allowed—such as
unlimited events, weddings, restaurants and bars. Yet the MMs provide nothing—NO
13

2017-2018, “Placer County Winery Ordinance—Code Enforcement,” page 80.
April 12, 2019, “Plan to Reduce Noise from Gun Club Backfires,”
https://sacramento.cbslocal.com/2019/04/12/reduce-noise-gunfire-auburn/
15
March 9, 2020, Board of Supervisors agenda item, Staff Report Memo; Subj: Auburn Trapshooting
Club Shot Screen—appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Revocation of a Variance. A 241 page
document with public comments beginning on pdf page 133.
14
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required mitigation—to either attenuate those noise- and traffic-creating activities nor
meet any of CEQA’s Compliance Checklist.
In the above referenced BOS SR (March 9, 2020, Auburn Gun Club issue) at
least two Noise Level charts depict quiet nighttime or home decibel (dB) levels as being
from 35 to 40dB.16 Another image of a decibel reading at a parcel in North Auburn
indicates 36.5 dB as the “Average ambient noise” dB level.17
As mandated by CEQA, we urge that proper, enforceable, and reasonable MMs
be set for maximum dB levels for all activities of a non-conforming, unwelcome,
incompatible commercial event nature--especially when such non-ag event operations
in rural residential areas disturb others with significant and unacceptable impacts. To
that end, we urge that both the MMs and W/FB ZTA be revised to incorporate a
proposal from the Placer County Planning Commission when another iteration of the
Winery Ordinance was being considered. In or around 2015, the Placer County
Planning Commission recommendation was as follows:
Proposed Winery Ordinance Revisions
(Per Planning Commission)
Noise Limits: 55 to 70db from 7 am to 7:30 pm
18
After 7:30 pm, event noise shall be reduced to 20 db or less

Throughout the 13 years of dealing with this contentious issue, with noise being
one of, if not the most contentious issues, many neighbors and citizens have asked for
greatly reduced dB levels in the County’s Noise Ordinance(s). However, vintners have
demanded their “right” to be treated the same as others in the rural residential ag and
farm zones when it comes to the Noise Ordinance dB levels. How incongruous that the
proposed ZTA will amend an ordinance for the sole purpose to allow commercial wine
and beer operations to be treated favorably with allowances that are currently
prohibited, such as: unlimited events, commercial kitchens (akin to restaurant uses),
and holding weddings. At the same time, when the public wants, and the Planning
Commission recommends, to amend the Noise Ordinance, vintners and the County
claim, “Oh no, that is code; that is already a right,” or some such biased objection.
From Land use and permit tables, Ordinance 17.06.050, a very large and
inclusive “zone district table” indicates Zone Districts (areas) and where specific types
of land uses are allowed. The primary Land Use Types are Residential, Commercial,
Industrial, and Ag Resource/Open Space. A truncated portion of the permit table is
copied/pasted below.19 Blank cells mean that the listed land use type is not allowed. As
shown, restaurants and bars are not allowed in residential areas; yet the proposed ZTA
will change that prohibition.

16

Ibid, pdf p 91
Ibid, pdf p 38
18
From hand out and slide presentation to MACs throughout 2015, “Draft WINERY ORDINANCE
Update,” Planning Division Staff: Sherri Conway, page 8.
19
From “Zone Districts” table, 17.06.050 Land use and permit tables,
https://qcode.us/codes/placercounty/view.php?topic=17-1-17_06-17_06_050&frames=on
17
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LAND USE TYPES
Retail Trade
Drive-in and drive-thru sales
Restaurants and bars (Section 17.56.190)
Restaurants, fast food (Section 17.56.190)
Roadside stands for agricultural products
Small agricultural event center (Section
17.56.340)

RS

RESIDENTIAL
RM
RA
RF

C

C

CUP

CUP

If land uses can be so easily amended to favor one group over another, that
means that any ordinance can be amended—including the County’s Noise Ordinance to
change the decibel levels for any type of commercial event activity in rural residential
land use zoned areas. The wording in Placer County’s Noise Ordinance is being
completely abandoned with the proposed ZTA:
9.36.010 Declaration of findings, purpose, and policy: Excessive sound and vibration
are a serious hazard to the public health and welfare, safety, and the quality of life. The people
of Placer County have a right to and should be ensured an environment free from unnecessary,
offensive and excessive sound and vibration that may jeopardize their health or welfare or
safety or degrade the quality of life.
Therefore, it is declared to be the policy of Placer County in its exercise of the police
power to prohibit unnecessary, excessive and offensive sounds. At certain levels, such sounds
become noise and are detrimental to the health and welfare of the citizenry and, in the public
interest, are systematically proscribed. This article is intended to work in concert with and
supplement Penal Code Section 370 (Public Nuisances) and Section 415 (Disturbing the
20
Peace) and to establish local community standards for noise regulation. (Ord. 5280-B, 2004)

Obviously, the completely reasonable, feasible-but-missing MM is that which
was recommended by the Planning Commission: Simply amend the Noise ordinance to
reduce dB levels for all winery/brewery or other commercial-type events. That alone
would have resolved many problems—and may still do so—which we strongly urge as
a revision to the ZTA.
More MM inadequacies. The unproductive MMs that do not meet or satisfy any
of CEQA’s Compliance Checklist activities, toss a completely irrelevant speculative
notion into the MM mix. After already stating that vegetation effects on noise
transmission between the source and receptor “are minor…,” it speculates that if the
vegetation benefits are not substantial, that they may be limited to “some increased
absorption of high frequency sounds and in reducing adverse public reaction to the
noise by providing aesthetic benefits.”
The term, “high frequency,” is not defined. In terms of vibration, the sound of a
constant drum or bass (“low frequency”) can be every bit as annoying as high-pitched
whistles, screams, or unappreciated music coming from commercial wine/beer events
that emit loud noise levels (“high intensity”) for hours at a time, in rural residential ag
and farm zones. Noises from complainants may not be described as “high frequency”
annoyances because the fact that it can be heard (volume) is the crux of the problem:
Unwelcome noise that is simply loud enough to destroy the peaceful ambience and
enjoyment of neighbors’ personal enjoyment of their private properties. Also, to our
20

Chapter 9…article 9.36 NOISE, http://qcode.us/codes/placercounty/
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knowledge, actual negative impacts from high frequency sound differentiations were
not analyzed in the EIR, yet MM’s are mentioned for them.
The MM again speculates that by planting vegetation, its “reducing adverse
public reaction to the noise” might occur “by providing aesthetic benefits.” Although
this may be a novel and creative MM, the fact is that most sensitive receptors being
victimized by unwanted noise are not looking at the aesthetics of intervening vegetation
in a positive or admirable fashion, especially when they are trying to sleep. Instead,
their temper, annoyance, and frustration levels have risen that may compel them to
lodge complaints and have law enforcement cite the scofflaws—which, as we’ve
mentioned before and cited Grand Jury reports, is useless. An additional issue is that
most neighbors do not want to file a complaint against their neighbor; thus it is
foreseeable that the actual level of non-compliance with the noise ordinance is much
greater than reported and will be exacerbated by allowing unlimited events if the
proposed ZTA is adopted without revision.
CEQA mandates the necessity of MMs and requires where a project may have a
significant impact, that the purpose of the MM is to reduce any impact to less than
significant (PRC 21003.1(b); Guideline 15002(a)(3). It is reduction of the impact that
is mandated and not diversions from the impact (e.g. noise) via aesthetic gardens or
vegetation that “may” work, and that will not be appreciated when trying to sleep or
enjoy peace and quiet in one’s own garden.
The EIR did not analyze any of these issues, mitigate for them, nor make any
reference to the associated ongoing, potentially every day/night assault of unwanted
event noise from what should be an ag operation with only noises associated with those
ag operational uses—not commercial event uses. The MM section completely ignored
and omitted a feasible option alternative available to any winery or brewery that insists
on holding commercial events: To apply for a permit and comply with the Small
Agricultural Event Center Ordinance or to simply use one of the many permitted and
duly licensed event venues, including those owned or operated by the County.21
Additionally, in general, it is improper for an agency to rely on deferred
mitigation. (Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306;
Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1275-1276.). For
example, it is a violation of CEQA when an agency “simply requires a project applicant
to obtain a biological report and then comply with any recommendations that may be
made in the report. [Citation.]” (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119
Cal.App.4th 1261, 1275; see also Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County 0fOrange
(2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 793.)22

21

Mitigation Measures--CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a) requires lead agencies to consider
feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce a project's significant environmental
impacts. Alternative venues include private as well as public, such as, Placer County’s newly
remodeled/resotred “@ the Grounds” in Roseville.
22
California Riverwatch v. County of Sonoma, ET AL., Superior Ct, CA, Sonoma County, Case
No. SCV-259242, ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE, page 17.

4/14/29-PIC to PC Plng Comm-W/FB FEIR--Page 13 of 14

564

14
The MMs in the FEIR for Noise and Cumulative Impacts are akin to such an
improper application of deferred mitigation. However, with these MMs, not only is the
mitigation deferred, with mostly no definitive action or enforcement, any substance of
the MM is nullified. It is rather telling that the “Mitigation Measure” columns, for both
sections of the MM (9. Noise and 12. Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA), are
composed with a copy/paste of the same language for both (Noise impact pages 4-15 to
4-18 and Cumulative impact pages 4-22-4-25). It may be a reflection of an EIR where
the analysis also did not cover the “whole of the action” as CEQA requires.
Last, to support the comments made here, and to apply them to Placer County’s
proposed ZTA and EIR, with his permission, we submit a letter from Thomas P.
Infusino, Esq., for the admin record. Although his letter is focused on El Dorado
County, we believe we could have paraphrased most of the points made and apply them
directly to Placer County’s fatally flawed W/FB EIR and criticisms of the proposed
ZTA that have been submitted.
Thank you for considering our views,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
Attachments: Thomas Infusino, Esq, letter
cc Sue Colbert
Nikki Streegan
Shirlee Herrington
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Thomas P. Infusino, Esq.
P.O. Box 792
Pine Grove, CA 95665
(209) 295-8866
tomi@volcano.net

4/26/17

Planning Commission
County of El Dorado
2850 Fair Lane Court, Bldg. C
Placerville, CA 95667

(sent by email)

RE: FORCED: Lessons to learn from the Banning Ranch Conservancy decision.

Dear Commissioners:
Planning Commissioners and County Supervisors who are responsible for reviewing and certifying
Environmental Impact Reports can learn a great deal from the recent unanimous decision of the
California Supreme Court in the Banning Ranch Conservancy case (attached). I am sending you this
letter on behalf of Rural Communities United, to help you understand your important role in helping El
Dorado County to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
1) Forecast the Foreseeable.
One issue that came up in the case is the obligation of a lead agency to evaluate the impacts of a
project, even when those impacts are somewhat uncertain. Quoting a much earlier case, the Court
wrote:
“The fact that precision may not be possible . . . does not mean that no analysis is required.
‘Drafting an EIR . . . involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is

1

566

not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably
can.’ (Guidelines, § 15144.)” (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 399.)
(Banning, p. 22)
Thus, when evaluating an EIR, ensure that the consultant has not incorrectly determined that the impact
is too uncertain to evaluate. Make sure that the EIR has forecasted the foreseeable.

2) Omissions of relevant information are unacceptable.
Another issue that arose in the case was whether the omission of information regarding an impact was
acceptable. Again reinforcing past precedent, the Court reminded lead agencies that the opinion of
these agencies as to the acceptability of an omission carries no weight with the court. The Court wrote:
Whether an EIR has omitted essential information is a procedural question subject to de novo
review. (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at p. 435; Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry (1994) 7
Cal.4th 1215, 1236 (Sierra Club).)
The Court ultimately concluded that the lead agency’s omission of necessary information from the EIR
was a prejudicial abuse of discretion.
Thus, when evaluating an EIR or a negative declaration, a Planning Commissioner or Supervisor would be
wise to ensure that information regarding impacts is not left out. For example, if reputable comments
on the Draft EIR indicate the need for essential impact information, the Final EIR should include that
information. This is true whether the information is wildlife habitat data, air pollution information,
traffic level of service or traffic safety data, groundwater reliability data, water quality information, fire
safety information, or noise measurements.

3) Respond to Comments.
Another related issue that arose in the case was the need for reasoned responses to comments on
environmental reviews from agencies and the public. The Court recognized the importance that the
lead agency’s response to comments plays in the integrity of the CEQA process. Again reinforcing past
precedent, the Court wrote:
2

567

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for agencies and
developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that government officials who decide to
build or approve a project do so with a full understanding of the environmental consequences
and, equally important, that the public is assured those consequences have been taken into
account. (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at pp. 391-392.)” (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at p.
449; see Concerned Citizens, supra, 42 Cal.3d at pp. 935-936.) The subject of ESHA on Banning
Ranch was raised early and often by City residents and Coastal Commission staff. The City owed
them a reasoned response.
(Banning p. 26-27)
A County would be wise to avoid repeating inaccurate, curt, boilerplate responses to reasonable
environmental concerns repeatedly raised in comments on EIRs by sister agencies and concerned
citizens. As a Planning Commissioner, if citizens and/or agencies identify defective responses to
comments before or during public hearings on the plan or project, it is your responsibility to recommend
that the EIR be sent back to the Planning Department and its EIR consultants for correction. If a
Supervisor is aware of defective responses to comments, it is a Supervisors legal obligation not to certify
the EIR. If you need the help of outside CEQA counsel to review the responses, have them do so.

4) Consider and Integrate the related regulatory schemes of sister agencies.
Another question that arose in the case was whether a local lead agency could ignore the regulatory
schemes of a state agency when evaluating alternatives, and defer that consideration until the state
agency reviewed the project. The Court first noted that CEQA calls for a local lead agency not only to
consider the regulatory schemes of other agencies, but also to concurrently integrate CEQA review with
other planning and environmental review procedures. The Court wrote:
CEQA sets out a fundamental policy requiring local agencies to “integrate the requirements of
this division with planning and environmental review procedures otherwise required by law or
by local practice so that all those procedures, to the maximum feasible extent, run concurrently,
rather than consecutively.” (§ 21003, subd. (a).) The CEQA guidelines similarly specify that “[t]o
the extent possible, the EIR process should be combined with the existing planning, review, and
project approval process used by each public agency.” (Guidelines, § 15080.)
3
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(Banning, p. 18-19)

The court went on to note the specific requirement for local lead agencies to consider the regulatory
schemes of state agencies when evaluating the feasibility of alternatives. The Court wrote:
The Guidelines specifically call for consideration of related regulatory regimes, like the Coastal
Act, when discussing project alternatives. An EIR must “describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project,” or to its location, that would “feasibly attain” most of its basic
objectives but “avoid or substantially lessen” its significant effects. (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd.
(a).) Among the factors relevant to the feasibility analysis are “other plans or regulatory
limitations, [and] jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should
consider the regional context).” (Id., subd. (f)(1).)
(Banning. p. 19)
Thus, a prudent County would not repeatedly defer the discussion of significant impacts, and
alternatives to reduce them, to later consideration by other agencies with jurisdiction. Instead, the
discussions of impacts and alternatives in the EIR need to consider the regulatory schemes of other
agencies. For example, if the project proposes highway encroachment that does not meet Caltrans’
safety standards, then the County cannot avoid the issue by deferring the analysis of highway
encroachment until Caltrans considers issuing the permit. Instead, the County must address the issue in
the EIR.

5) Explain conflicting data using reasoned analysis.
The Court understood that responsible agencies and commenting agencies may present the lead agency
with conflicting data, and may opine that an EIR is inadequate. In these instances, the Court indicated
that it is the lead agency’s responsibility to explain conflicting data using reasoned analysis. Quoting a
previous case, the Court wrote:
“ ‘[W]here comments from responsible experts or sister agencies disclose new or conflicting
data or opinions that cause concern that the agency may not have fully evaluated the project
4
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and its alternatives, these comments may not simply be ignored. There must be good faith,
reasoned analysis in response.’ ” (People v. County of Kern (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 841-842;
accord, Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d
929, 935 (Concerned Citizens).)
(Banning, p. 25)
Thus, a Planning Commissioner or Supervisors should scrutinize staff responses to comments from sister
agencies to ensure that the County’s responses are well reasoned.

6) Disclose disagreements among agencies and experts.
The Court also recognized that a disagreement among agency experts over an environmental impact
may not be resolved during the environmental review process. In these instances, it is the lead agency’s
obligation to disclose these disagreements in the EIR. The Court wrote:
In order to serve the important purpose of providing other agencies and the public with an
informed discussion of impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, an EIR must lay out any
competing views put forward by the lead agency and other interested agencies. (See § 21061;
Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 391.) The Guidelines state that an EIR should identify
“[a]reas of controversy known to the lead agency including issues raised by [other] agencies.”
(Guidelines, § 15123, subd. (b)(2).) “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.”
(Guidelines, § 15151.) “[M]ajor environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is
at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in
detail.” (Guidelines, § 15088, subd. (c).)
(Banning, pp. 24-25.)
The Court went on to note that:
[B]oth the commissioners and interested members of the public are entitled to understand the
disagreements between commission staff and the City on the subject of ESHA. The requirement
that the City spell out its differences with commission staff “ ‘helps [e]nsure the integrity of the

5
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process of decision by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept
under the rug. . . .’ ”
(Banning, 25.)
The Court also noted that burying the disagreement in voluminous appendices and other parts of the
administrative record is not sufficient.
Readers of an EIR should not be required to “ferret out an unreferenced discussion in [related
material] . . . . The data in an EIR must not only be sufficient in quantity, it must be presented in
a manner calculated to adequately inform the public and decision makers, who may not be
previously familiar with the details of the project. ‘[I]nformation “scattered here and there in
EIR appendices,” or a report “buried in an appendix,” is not a substitute for “a good faith
reasoned analysis . . . .” ’ ” (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at p. 442.)
(Banning, p. 26.)
Thus, a Planning Commissioner or Supervisor must ensure that the text in the body of the EIR clearly
discloses any disagreement among experts regarding the impacts, mitigation measures, or alternatives.
An EIR that fails to make such a disclosure must not be certified as complying with CEQA.

In conclusion, we hope that you will keep this important CEQA guidance from the California Supreme
Court in mind as you review the adequacy of environmental impact reports and negative declarations.
The advice is easy to remember, because the first letter of each phrase (Forecasting, Omissions,
Respond, Consider, Explain, and Disclose) spell out the word “FORCED.” We hope that Planning
Commissioners will not recommend certification of EIRs that do not meet the aforementioned
standards. We hope that Supervisors will direct the Planning Department and its consultants to correct
substandard EIRs. We hope that by following the direction of the California Supreme Court, El Dorado
County will promote sound economic development, protect the environment, and preserve informed
self-government.
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Sincerely,

Thomas P. Infusino, for
Rural Communities United

cc. BOS, Chief Assistant County Counsel, Planning Department
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Shirlee Herrington
Wednesday, April 8, 2020 8:58 AM
Shannon
Christopher Schmidt; Nikki Streegan; Delanie Farnham; Leigh Chavez; Meghan Schwartz; EJ Ivaldi;
Steve Pedretti; Clayton Cook; Crystal Jacobsen; Andrea Dashiell; Sue Colbert
CORRESPONDENCE: Request for continuance for public input

FYI
From: Shannon <shannoncts@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 8, 2020 8:47 AM
To: Shirlee Herrington <SHerring@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Request for continuance for public input
Ms. Herrington,
It has been brought to my attention that all of the following projects are bypassing the Granite Bay MAC meetings due
to the COVID‐19 crisis.
Those being‐
Sierra College Self‐Storage
Sehr Winery
Catuna Residential Care
Our MAC meeting is a vital step in the process for essential public comment by Granite Bay residents. As you may know
many of the residents that attend these meetings are born of a slightly older generation and may or may not be able to
adapt to trying to follow the process in a digital format (IE logging on to Placer County website, locating the Planning
Commission video feed etc.) Their voices have been a constant in helping to shape our community for many many
years.
It is outrageous that as the entire world is being asked to take a pause that Placer County instead is choosing to push
through these projects at breakneck speed and thereby preventing meaningful input by its citizenry.
Public power is a trust and those who have been elected and appointed are accountable for its exercise. This simply is
an abuse of that trust.

Sincerely,
Shannon Quinn
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April 13, 2020
RE: Winery Ordinance Zoning Text Amendment
The whole Winery Ordinance amendment has become so bizarre that it needs to be scrapped. First wineries wanted
unlimited events, then the breweries wanted in, then they all wanted weddings to be OK, and now they want restaurants
too. The ZTA EIR does not address the environmental effects of these proposals adequately and thus misrepresents the
impacts adoption of this ordinance will have upon rural citizens and the environment. It must be rejected.
Though designated a “Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance” the largest and most controversial aspects of this proposal
deal with who may hold events in Placer County, and the character, size, and frequency of these events, not the
cultivation of grapes or hops nor the production of wine and beer. The management of events in rural Placer County
supposedly was codified in the recently adopted Event Ordinance. This proposed “Winery and Brewery Ordinance” carves
out exemptions from the Event Ordinance for special interests and weakens the Event Ordinance into irrelevancy.
In the proposed ZTA, events are divided into ag-promotional, personal/private, special and Temporary Outdoor Event
(TOE) categories, each, in theory, with their own limitations. All of these are supposed to be somehow “secondary” to
agricultural use on the property. But none of this elaborate charade matters because there are no criteria for what
“secondary” means, and no oversight or enforcement mechanism on the number, size and type of events. No one can
determine whether a particular event is “private” or “ag promotional” for example.
If a brewer or winemaker expends the huge amount of capital required to establish a restaurant at his/her tasting room, it
is ludicrous to assume that this use will in any way be “secondary” to the two acres of grapes/hops required to call these
businesses “agriculturally related.”
How does the County intend to oversee and enforce the conditions stated in this amendment?
The proposed ordinance is impractical, unfair and unmanageable. It also codifies that regular by-right hosting of events is
limited to producers of alcoholic beverages. Why should a rural resident who wants to offer regular “agritourism” events
like goat yoga sessions or beekeeping lessons on his or her property have to sell beer or wine to do so?
The ZTA needs to be completely redone:
•

Limit the scope of the winery/brewery ordinance to regulating acreage devoted to crops and the operation of the
tasting room.

•

Rewrite the TOE ordinance so that all parcels in rural zoning with adequate uncontested access and sufficient parking
(not just wineries/breweries) get up to 20 events/year, 50 patrons max, plus 2 -3 special events of larger size. And
those events include “private” parties. Anyone who thinks they need more can apply to be an Ag Event Center.

•

Rewrite the noise ordinance to specify that amplified sound systems may not be used outdoors anywhere in rural
zones. Amplified sound systems can only be used within a permanent structure (i.e., not a tent) and if the sound from
one can be heard from nearby properties, it’s an automatic violation.
There is a big difference between making a good living from your property and wringing every last nickel out of it, to the
detriment of the environment and your neighbors’ peace of mind. Other ranchers and growers in Placer County seem to
be doing well without hosting parties as a revenue stream. Threats from vintners and brewers that if this Winery
Ordinance isn’t adopted they will sell their properties to developers show their contempt for their rural neighbors in
particular and their lack of concern for Placer County agriculture in general.
Thank you,

Carol Rubin
Rocklin, CA
c_rubin@sbcglobal.net
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MARSHA A. BURCH
ATTORNEY AT LAW

131 South Auburn Street
GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945
Telephone:
(530) 272-8411
mburchlaw@gmail.com

April 15, 2020
Via electronic mail:
nstreega@placer.ca.gov
cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
adashiel@placer.ca.gov
sherring@placer.ca.gov
Placer County
Planning Services Division and
Environmental Coordination Services
Nikki Streegan
Shirlee Herrington
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603
Re:

Placer County Zoning Administrator/
Parcel Review Committee
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sehr Winery
PLN18-00469
SCH# 2020019090

Dear Ms. Herrington, Ms. Streegan, and Zoning Administrator/Parcel Review
Committee:
We appreciate the opportunity to provide the following comments on behalf of
Jackie Hoyt and more than 30 other neighbors of the proposed Project. Many of my
clients have submitted comment letters regarding the Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration, and this letter is intended to supplement those comments, and
those submitted by other agencies and members of the public.
As explained below, the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
(referred to together herein as “MND”) for the Project does not comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.)
in certain essential respects. The Project is also inconsistent with existing General Plans
and zoning.
While the County and the developer may understandably wish to avoid the costs
associated with extensive environmental review, the MND does not fulfill the County’s
obligations under CEQA. It is our view that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is
required for the Project.
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An overarching concern about the County’s review of this Project is the fact that
the MND ignores cumulative impacts of the Project, plus the Winery and Farm Brewery
Zoning Text Amendment (“ZTA”) currently being developed and scheduled for
consideration by the County for approval on April 23, 2020. This failure of the
cumulative impacts analysis also results in an improper segmenting of the Project
review.
A.

The MND Improperly Segments the Environmental Review

California courts have repeatedly and forcefully rejected attempts to avoid
proper evaluation and disclosure of a proposed action’s long-term environmental
impacts. CEQA requires that lead agencies consider a project’s full environmental
impacts “at the earliest possible stage” and certainly before the project gains
“irreversible momentum.” (E.g., City of Carmel by the Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986)
183 Cal.App.3d 229, 242.) Thus there is an overwhelming mandate against allowing
agencies to defer the preparation of a full EIR until a later phase of the project; instead,
CEQA mandates “that environmental considerations do not become submerged by
chopping a larger project into many little ones – each with a minimal potential impact
on the environment – which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.” (Bozung
v. Local Agency Formation Comm’n (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84; and see No Oil v. Los
Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App. 3d 223, 233, 237.) CEQA accomplishes this in part by
defining the term “project” broadly to mean “the whole of an action, which has a
potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the environment.” (CEQA
Guidelines §15378(a).) More specifically, “project” means the reviewed activity, which
may be subject to several discretionary approvals. (CEQA Guidelines § 15378(c).) Thus,
an agency must prepare an initial study considering the entirety of a project.
On April 13, 2020, the law firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger submitted a
comment letter to the County regarding the ZTA for wineries and breweries. The letter
noted that the EIR for the ZTA is improperly segmented because it “is looking at the
ZTA in isolation, as if no development will follow.” (See April 13, 2020 letter, pp. 3-4.)
The County apparently intends to approve the Sehr Winery Project, and then approve
the ZTA. This approach makes no sense from a planning perspective, and it undermines
the sufficiency of the environmental review for the ZTA and this Project.
In the case of this Project, the County is currently reviewing the ZTA, and at the
same time reviewing the permit application for this individual winery Project. The
MND for the Project does not mention one word about the ZTA. This approach violates
the informational purposes of CEQA, and also violates the substantive requirements for
adequate environmental review.
The County ignores the ZTA in the staff reports prepared for the Project, and
there is no disclosure as to what, if any, of the conditions of approval for the Project
would be undermined, erased, or modified in some way as a result of approval of the
ZTA. It is possible that the ZTA will negate the entire analysis relying on the limitation
of 6 promotional events per year with a maximum of 102 guests. (See Agenda packet, p.
74.) Will this condition be removed when the ZTA is passed allowing for unlimited
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events? The County’s failure to disclose and discuss this information violates CEQA,
not to mention undermining the trust of an apprehensive citizenry.
The ZTA and the Project have been “connected” from the beginning of the
process before the County. The ZTA has been going through the administrative process
while the Project application has been moving along on a parallel track. It is
inappropriate for the County to pretend that these projects are unrelated.
As the letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger makes clear, the EIR for the ZTA
is deeply flawed, and must be improved to meet CEQA’s mandates. As it relates to this
Project, the impacts of the ZTA must be considered, disclosed, and discussed in the
MND in order to comply with CEQA.
B.

Standard for use of a Negative Declaration

Where, as here, there is substantial evidence in the record to support a fair
argument that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment,
preparation of an EIR is required. (PRC §§ 21100, 21151; CEQA Guidelines § 15064;
Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2010) 48
Cal.4 310, 319.)
th

The standard in reviewing an agency’s decision not to prepare an EIR for a
project is subject to the “fair argument test” and is not reviewed under the substantial
evidence test that governs review of agency determinations under Public Resources
Code sections 21168 and 21168.5. The “substantial evidence test” that generally applies
to review of an agency’s compliance with CEQA provides that if any substantial
evidence in the record supports the agency’s determination, then the determination will
remain undisturbed.
In stark contrast, an agency’s decision to omit the preparation of an EIR will not
stand if any substantial evidence in the record would support a fair argument that the
Project may have a significant effect on the environment. (No Oil, Inc. v. city of Los
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75; Friends of “B” Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106
Cal.App.3d 988, 1000-1003; Pub. Resources Code § 21151.)
There is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that each of the Project
impacts discussed below may indeed be significant, and a full EIR should be prepared
for the Project.
C.

The Project may Result in Significant Impacts

As noted above, the cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate under CEQA. The
winery and brewery development that will occur under the ZTA, along with this
Project (as well as other traffic-generating projects nearby) have not been adequately
analyzed. Additionally, the following areas of impact may also be significant, also
triggering the need for a full EIR.
It should also be noted that to the extent the County plans to place conditions on
the Project that will be removed by the adoption of the ZTA, the analysis of the MND
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relies upon the assumptions regarding the number of winery events each year, and the
analysis of most areas of impact will be rendered completely inaccurate. For example,
the parking area and the septic system have been proposed and analyzed based upon
maximum numbers of visitors and events, and these analyses are useless if the intent is
to impose conditions that will be eased by the ZTA.
1.

Biological Resources

The MND contains outdated and inaccurate information regarding the status of
the Project site, particularly with respect to jurisdictional wetlands. The MND begins
with a reference to the Biological Resources Assessment prepared in September of 2018.
(MND, p. 12.) There is also mention of a Wetlands Assessment and field surveys. (Id.)
The MND goes on to provide a mitigation measure for impacts to wetlands as follows:
“Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, the wetlands report shall be field verified by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.” (MND, pp. 13-14, emphasis added.) This
measure goes on to state that all necessary permits and mitigation credits will be
provided to the County before Improvement Plans are approved.
In the fall of 2019, the Project developer decided to go ahead and begin grading
and filling on the Project site. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife
responded, as did the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”). USACE opened an
investigation, ID#SPK-2019-00743. The mitigation measures identified in the MND are
no longer viable, as the terrain has been graded and filled such that there can be no
verification by the listed resource agencies. It is possible that the mitigation measure
could be revised after USACE completes its investigation and concludes any regulatory
action, but the MND will have to be revised to disclose the change.
2.

Land Use and Planning

Several comment letters submitted to the County regarding the MND noted that
the hours of operation identified for the Project, allowing events until 11:00 p.m., violate
County Code section 17.56.340 D 8.c, which allows events to run from 10:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday and 10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Sunday.
The comments submitted to the County on the MND make clear that
compatibility with adjacent residential uses is unlikely. The additional traffic, noise,
dust, and light are inconsistent with a residential neighborhood, and the MND
identifies just three mitigation measures it claims result in a less than significant impact.
The three measures are: (1) MM XIII.1, limiting delivery hours, limiting outdoor
noise for “day-to-day” operations, and noting that events will be subject to the Placer
County Noise Ordinance; (2) MM I.1, governing lighting to prevent “spill over”; and (3)
MM I.2, a photometric study requirement for lighting.
The concerns that were raised by members of the community included the
increase in traffic running beside their homes and down their private drives, as well as
noise associated with events, winery operations, and construction. The mitigation
measures the MND offers as reducing these impacts to a level of insignificance do not
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even address the event noise (other than a vague reference to the County ordinance),
nor do the measures address how traffic will be directed to the winery (and kept out of
residential lanes and driveways). The noise and lighting mitigation measures are not
clear, effective, and enforceable as required by CEQA. There are also no performance
criteria identified that would even allow an assessment of the success of these measures.
The mitigation strategy is insufficient, and the record reflects a myriad of land use
conflicts that have not been addressed at all in the MND.
3.

Traffic Impacts

Several commenters also have expressed concern about the already congested
traffic conditions, as well as safety concerns regarding the entrance to the Project site.
The MND provides a brief dismissal of the question of whether there are any traffic
safety concerns, stating that there are no safety issues associated with the entrance to
the Project site because the entrance is pre-existing. (MND, p. 32.) The existing entrance
to the Project site has never been used for a busy winery and events center, so there is
no factual support for this conclusion. Further, the MND mentions in another section
that the final landscape plans may have to be modified to address traffic safety, with no
elaboration. (MND, p. 19.)
Additional safety concerns have been raised relating to the lack of visibility at the
intersection entering Cavitt Stallman Road from Oak Pine Lane. This is also something
the MND and staff reports fail to address. The only “discussion” of traffic safety
appears in the agenda packet at page 5, where it is stated that the access driveway for
the winery is “acceptable in accordance with standards of safety. Sight distance
requirements and acceleration/deceleration tapers for the Sehr Winery satisfy county
safety standards.” This bare conclusion is not supported by any evidence in the record.
The flow of traffic is also a concern that has been raised in comment letters, and
is not mentioned or discussed in the MND. Comments have been submitted informing
the County that privately maintained roads near the Project are often used as a shortcut
Douglas Boulevard/Joe Rodgers Road and Cavitt Stallman Road. Concerns about
winery traffic using Oak Pine Lane and Itchy Acres Road were raised by many Project
neighbors. The staff reports for the Zoning Administrator do not address these concerns
at all. Failure to address a potentially significant impact, evidence of which has been
presented to the lead agency, violates CEQA.
The MND traffic impact analysis also suffers from an overarching lack of
information and accuracy with respect to existing conditions and projections for a
Project that will likely be modified almost immediately by the passage of the ZTA.
The Granite Bay Traffic circulation update has been underway for some time but
not yet completed. Presentations provided by transportation engineering to the public
at the Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council have stated that traffic along Douglas
Boulevard was much worse than anticipated (F level of service at some intersections).
Multiple traffic surveys have been completed with public feedback indicating a strong
desire to keep Douglas at 4 lanes. No solution has been reached. Thus, the information
upon which the Project traffic analysis is based is incomplete and inaccurate. The EIR
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for the ZTA for wineries and breweries also (as a result of improper segmentation of
review) fails to discuss traffic impacts from the Project.
Finally, the Project description states that in addition to the winery, the Project
will include olive oil production. There is no information in the traffic analysis
regarding deliveries or other vehicle trips that will be associated with this aspect of the
Project. This flaw also appears in the analysis of wastewater handling, discussed
immediately below.
4.

Utilities and Service Systems

The MND provides a very confusing picture of what will happen on the Project
site with respect to wastewater. In the Project description it states that domestic
wastewater will be treated in a leach field on the property “and a separate system will
be located on the property to treat the wine production wastewater.” (MND, p. 2.)
There is nothing in the MND showing where (or how) two separate septic and leach
field systems will fit onto the Project site.
The staff report (page 6) states that “[a] total of one sewage disposal system
would be constructed for the proposed project.” The staff report goes on to say that the
sewage system will not be sufficient to handle the wastewater from promotional events
and winery visitors. (Agenda packet, pp. 6-7.) Some vaguely described “special design
features” will allow the inadequate system to “accommodate the sewage flows from
infrequent events (i.e., six times per year).” (Id.) As noted above, once the County
approves the ZTA for wineries and breweries, the limitations on events will no longer
be in place, and every assumption regarding Project impacts, including wastewater
impacts, will no longer be valid.
On August 27, 2019, a septic design memo was prepared for the Project, and it
also states that winery wastewater will not be treated in the domestic septic system. (A
copy of the August 27, 2019 memo is attached.) The memo also discusses the fact that
the system is not sufficient to accommodate event flows, along with flows from the
winery visitors, and then goes on to say that the pump tank will somehow allow the
“surge” flows to be accommodated. There is no discussion of how the system will
handle the capacity when the ZTA is approved.
Additionally, the August 27, 2019 memorandum regarding the domestic
wastewater flows and treatment does not make any mention of the olive oil production
activities that will occur as part of the Project. There is no information regarding the
amount of olive oil that will be produced, or how much wastewater, solid waste, etc.
will be produced by this activity.
The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board will regulate the
collection and treatment of winery wastewater, and the MND simply fails to even
acknowledge or discuss the separate system that will be necessary to meet the State
standards. In fact, the staff report specifically denies the existence of this separate,
required system. This lack of information, failure to disclose, and failure to analyze,
violates CEQA.
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5.

Cumulative Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines (§ 15130(b)) provide two methods for an adequate
analysis of cumulative impacts:
1. The List Approach, which identifies all of the past, present and probable future
projects contributing to the cumulative impact, including projects that are
outside of the control of the lead agency.
2. The Projection Approach, which relies upon the cumulative impact analysis on a
summary of projections of future development and impacts contained in an
adopted general planning or related planning document, or in a prior
environmental document that has been certified. These documents must be
available to the public and actually describe or evaluate the regional or areawide
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.
The County took a shortcut and decided not to analyze cumulative impacts
under either of the available approaches. The cumulative impacts analysis is nonexistent, and consists only of a check-box “no” answer on the checklist. (MND, p. 38.)
Accordingly, it does not meet CEQA’s requirements.
D.

Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, we believe that the MND fails to meet the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. Also, the Project conflicts
with adjacent land uses. For these reasons, we believe the document should be
withdrawn and a revised environmental document, a full EIR, should be prepared.
Very truly yours,

Marsha A. Burch
Attorney
cc:

Jackie Hoyt
Project neighbors
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
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Shirlee Herrington
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alliance for Environmental Leadership <allianceforenviroleadership@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 9, 2020 9:57 AM
Cindy Gustafson; Jim Holmes; Robert Weygandt; Bonnie Gore
Re: Non-Essential Activity during COVID-19 Crisis

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Chair and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors;
The Alliance for Environmental Leadership defends natural ecosystems, organizes the community for civic engagement
and advocates for Smart Growth because it serves all community members and protects the environment that sustains
us.
On behalf of the Alliance's 16 member organizations, I am writing to you today to urge you to abide by the Governor
Newsom's directive that local governments cease all non‐essential activity until the Governor lifts the stay at‐home
order. We are concerned that if the County of Placer fails to abide by this directive, citizens who have conscientiously
developed knowledge, skills, values and motivation to address you, will be denied due process. Additionally, citizens
are under extreme duress due to the virus crisis; so to impose the added stress of addressing you on project issues
about which citizens are passionately concerned via a remote hearing, is unconscionable.
We concur with Todd Leopold, County CEO's March 24, 2020 recommendation to the Board, that the Board and
Commission postpone or push‐out meetings on key items, "specifically ones that may have some public comment that
we recognize that individuals want to come and talk at those meetings".
We are particularly concerned about the following non-essential projects that the Board is advancing in
violation of the Governor's mandate and staff recommendation:

 Sehr Winery Negative Declaration Proposal
 Winery and Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (Zoning Administrator)
 Hidden Falls Expansion Public Hearing

Has the County made a legally‐defensible finding as to why these projects are "essential" to the County of Placer?
We respectfully ask that you postpone any and all consideration of these projects and other non-essential
projects until such time as the stay-at-home order is lifted and AEL members organizations and the public
may freely attend meetings in person. In this way, citizens may exercise their civic responsibility, feel faith in
the representative process and have the opportunity to directly address their governmental decision-makers
with their informed comments.
Thank you for your consideration of this request that non‐essential project activity be postponed until the COVID‐19
crisis has passed and the Governor's stay‐at‐home order is lifted.
Sincerely,
Leslie Warren, Chair
Alliance for Environmental Leadership
1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kierstin <kierhart100@gmail.com>
Monday, April 27, 2020 8:06 PM
Sue Colbert
Placer winery/business support

Hello,
I wanted to share support for the wineries and breweries needing a voice. I especially would like to speak of one winery
we fell in love with recently, Rancho Roble. We enjoyed it so much we want to have our daughters small wedding there
“hopefully” after the Covid‐19 SIP is lifted this year.
We regularly visit the wineries in Placer county including Ciotti, Casque Wines, Wise Villa (where our future SIL
proposed) Goat House Brewery. We all love it our here. I also attend yoga at Folsom Lake with the instructor at Flower
Farm. I found out about Rancho Roble winery at a fundraiser for Loomis Basin schools in the winter. (I am a regular and
was a docent one year) They were sharing info while supporting the fundraiser. I belong to a Meet Up “Décor” club in
Loomis that tours around Placer county doing decorating art events. That is how I connected up with that fundraiser.
A few months later my daughter and I visited to taste at Rancho Roble. It was delicious and such a beautiful day. The
property is gorgeous. The owners and staff were very friendly. They have great access and the grounds for socializing are
amazing. When I spoke to the owner Kari, she was clear on rules and they have very precise guidelines for any event.
It would be a great place to have our event although we have heard there are limited events with extra costs involved.
There is no limit to all the events these type of locations could host including special events with music, family reunions,
significant birthdays, yoga retreats. The list goes on!
Our kids own a home in Lincoln, as do our future SIL parents. We love and support Placer County, and lived there
ourselves for almost 20 years. My husbands work relocated him so we recently moved closer to mid sac freeway access.
I work in Placer county at Sutter Health so I am very much a support for businesses in the surrounding area. I hope this
letter shares that Rancho Roble and other establishments like this could flourish more with flexibility and low cost event
participation. It would allow more people to have wonderful memories and foster repeat business to generate more
revenue.
Thank you for your time,
Kierstin Hart
916‐412‐0502

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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My Name is Jackie Hoyt and I am a 25 years resident of Granite Bay.
1. For transparency in the decision making process, please provide the specific statute or authority
that supports violating CEQA Public Resource Code 21000, by analyzing only a portion of the
county lessening the cumulative environmental impacts? It is fairly argued that the proposed
final EIR directly violates CEQA.
2. The proposed ordinance will create a nuisance as defined by California Civil Code for residents
living nearby interfering with the quality and comfortable enjoyment of our lives. This
ordinance will permit wineries to operate commercial events centers by allowing unlimited
events to be held in conflict with accessory use and underlying zoning. I live directly to the west
of the proposed Sehr Winery project which was not included in the Winery Brewery Final EIR
3. The ordinance gives no enforceable definition for temporary outdoor event and does not restrict
amplified sound or music in violation of Noise Ordinances. This will place an undue hardship
on many of us within a residentially zoned district and spot rezone our residential AG zone into
a commercial zone at our expense without means to enforce negative impacts.
4. I also request the definition of “allowed events” and the specific method of calculation being
used to analyze impacts of traffic, public services, sewage, noise and light cumulatively for
“unlimited events”. The math seems particularly impossible. One would have to assume the
maximum of infinite to fully estimate the effect, which is outrageous.
5. Further I am outraged at the complete disregard of public input and current legal statutes. I am
requesting that Mr. Ivaldi as planning director pursuant to 17.02.040 provide his findings of
substantial conformance that there is a clear and enforceable distinction between a commercial
events center and unlimited events of 50 or fewer at any one time. Since the definitions appear
to be identical it is a conflict of underlying zoning.
6. The public routinely asks for information and is met with silence. At this time there are in excess
of 1000 residents formally requesting this input with an untold number that have questioned the
county’s arrogant silence and disregard for state and local laws.
7. I request a continuance based on legal professional codes. The CA BAR codes of conduct
mandate that the public protection is paramount. I would like to ask the Planning Commission
to request opinions from County Counsel as to how 3 legal letters pointing out that they have
segmented the W/B ordinance including the sehr project, which is immediately adjacent to my
parcel, is able to proceed in full knowledge that it is required to be evaluated cumulatively with
all active CEQA projects.
Please consider your actions today and request a continuance until the final EIR takes into account
all environmental impacts and definitions are clear and enforceable. For the record I will Email my
comments to be included as part of the administrative record.
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Teresa Zabrek <tzabrek@comcast.net>
Friday, April 24, 2020 9:18 AM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble Winery

Dear Mr. Colbert,
I am a resident of Roseville and a few years ago watched an episode of House Hunters on HGTV. I was pleasantly
surprised to hear the episode about to begin was about a family from Roseville looking for a property with acreage. They
showed them a winery in Lincoln so I quickly grabbed my phone to look it up. I was shocked to see Lincoln had a winery
(multiple in fact) and couldn't wait to go visit. Turns out that was the property they bought and it has introduced me and
my family to Lincoln. I live in the far NW corner of Roseville but rarely came to Lincoln for anything except Thunder
Valley when family visited. I started realizing how close grocery stores and the big box stores were and changed my
shopping habits because it's a nice, quiet drive. Now my daughter does the same. We have brought family to Rancho
Roble when they come to town and it's now everyone's favorite place to visit. You are so lucky to have such an
incredible jewel in your area. Please consider changing your guidelines to allow this great business/property to host
more events. Weddings, family reunions, etc..are the perfect way to bring people together and there is no better
setting. You should want to have this as a means to draw more attention and tax dollars to your area.
Thank you for the consideration.
Sincerely,
Teresa Zabrek
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Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA
(PCPJ 20130151)
After Packet Comments

Planning Commission
2/13/2020
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DEFEND GRANITE BAY
February 10, 2020
WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZTA
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT (PCPJ 20130151)
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2015072019)
Please accept our comments as part of the administrative record:
This Planning Commission must deny or recommend a continuance “to adopt an ordinance amending Placer
County Code, Chapter 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030 (Definitions of land uses, specialized terms and
phrases) to establish regulations for Wineries and Farm Breweries. Generally, the proposed amendments include
but are not limited to the following changes: increase agricultural planting minimum to two acres; redefine the
term events; amend Winery definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) license;
add definition of the terms Farm Brewery and Tasting Room; modify the minimum parcel size requirements for
production-only facilities and tasting rooms; create a table outlining special event allowances, maximum capacity,
and use permit requirement; clarify hours of operation; update the standards for potable water and waste
disposal; update the standards for access; and add “Accessory Use – Restaurant” as an allowable use subject to a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Definitions and mechanisms for code enforcement must be put into language that
is understandable to both the general public and Code Enforcement.
1. As proposed, the ZTA has created a matrix of “every shade of grey” with no means of enforceability. Definitions
of Wineries/Breweries/Events/Kitchen/Commercial Kitchen/ Weddings have been muddied to a point that code
enforcement has no means of policing any of the proposed changes. The FEIR alternative of “No Weddings” lacks
any mention of other such special events including but not exclusive of Parties - Bachelor/Bachelorette,
Graduation, Anniversary- Corporate Events, Holiday Events, Bar mitzvas/Bat mitzvas, etc. Would these falls into
the Wedding category and be limited or would they be events and unlimited?
2. The ZTA lacks clear definition of “Accessory Use – Restaurant” and in some cases requires a “commercial
kitchen”. A reasonable person can draw the conclusion a commercial kitchen is in conflict with Accessory Use.
This Planning Commission must ask how abuses to use a commercial kitchen for accessory use will not lead to the
operation of a fully operational restaurant? Will there be an oversight committee reviewing revenues of
Beer/Wine sales vs Food Sales and financial gains of hosting events? A reasonable person can draw the
conclusion that if special events and restaurant sales exceed that of wine and beer, it would become the primary
not accessory use. This use is in conflict with intended agricultural land use and places an undue and
unreasonable hardship on adjacent parcels. Chronic noise along with potential music is considered to be noise
pollution as defined by NIH and WHO1,2,3 It is a fair argument to state that added traffic for a commercial
restaurant is exponentially greater than that anticipated in an agricultural setting; particularly in evening hours.

• • •
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3. It is a fair argument to state and a reasonable person can draw the conclusion that “not limited in number” is an
unquantifiable value for which mitigation measures for traffic, CO2, noise and impacts on public services including
but not exclusive of fire, police, water, sanitation and sewer cannot be calculated or mitigated to less than
significant levels.
“Regarding Considerations 1 and 3 through 6, it is noted that the currently adopted Ordinance restricts the
number of promotional events at each facility to six per year, subject to first securing an Administrative Review
Permit. The proposed project redefines “event” to distinguish between Agricultural Promotional Events and Special
Events. As described in greater detail in the EIR Project Description chapter, Special Events would continue to be
limited in number, similar to the current Ordinance. Agricultural Promotional Events, on the other hand, would
not be limited in number, though each event must not exceed 50 attendees at any given time. Agricultural
Promotional Events are a mechanism by which the operator can generate income to help support their wine
and/or craft beer production.”
4. Private Road egress has also not been taken into consideration. It is a fair argument to state that the location of
many of these venues would be in older portions of the County where road easements have not been secured. As
such, private roads would have prescriptive easements and required to allow only the historical amount of traffic
anticipated by the number of properties allowed. It is a fair argument to state that traffic from unlimited events
will generate numbers in violation of prescriptive easement rights placing a hardship on adjacent property owners
and places a financial hardship on privately maintained roads due to accelerated maintenance requirements.
5. The FEIR has failed to take into consideration the entire County and selectively evaluated only the Western
portion of the County. As such, it is a fair argument that since County wide impacts have not been taken into
consideration that the Board may not accept a statement of overriding consideration without substantial
evidence that County wide impacts have been disclosed in a manner easily understood by the public.
6. Portions of the County are considered High Fire Hazards. It is reasonable to assume that many private rural
roads are privately maintained and do not meet minimum Fire Code Standards. It is fairly argued that a provision
must be included that substandard roads MUST be brought to meet fire standards in those high-risk areas.
Planning Commissioners, this ZTA is sloppy at best and creates more confusion than clarity. While the intent is of
benefit to the County and to those land owners looking to better their agricultural businesses, the combining of
Events Centers into agriculture is a conflict of cultures. There appears to be a mad rush to push this through the
process. As described, the Ordinance is in conflict with the General Plan land use as well as current Event
regulations. It is an enforcement nightmare and creates chaos for both the public and code enforcement.
Respectfully,
The Defend Granite Bay Board and members

1. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5898791/
2. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8460393
3. https://www.who.int/quantifying_ehimpacts/publications/en/ebd9.pdf
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
___________________________________________________________
[Sent via email to planning@placer.ca.gov ]

February 11, 2020

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

Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA/DEIR: Potential Language Alternatives
One of the stated goals of the proposed ZTA is to protect and preserve farmland and
to balance the needs of all County residents. To date, public comments have supported
those goals and have not objected to wineries or breweries per se. Instead, dissension
stems from language in the ZTA that impacts rural residents. Thus, we urge the
Planning Commission to consider revising the ZTA and start anew with alternatives—
ZTA language changes and options—listed below which have been suggested over the
past 13 years of dealing with the Winery Ordinance that will:
(1) support winery and brewery operations with manageable mitigated impacts; and
(2) support rural citizens’ rights to enjoy their properties via an enforceable ordinance.
Note: This listing is numbered for identification discussion and not in any prioritized
order—each should be considered equally and separately.
1. Eliminate and simplify distinctions between various types of events (agpromotional, special, personal/private, and Temporary Outdoor Event (TOE) categories.
Instead allow tasting room/promotional hours and a TOE maximum of 20 events per
year of any type, of 50 or fewer patrons. This provision would help ensure event uses
remain secondary to agricultural uses should and greatly reduce impact complaints.
2. Encourage the use of other venues for events to eliminate impacts in rural
residential areas:
a. Reduce rental rates of indoor and outdoor Placer County public venues (Placer
Valley Event Center [@ the Grounds], proposed DeWitt Center venue, park facilities,
and other desirable public locations) for licensed wineries, breweries and other County
agricultural operations in good standing with no outstanding non-compliance
complaints. in order to
b. Negotiate and/or partner with incorporated areas for reduced rates on a
multitude of popular public and private venues.
3. Initiate “Winery/Brewery Restaurant Week” or “Winery/Brewery Restaurant
Weekend” with wineries either serving and/or being featured at restaurants at either
special times or on a regular, specified time basis. (Consider “Placer Commons”—
similar to an option opening in Sacramento that promotes rotating wineries and
breweries in non-residential zones. https://www.sacbee.com/fooddrink/restaurants/article238281198.html?)
4. Require facilities interested in hosting events with 51 or greater attendees to
maintain a higher amount of land in agricultural production to ensure a greater
likelihood of event uses remaining secondary to agricultural uses.
___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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5. Encourage agriculture tasting/promotional hours at on-site tasting rooms within
specific hours of operation and promote participation in off-site events—fairs, festivals,
and other public or private gatherings that occur every weekend in Placer County and
the region.
6. Require discretionary permits (rather than zoning clearance) for all events, as
well as for start-up licensing of winery/brewery operations. This would eliminate
unacceptable perceptions of “favoritism” that has been evident when such granting of
allowances is in the hands of one person, with no public input, oversight, or scrutiny.
7. Allow one wedding per year in rural residential ag/farm zones with a special onetime special event permit, limited attendees and strict hours of celebration. This
restriction would not apply to any permitted Ag Event Center or facilities currently
licensed to hold weddings.
8. Maintain current ordinance provisions and prohibit restaurant uses in rural
Residential zones [Agricultural Residential (RA) and Forest Residential (RF)] and
Agricultural and Resource [Agriculture Exclusive (AE), Farm (F) and Forestry (FOR)]
zones. Existing restaurants in these zones would operate as nonconforming uses.
9. Amend the County Noise Ordinance to prohibit outdoor amplified sound systems
in Rural Residential Agricultural and Farm zones. Any amplified sound would have to
be within a permanent structure. This provision would apply to all rural residents, not
just wineries and breweries.
10. Require that all commercial ag operations with facilities that open to the public
for any type of activities or events (which includes Tasting Room/Ag Promotion with
limited open hours between 10 am and 5 pm) be required to have clear, easily readable
signage that contains name(s) and contact information. For large events, neighbors
within “hearing” range (aka “disturbance” range regardless of decibel level limits) or
500 feet, whichever is larger, should be notified of specific events in advance in order to
adjust their plans as needed.
11. Require all licensed wine/beer facilities be posted on Placer County’s website
with links to approved permits and dates of all events either held or planned so that
Code Compliance officers and the public can be informed and assured of compliance or
non-compliance enforcement.
12. For parcels larger than 40 acres, allow Special Events: limited to 4 events per
year up to 200 patrons maximum.
13. Maintain current ordinance provisions limiting Temporary Outdoor Events to
two per year with a CUP.
14. Encourage vintners/brewers that desire more events at on-site facilities to apply
for a permit to operate as an Agricultural Event Center which is the proper channel to
pursue.
15. Consider a requirement for facilities that wish to host multiple events on site
without a County Ag Event Center permit to post a bond to compensate neighbors who
may be negatively impacted and/or damaged and be entitled to compensation
accordingly.
16. Ensure that the ZTA’s Alternatives analysis complies with CEQA and serves its
informational purposes by (1) revising the EIR to include analysis of a substantially
reduced intensity alternatives, such as is described above and/or revise the ZTA with
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language that resolves of adequately mitigates rural residential neighbors’ needs and
concerns.
17. For parcels larger than 10 acres, require discretionary review for all facilities
regardless of size. This would allow the County to prevent several venues being
conglomerated within one area from holding large events at the same time, thus
reducing impacts related to traffic and noise.
18. Enforce beginning and ending hours of events (such as 8 am to 10 pm) by
keeping facilities closed to all outside of those hours. The open hours of operation must
include set up, take down, and clean up. If take down cannot be completed by 10 pm,
then the facility must close and take down/clean up be continued the next day.
19. For events with limited number of attendees, that limit must be clearly stated
and understood to be “per day.” The addition of “at any one time” clauses must be
prohibited to ensure “rolling events” do not occur. Although not an event per se, for
management efficiency, some wineries/breweries may stagger release/pick up times,
possibly over a one or two-day span. These normally do not include tasting, food, or
other “party-atmosphere” elements of a typical event.
20. Because restaurants and bars are not allowed uses in residential farm or ag
zones, tasting rooms may still allow purchase of wine or beer by the bottle or glass.
This may resemble or be akin to a “bar” use and should be addressed before it rises to
unresolvable levels.
These are just a few alternatives and/or changes to the ZTA that if negotiated in
good faith, could allow wineries, breweries, and other ag operations to co-exist without
conflicts. The argument may be made that current wineries and breweries are sensitive
to neighbors’ concerns and needs; that they would not infringe on rights, etc. However,
wineries and breweries are bought and sold. New owners’ may not operate with the
same commitments. Thus the ZTA must be worded carefully in order to ensure
compliance.
We urge that no adoption of the ZTA take place until an effort is made to equally
address the needs of all and resolve the major conflicts.
Thank you for considering our views,

Marilyn Jasper, Chair
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email to planning@placer.ca.gov ]

February 10, 2020

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

Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA—FEIR—Public Comments-2
Postpone and/or Continue Planning Commission (Plng Comm) Hearing. The
hearing on the Winery/Farm Brewery (WB) Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
and proposed Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) should be postponed and continued at a
later date. In addition to the very short time allowed for public review and comment
submission,1 the FEIR’s exorbitant 42 MB size (not broken down into byte-sized
segments as was the Draft EIR), the staff report of 141 pages (which includes an
undated petition that wrongly implies it was County generated), and a County holiday
on the day before the Plng Comm hearing, the public needs much more time to review
the EIRs, research, compare and verify claims, and submit comments, before the Plng
Comm hears this proposed ZTA and its EIR. We urge the Plng Comm to allow all the
time necessary for commissioners and the public to be clearly informed of the impacts,
which is a primary objective of CEQA.
EIR Flaws
A constant and overarching flaw in the EIR is its insistence on an analysis
avoidance of potential significant negative impacts created and/or exacerbated by the
proposed ZTA. The County’s position as stated in the FEIR is: “As discussed in
Master Response #1, the Zoning Text Amendment does not contain any changes that
would induce development of new wineries or farm breweries within the
unincorporated portions of the County. Thus, the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate
development of future facilities.” (6-15 response)
When public comments point out the need for analysis of new impacts directly
created by the ZTA (such as allowing unlimited events, weddings, commercial kitchens
for restaurant activities, etc.), the common EIR repeated refrain responses are, “The
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.” Granted, that may be
correct with some comments. However, when public comments describe or inform of
potential negative impacts that are created as a direct result (cause/effect) of the winerybrewery growth-inducing ZTA language or intention, and/or its subsequent NONenforceability-related impacts, those impacts must be analyzed instead of routinely
dismissed.
Instead of constant denial of the potential significant negative impacts created
by the “relaxed” ZTA, the stated goals of both the County and/or ZTA to be more
“flexible,” to promote economic development and “Agri-tourism,” etc., are proof that if
the ZTA is approved, it anticipates more facilities will have the lawful right to develop.
1

See Public Interest Coalition’s (PIC) comment letter of February 5, 2020, to justify postponement.
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Such facilities cannot be contained in, or prohibited from, springing up outside the
arbitrarily defined vicinity studied. It is reasonably foreseeable to expect that stated
County goals and/or ZTA language is geared toward and intended to generate more
winery/brewery facilities and more events (“unlimited events”2). This constantly
denied position is further implied with this County statement: “Given that high quality
wine grape production is a driving factor for the economic viability of wineries, it is
reasonable to assume that future wineries would continue to locate in the foothill region
of western Placer County.” (MR1-pg 2-4). But a winery may obtain “high quality wine
grapes” from any source and/or obtain high quality bottled wine and attach its own
label. Thus, it’s not just “reasonably foreseeable” that wineries and breweries will
ALSO continue to locate in all regions in the County, it’s a given. That is why,
throughout, the EIR and FEIR miss the mark by not properly reviewing the whole of the
action as CEQA mandates.
Public comments have explained the cumulative noise and traffic impacts
reasonably foreseeable from the growth of the ZTA incentives—many of which they
regularly experience—will be exacerbated by the winery/brewery-facility growthinducing ZTA. However, the FEIR responses miss or avoid the potential impacts by
lumping cumulative traffic impacts into Level of Service (LOS) studies or decibel
readings, and ignore the real and harmful impacts that citizens are dealing with and that
the growth-inducing ZTA will drive to even greater unacceptable levels. It’s not about
current traffic and noise which the County will not, or cannot, enforce. The problems
are the reasonably foreseeable negative impacts.
The standard reply that some future permit requirements will mitigate impacts
appears to contradict CEQA’s mandate that bars such deferrals. It’s akin to a proposed
housing proposal claiming the project will have unlimited dwelling units but impacts do
not have to be analyzed because each unit will require a building permit. With this WB
ZTA, a permit may not even be required for “by right” facilities, or those grandfathered
in will automatically have the proposed ZTA new allowances. Thus, future permits per
se are no guarantee that any environmental analysis will be conducted or impact
mitigation be required.
FEIR Responses
Letter 6. The Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger (SMW) DEIR comment letter fully
addresses the fatal flaws of the EIR.
(6-4) The response to SMW’s comments, section 6-4, claims the comment does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, the ZTA (aka, the “project” that is
being analyzed) allows activities and unlimited events that previously were prohibited,
with the understanding that facilities will expand as well as impacts (noise, traffic, and
others). As stated in the response, attempts to either justify or avoid analysis of impacts
2

Because “Unlimited events” is unacceptable to most, the ZTA attempts to assuage the public with an
unenforceable condition of “less than 50 attendees.” It then completely opens the door to abuse by adding
loophole language, “at any one time,” which opens the door to “rolling” events all day long with
potentially 50 people every hour. Current facilities have claimed they would never do that (some already
do rolling events). However, the right to rolling events goes with the parcel; a new owner will have all
the rights; and THAT is just one more compelling reason to analyze the impacts now so that the ZTA
may be modified to prevent such egregious impacts to rural residential communities.
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from changing (reducing or eliminating) previous prohibitions are based on the
unenforceable condition that some of the changes (unlimited events, weddings,
commercial kitchen/restaurant operations) must be secondary uses or “subordinate to
the primary use…” which is reasonably foreseeable to be completely unenforceable.
This in turn leads to the illogical determination that the reasonably foreseeable
increased impacts do not have to be analyzed under CEQA.
The impact analysis cannot be so readily dismissed or avoided by an illogical
and unacceptable conclusion, apparently based on an assumed belief, that all facilities
will comply. This is especially significant and confirmed by three Grand Jury reports
that dealt with County code non-enforcement issues (see GJ reports, Comment letter
#12 from Lorrie Lewis).
Response 6-4 continues with faulty conclusions after citing General Plan (Gen
Pln) support of crop production, value-added production, tasting, and “other activities
that support the agricultural industry….” It further states that the “service of wine or
craft beer with food is seen as an important component of marketing…” These
statements are accepted common marketing practices. However, response 6-4
overlooks two important points:
1—The Gen Plan’s last few words are key, “…in all zone district where
agricultural uses are authorized.” Weddings and events (unless governed and
permitted by the Agriculture Event Center) are NOT authorized as an agricultural use.
The “shall” applies equally to that those last few words. Therefore, those events cannot
be authorized via a ZTA and avoid environmental impact analysis.
2—It seems disingenuous to inject a sentence in a FEIR that is entirely
speculative, introduced via the word, “Increasingly,” but provides no facts, statistical
data, or any other proof that it is either truthful or accurate (pg 2-123):
(a) serving “wine or craft beer with food is seen as an important component
of marketing” [It may be an element of marketing but that is irrelevant to both CEQA
and the ZTA. At best it may be relative to the Dept of Consumer Affairs if fraudulent
marketing claims are made or law enforcement if health and safety is compromised];
(b) it “helps support other locally-grown agricultural products and diversifies
the agricultural sector.” [There is no data available to the public that indicates or proves
wineries and breweries, or their caterers, food trucks, etc., purchase from “other locallygrown” products. Since they do not have to use their own required crops for
ingredients, they may purchase elsewhere, but locally-grown is purely speculative;
(c) diversifying Placer County’s agricultural sector may be beneficial, but
many ag producers rely on much larger markets and sales than what wine/beer facilities
may purchase. We have no proof that breweries and wineries are even buying locally to
influence diversification. Even with occasional winery/brewery purchases, most
producers diverse produce is not driven by the alcoholic beverage consumption
industry.
Without supporting data, this sentence is misleading at best. Caterers and food
trucks that may serve breweries and winery events usually do their own purchasing;
without statistical data, the sentence is useless.
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(6-5) As stated in the SMW comment, an EIR must include an enviro analysis
of “reasonably foreseeable consequences” of the project that changes the scope or
nature of the initial project or its enviro impacts. Master Response #1 (MR1)
mistakenly attempts to rely on a Banning Ranch lawsuit statement (to the effect that
if/when the purpose of the project is future development, then it must be reviewed) by
claiming that the stated purpose of the ZTA is to preserve and protect farmland,
enhance economic viability of the County’s ag operations, support the tenets of agritourism, balance stakeholder groups needs, and support the primary use of the
property—ostensibly NOT development.
The response then follows with: a denial of any intention to facilitate the
development of more wineries and breweries in the County “with the changes
proposed” in the ZTA; a claim that the proposed changes are more restrictive; and once
again, a citing of the necessity of a permit (CUP or MUP) as an indicator of greater
restrictions since those permits themselves would require additional separate review. It
concludes with the above being “strong evidence” of the County’s non-development
purpose, and therefore no need or requirement to conduct to further review.
What is missing or misleading is that the ZTA’s allowances are indeed
reasonably foreseeable to be incentives for the very purposes of development. Because
an agency uses or spins words to suggest one activity (no development), but in fact the
outcome consequences (intended or not) of the proposed projects’ changes portend of
massive increases of facilities countywide, there can be little doubt that the ZTA is in
fact a project to facilitate development of more and/or larger winery and brewery
facilities. As such, it must review and analyze the potentially significant negative
impacts.
MR1 also claims that the County took no steps to rezone properties to districts
where wineries and/or breweries could be “allowed-by-right.” That is appreciated, but
the fact is that allowance of a commercial kitchen for restaurant types of service or
activities, where they were not allowed before, is a de facto rezoning. Allowance of
weddings where they were specifically prohibited before is a de facto rezoning.
And, as mentioned before in our Jan 6, 2020, comment letter: Even though bars
may be prohibited in rural residential ag, farm, and other zones, breweries, wineries,
and/or the new wine/beer combined operation facilities (Assembly Bill 1825) are
holding the functional equivalent of “Happy Hours” at their facilities in other counties.
To avoid code or ordinance non-compliance, the gatherings are called “events.” In
Placer County, these can be “unlimited events” with a clever name, usually held after
work where customers come to imbibe for a couple of hours. Thus, another type of de
facto rezoning is possible.
The County may not be calling the ZTA a rezone proposal and may thus avoid
analyzing the de facto “rezone” impacts, but it must still recognize the new impacts
from each of the proposed ZTA’s changed allowances, whether by right or permitted.
The public needs to be informed of potential impacts that include Countywide impacts
from potentially daily noise disturbances, traffic to and from start and ending of daily
events. Or, events can be either staggered or held multiple times during the day—which
could be every day—such as rolling events, as long as there are under 50 attendees “at
any one time.”
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CEQA Guidelines 15123. Summary (a) states, “An EIR shall contain a brief
summary of the proposed actions and its consequences.” It doesn’t matter whether it’s
a rezone or not. If by right is already allowed in certain zones, the FEIR claim is that
the ZTA would not expand the number of zones where by right development can occur;
thus no review is required. It’s not the static nature of the already allowed-by-right
areas; it’s the fact that the proposed ZTA would all previously prohibited unlimited
events, weddings, and restaurant activities to occur, and THAT is what must be
analyzed for all the unincorporated area.
On page 2-3, MR1 states, “The Zoning Text Amendment is a proposal by the
County of Placer, while any future winery or farm brewery development projects would
be proposed by private property owners.”
We have been involved with the winery ordinance conflicts and controversy
since 2007 and can attest to the fact that this ZTA was most likely not a proposal
created by Placer County. The County may be the messenger delivering the ZTA and
paying for the environmental reviews. However, this ZTA strongly resembles a
“Vintners’ Association Proposed Revisions” (VAPR) from around 2015 when the
Winery Ordinance was being updated.
In 2015, the contentious issues were almost identical to today’s: “Number of
Events Per year, Number of Persons at Each Event, Tasting Room Regulations, Noise
Regulations, Number of TOE’s Per Year, and Private Roads.” The Planning Comm
meeting was scheduled to discuss the latest rendition of a “Winery Ordinance Update”
to the existing Winery Ordinance (WO). The Proposed WO Revisions (“Per Planning
Commission”) were slightly more lenient with Number of Events Per Year than the
existing ordinance, and more restrictive with Noise regulations, such as “After 7:30 pm,
event noise shall be reduced to 20 DB or less.” Code Enforcement would be “OnCall/After-Hours Officer” and “Vintner’s to post signs with CE contact information.”
At the very last minute, before the Plng Comm meeting, the VAPR were added
to the agenda in a third column for comparison (Existing WO, Plng Comm Recs, and
VAPR). The proposed WB ZTA has much of the same allowances that the VAPR was
pressing the County to adopt back in 2015. Thus, the ZTA may not be, as stated, a
proposal by the County.
On page 2-3, MR1 states that adopting the ZTA does not commit the County to
a particular course of action, which is not exactly true. With the added allowances,
there will undoubtedly be more non-compliance complaint calls. If the Grand Jury
reports are correct, the County will be the responsible agency for Code Compliance
(aka, Enforcement), and will undoubtedly have to deal with increased complaints.
On page 2-4, MR1 states that, “The standards in the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment set parameters that define the types of events that could occur, hours of
operation, allowable noise levels, etc.,” and that all future action must comply with
these standards. This is appreciated, but it wrongfully omits conducting required
research to inform the public of the negative impacts from the change to unlimited
commercial events, allowing weddings and restaurants in rural residential ag and farm
zones.
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(6-7 thru 6-12) As discussed repeatedly in comments and in responses:
Because the ZTA applies to the entire County, therefore the EIR must review impacts in
all rural residential Ag, Farm, and other zones where the proposed ZTA new allowances
will change land uses and convert these zone areas into functional equivalents of
commercial event centers with all the impacts that come with them. We concur with the
position of SMW, and add that to not properly analyze the ZTA impacts throughout the
County does not comply with CEQA—where a primary mandate is to inform the public
of impacts—and is a huge disservice to rural residents.
If the County were so certain and convinced of wineries and breweries
developing ONLY in its arbitrarily defined study area, and reviewing only that vicinity,
then it should have proposed a ZTA which applied and was restricted to ONLY that
sub-region of the county. The fact that they may be “concentrated” in one area does not
justify the erroneous assumption they won’t develop elsewhere.
(6-13) The SMW comment letter provided compelling evidence for a more indepth evaluation of fire risks associated with ZTA changes to allowed land uses. The
FEIR’s dismissal of potential wildlife risks to both the study area and the remaining
ZTA County application is shockingly naïve, and unacceptable. A stated intent of the
ZTA is Agri-Toursism and economic enhancement to benefit wineries and breweries,
which, with “unlimited events,” can only mean increased traffic. Increased traffic on
narrow, dry, or fuel-loaded, remote County roads, especially, as pointed out, in State
Response Areas (SRA)—which now mandates a CEQA analysis—but also anywhere in
rural residential areas, will occur with the relaxed, more flexible ZTA allowances. It is
a well-established fact that wildfire risks are exacerbated by vehicular travel.3 Thus, the
County and ZTA with its incentives will result in increased vehicular travel in both the
fire-risk study area other County areas where wineries and breweries are allowed to
develop.
Fire-risk facts speak for themselves; increased traffic, from increased events,
tourism and other economic incentives will occur. To refuse to evaluate the County’s
real fire-risk analysis, whether confined to existing WB locations or by illogically
claiming that future facilities locations are unknown and therefore speculative, is to
wrongfully keep citizens uninformed of potential increased fire-risk impacts created by
WB increased traffic (no matter where it occurs) that have already resulted in loss of
life and property.
(6-15) When any public agency adopts a law, ordinance, code, etc., unless it
specifically defines parameters and limits application and/or enforcement, then legally it
applies to the agency’s entire jurisdiction. The whole point and purpose of the proposed
WB ZTA is to induce development of new WB. If the FEIR response assertion is
accepted—that the WB countywide ZTA only applies to the study area—then it follows
that ALL county ordinances which were created or amended may be unenforceable
because they may have been predicated on one area or specific issue. There is no
3

393 vehicle-started wildfires reported in Butte County from 2012-2018. Chico EnterpriseRecord, July 31, 2019. https://www.chicoer.com/2019/07/31/393-vehicle-started-wildfiresreported-from-2012-2018/ (Attachment 1)
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statement or any indication that, if approved, the proposed WB ZTA was limited to the
study area. Therefore, it does indeed apply to the entire county and must be reviewed as
CEQA requires.
(6-17) Suddenly, the proposed WB ZTA’s development standards pertaining to
the County’s Noise Ordinance will apply to facilities throughout the county. So now
we have a mishmash; some aspects of the ZTA are countywide; some are not—
restricted only to the study/existing/sub-region.
Although private road LOS normally may not be included in County traffic
studies of a proposed project which requires an EIR, there is some question as to CEQA
review requirements when the project creates significant LOS impacts on any roadway,
public or private. If time permits, that issue may be discussed further.
Impacts from commercial “unlimited events” and/or large events (from 50 to
200 or more attendees, coming and going, in rural residential ag/farm zones, which
includes even greater numbers with “rolling events”) that occur on shared privately
maintained roads should be addressed by the ZTA or County for fair distribution of
costs. When citizens purchase their rural homes, they assume the shared private roads
will be used for normal ingress and egress—not NON-ag or farm zoned commercial
events. No rural resident should be subjected to commercial traffic on shared private
roads.
One suggestion is: (1) At the time of the winery or brewery application that will
use a shared private road, a vote must be conducted with all who have access and
maintain the road to decide to approve by unanimous vote only; and (2) Restrictions
need to be enacted for the use (time of day, speed limits, maintenance costs
proportioned for any commercial event usage, etc.) and other stipulations as determined
by the parcel owners who have access and maintain the road.
(6-18 thru 6-20) The response claims that the ZTA does not impact nearby
residents with noise because all events must comply with the Noise Ordinance or ABCP
standards. It then singles out “weddings” as a type of special event that would
introduce a new type of noise source that could potentially generate more noise than
other types of Special Events. The problem is that unwanted impacts from noise does
not discriminate as to source. The only acceptable noise in rural residential areas is that
from farms or ranches in conducting their ag or farm operations. An event is NOT an
ag or farm operation. If a neighbor has a occasional loud party or hosts a family or
friend’s wedding with more pronounced noise, very few neighbors are going to
complain (at least that is our experience from living in a rural residential area of Placer
County for over 50 years).
Residents in the existing/study/sub-region have filed noise complaints for years.
The decibel level should not be the only threshold for noncompliance or violation.
Noise elements can be ongoing (constant), sporadic, too early or late, grating, or
irritating (screaming, etc.). The potential negative noise impact is not always a decibel
issue. “Noise” per se may be an impact that must be reviewed—where nearby residents
never get a break or a quiet rural experience, which is one reason many purchased
homes to obtain. Those are the impacts that the ZTA and EIR should be addressing
instead of relying solely on a decibel level in an Ordinance.
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CEQA Guideline 15131 (“Economic and Social Effects”) states that….that “an
EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project…,” but
the focus remains on the physical changes. In this case, the ZTA changed allowances
are the “cause” of the additional effect: noise. There is also a health issue with noise
when it impacts people with sensitivities—need sleep, for example. CEQA Guideline
15382. “Significant effect on the environment” states that a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by
the project, includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise [bold added],
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. Thus, the ZTA covers all of Placer
County’s “area affected” with potential ambient noise impacts and must be reviewed.
The mitigation measures suggested in the SMW comment letter (6-20) should be
adopted.
--The travesty of the proposed WB ZTA’s not conducting a full County CEQA
review ultimately is that it withholds ringing the “alarm bell” to alert the public and
responsible officials of changes before they are adopted, or before the opportunity to
correct egregious impacts is lost.
We regret that because of the magnitude of the DEIR, FEIR, and Planning
Commission Staff Report, combined with the short notice between the release of the
FEIR and the Planning Commission meeting along with volunteer citizens’ time
constraints, additional pertinent comments will have to be submitted later as time
allows.
For these reasons and those stated above in the first paragraph, we urge a
postponement and/or continuance of this matter to allow for a full and fair review for
consideration by the Planning Commission.
Thank you for considering our views,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
Attachments: 1
cc Sue Colbert
Nikki Streegan
Shirlee Herrington
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Chico Enterprise-Record: https://www.chicoer.com/2019/07/31/393-vehicle-started-wildfires-reportedfrom-2012-2018/
393 vehicle-started wildfires reported in Butte County from 2012-2018
[Image omitted] Firefighters douse a hotspot near various homes as the Carr fire continues to burn near
Redding, California, on July 28, 2018. / AFP PHOTO / JOSH EDELSON/AFP/Getty Images
By JAKE HUTCHISON | jhutchison@chicoer.com | July 31, 2019
CHICO — Roughly a year ago, refugees of the Carr Fire in Shasta County were scattered by the rapidly
spreading flames that lit up the hill around Redding.
The fire began as a tire blowout.
From 2012 through 2018, 393 wildfires and spot fires were started by vehicles in Butte County alone,
according to Cal Fire-Butte County. This total is cumulative of traffic collisions, equipment and vehicle
fuel.
“If you are the owner of the vehicle, then you are ultimately responsible for the maintenance and care of
that vehicle,” said Cal Fire-Butte County Captain John Gaddie. “This means maintaining the vehicle
mechanically and maintaining the tire pressure.”
The breakdown--The total number of vehicle-started fires in 2012 was 56, consisting mostly of
mechanical malfunctions with seven being due to traffic collisions and one caused by vehicle fuel. The
number rose to 62 total in 2013 and peaked in 2014 at 73.
Steadily, the number has decreased as 2015 dropped back to 66 fires caused by vehicles. 2016 saw 64
vehicle-started fires and 2017 dropped even more to 53.
In 2018, the number dropped to 19.
Gaddie said this drop is potentially due to reports not yet being concluded and causations not being
declared yet.
Causes--There are multiple aspects to traveling via car or truck that can be hazardous if left unchecked.
These hazards include things like chains and hooks dragging along the ground creating sparks that then
fly into nearby brush, Gaddie said. These chains are often used to secure a load being hauled, sometimes
by a pickup truck and other times by a semi.
“You want to check to be sure the secondary connection device, which is usually a chain with a hook,
isn’t dragging too low to the ground,” Gaddie said
Gaddie said any Butte County road can prove to be a high-risk area, such as Skyway along with
Highways 32 and 70, when people are traveling uphill in the heat.
Vegetation often comes close to the road with the exception of locations where brush management has
recently taken place.
Ramifications--While fires started with malicious intent are prosecuted, there can also be consequences
for accidental fires, Gaddie said.
Gaddie said it’s ultimately up to the court as to whether someone is deemed fiscally responsible when
starting a fire.
Prevention--Drivers are urged to keep up maintenance on their vehicles and always check to make sure
there are no related hazards.
Check for fuel leaks as well as other liquids that could provide hazardous conditions. Tire pressure should
be regularly checked as blowouts on the road can launch sparks into nearby vegetation.
“Make sure your chains are secure,” Gaddie said.
Jake Hutchison: Jake is a reporter by day, musician and craft beer enthusiast by night. He spends his
weekends hiking and biking around Chico as well as hanging out with his family and friends.
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To: Placer County Planning Commission and Placer County Board of Supervisors
CC: Josh Huntsinger, Sherri Conway, Steve Pedretti, EJ Ivaldi, Nikki Streegan
From: Placer County Vintners Association (PCVA)
Re: Updated Wineries and Farm Breweries Ordinance

Dear Honorable Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission:

The Placer County Vintners Association (PCVA), was established in 2010 as a 501 (c) (6) Non-Profit Trade
Association. PCVA represents twenty established commercial wineries in Placer County and submits this official
letter for the purpose of articulating the Association’s position on the proposed update to the 2008 Placer
County Wine Ordinance.
PCVA recognizes the constructive effort by County planning staff in taking on this important and overdue
update. We’d especially like to thank Nikki Streegan for her diligent and thorough efforts to keep us informed
and engaged in the process. This effort underscores the growth and maturity of our industry in Placer County
and we appreciate Placer County’s acknowledgement of our industry’s contributions to the County’s economic
growth and its recognition of the value we add to Placer County’s quality of life, which consistently ranks among
the top places to live in California.
Furthermore, we note that county staff has made significant inroads into addressing one of the Association’s
biggest concerns: the ability to host on-site events. Again, we appreciate the County’s work in this regard,
including the extensive Environmental Impact Report that was undertaken.
Support Changes to “Agricultural Promotional and Special Events” and “Agricultural Requirement”
To that end, the PCVA supports the proposed changes and additions with regard to “Agricultural Promotional
and Special Events” and the increase from 1 acre to 2 acres of grapes in the “Agricultural Requirement.” Special
events where our products are served and highlighted are just as essential to a successful business model as a
public tasting room. Our businesses also rely on a steady supply of quality grapes, whether we farm them
ourselves, or purchase from other local growers, so we welcome and applaud efforts to strengthen wine grape
production in Placer County. The more quality wine we can produce from Placer County grapes, the better
recognized and regarded Placer County becomes as a viable and competitive wine producing region.
Support Changes to Treatment of Restaurants as an Accessory Use
PCVA also supports restaurants being classified as an “Accessory Use,“ but would encourage the County to work
with the industry in the future toward a more workable or mid-level of on-site food service that falls somewhere
in between the expense of a hired caterer or availability of food trucks and a full commercial kitchen. Although
the main purpose of a tasting room is to showcase, sample and sell our wine, having food available when there
is any type of alcohol consumption is part of a more safe and enjoyable visitor experience.
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Specific Concerns or Opposition
Although we do appreciate an applaud the County’s efforts as stated above, as an industry looking toward not
only our own exiting operations but to the continued future development, we do have some specific concerns
about other changes to the draft ordinance:
(1) Change in minimum parcel size for tasting rooms allowed by right;
(2) Access standards, and
(3) Treatment of existing wineries (“Grandfathering”).

Oppose Changes to Minimum Parcel Size
A change from 4.6 to 10 acres as the minimum parcel size where public tasting rooms are no longer allowed by
right in Res Ag, but especially the Farm Zone, will have a chilling effect on the development of new, smaller start
up wineries and on Placer County’s competitive edge in the Sierra Foothills itself. Being in the winery business in
Placer County should be achievable not only by well-resourced retirees and entrepreneurs seeking to move here
to start a winery business, but also to young start-ups and average residents or home-winemaker/enthusiasts
wishing to take things to the next level who already lives here. Some of our most well-known and highly
regarded wineries, such as Fawnridge, PaZa, Cristaldi and Lone Buffalo for example, started in just such a way,
on less than 10 acres and would likely not exist today had they not been able to start small and grow into their
current operations. These wineries all started as home, side-businesses to existing careers or second life
retirement businesses on parcels where the owners already lived, without traditional, large commercial public
buildings and paved over parking lots and with the same lower level of regulatory review as neighboring Farm
businesses. Adding additional permitting requirements, costs and infrastructure demands on top of already high
industry startup costs (equipment, supplies, storage, planting vineyard, etc.) and the high cost of land in Placer
County will make the already built in hurdles harder to overcome.
Placer County also has an active and thriving home winemaking community (The Placer County Wine & Grape
Association) that has served to foster many of our commercial winemakers and growers when they first started
out and continues to support the industry with events and educational opportunities, further supporting the
“small, organic nature” of our industry’s development.
Because Placer has naturally developed in this smaller, more organic way over the last 10-15 years, the region
has become known as a more accessible, easy and down-to-earth tasting experience where visitors meet and
interact with smaller wineries where passion and authenticity stand out and visitors can actually interact with
the Owners and Winemakers themselves. This is because, like most of Placer’s small agricultural operations,
many of our wineries are actually “boot-straps” type of businesses where it’s the owner’s passion and not their
bank account, that leads towards profitability. That passion translates into a better experience for the visitor, in
contrast with other regions where the wine business has become overly commercialized and impersonal.
Retaining the current parcel size and regulatory levels would also help to continue to foster improved relations
between the County and the Industry. Regulatory review and permitting processes can not only be costly, but
often prove to be confusing, frustrating, and inconsistent from the applicant’s point of view, engendering
tension and a poor relationship between the County, community members and winery owners. In keeping with
the spirit of good faith and efforts to heal some of the unfortunate “brain damage” of the past, the County
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should want to create a more positive and mutually beneficial business environment for an industry which seeks
to keep farming and the Farm Zone itself, viable and valued in Placer County.

Concern Regarding Access Standards
One of the more challenging aspects of the provisions of the proposed ordinance is that of access to wineries.
Although a prospective winery applying for a new operation might be in a position to be able to plan ahead for
necessary infrastructure, any one of the already existing wineries are faced with an impossible task of meeting
all of the requirements somewhat after the fact, having been in operation for a number of years. We
recommend staff is empowered with maximum flexibility in such provisions. This would serve to acknowledge
provisions that are supported by the State SRA Fire Safe Regulations (CCR1270.07 Exceptions to Standards)
which allow roads and driveways under a standard that would create the ”same overall practical effect” of
towards safety and access that’s trying to be achieved. This would go a long way toward working out
arrangements to be made with existing wineries with limited operations and resources. Such flexibility was
outlined in various prior draft language.
Secondly the Association is advised that the Placer County Access Standards are more stringent than California
statewide standards. This can be particularly onerous to small, start-up wineries where the policy reasons for
stringent access standards do not exist. Why should someone trying to start an already capital-intensive small
business have to incur the expense of complying with standards that are higher than elsewhere in the state just
because he or she is located in Placer County? Planning Staff could further engage with the Association on this
issue and work together to create exceptions that will encourage the development of small wineries as well as
address any outstanding access issues with existing operations.
Concern/Request Regarding Treatment of existing wineries (“Grandfathering”).
When the original Winery Ordinance was enacted in 2008, County Planners told the existing wineries that it was
somewhat “experimental”, because wineries were new in the county and they wanted to see how this new
industry developed before enacting more permanent regulations. When, to its credit, the County embarked on a
promised update of the Ordinance, the Planning Director told representatives of the Association that the
development of the industry had gone well, with minimal complaints from the public (even though many
wineries were not strictly complying with the allowance for events and other regulations that the industry
perceived as burdensome). He specifically represented that because of this, the County wanted to update the
Ordinance by codifying what the wineries were already doing and this is what the draft ordinance does in large
part.
However, it is PCVA’s position that the language in the “Grandfather” clause (Section F) is vague and that it
offers little or no protection for the existing wineries. It reads as follows:
“For those legal uses established under the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in effect prior to
[adoption date 2019], uses limited to production and tasting shall be allowed “in accordance
with current developments standards as determined by the County”. At such time any
proposed new or additional use is proposed, “the project would be reviewed under the
provisions of the current Ordinance.”
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The problems with this language are twofold. First of all, what does “in accordance with current development
standards as determined by the County” actually mean? From our view, it appears to mean that the County
could hold an existing winery to any standard it wanted despite promises to codify existing uses. Secondly, with
regard to improvements and new or additional uses, this language provides that the entire winery operation,
not just the new or additional use, will be reviewed under current standards. This will result in one of three
things, none of them good: (1) wineries will be discouraged from making upgrades; (2) wineries will make
improvements illegally; or wineries will go out of business.
To remedy these problems, the Association has proposed alternative language to Planning as follows:
“For those wineries and farm breweries doing business pursuant to a valid Business License before
[adoption date 2019], uses limited to production, tasting and development and operational standards shall be
allowed as they existed before [adoption date 2019]. At such time any new or additional use is proposed, the
new or additional use shall be reviewed under the provisions of the current Ordinance.”
To date, there has been no formal response from the County other than to refer to existing regulatory provisions
and defer to discussion of the other changes in the draft language. The Association has proceeded in good faith
and would appreciate some negotiation on this topic as long as the language offers some real protection to the
existing wineries.
Conclusion
In closing, it is our sincere hope that the specific concerns and requests mentioned above will be taken into
serious consideration and addressed with maximum flexibility, especially for Placer County’s existing wineries.
Indeed, it is through the trials and experiences of these wineries over the last 15-20+ years that has enabled the
collaborative effort that has given rise to the current winery ordinance amendment now under consideration.
We do feel this updated winery ordinance will serve Placer County well now and into the future as the wine
industry grows in our region. And for this we are very appreciative, but we also want to ensure that the industry
continues to grow in the same organic way as in the past, fostering both smaller and larger operations and
allowing for flexibility in development standards as well as encouraging events and activities that seek to
enhance sales and the visitor’s overall experience in Placer County.

Sincerely,

Placer County Vintners Association
Zane Dobson, PaZa Estate Winery
Jocelyn Maddux, Lone Buffalo Vineyards & Winery
David Brockman, Cristaldi Vineyards
Joe Ciotti, Ciotti Cellars
Justin Black, Dora Dain Wines
Craig Wilkins, Vina Castellano Vineyard & Winery
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Raquel Johnson, Dono dal Cielo, An Estate Vineyard
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February 9, 2020
RE: Winery Ordinance Zoning Text Amendment
The whole Winery Ordinance amendment has become so bizarre that it needs to be scrapped. First wineries wanted
unlimited events, then the breweries wanted in, then they all wanted weddings to be OK, and now they want restaurants
too. The ZTA EIR does not address the environmental effects of these proposals adequately and thus misrepresents the
impacts adoption of this ordinance will have upon rural citizens and the environment. It must be rejected.
Though designated a “Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance” the largest and most controversial aspects of this proposal
deal with who may hold events in Placer County, and the character, size, and frequency of these events, not the
cultivation of grapes or hops nor the production of wine and beer. The management of events in rural Placer County
supposedly was codified in the recently adopted Event Ordinance. This proposed “Winery and Brewery Ordinance” carves
out exemptions from the Event Ordinance for special interests and weakens the Event Ordinance into irrelevancy.
In the proposed ZTA, events are divided into ag-promotional, personal/private, special and Temporary Outdoor Event
(TOE) categories, each, in theory, with their own limitations. All of these are supposed to be somehow “secondary” to
agricultural use on the property. But none of this elaborate charade matters because there are no criteria for what
“secondary” means, and no oversight or enforcement mechanism on the number, size and type of events. No one can
determine whether a particular event is “private” or “ag promotional” for example.
If a brewer or winemaker expends the huge amount of capital required to establish a restaurant at his/her tasting room, it
is ludicrous to assume that this use will in any way be “secondary” to the two acres of grapes/hops required to call these
businesses “agriculturally related.”
How does the County intend to oversee and enforce the conditions stated in this amendment?
The proposed ordinance is impractical, unfair and unmanageable. It also codifies that regular by-right hosting of events is
limited to producers of alcoholic beverages. Why should a rural resident who wants to offer regular “agritourism” events
like goat yoga sessions or beekeeping lessons on his or her property have to sell beer or wine to do so?
The ZTA needs to be completely redone:
•

Limit the scope of the winery/brewery ordinance to regulating acreage devoted to crops and the operation of the
tasting room.

•

Rewrite the TOE ordinance so that all parcels in rural zoning with adequate uncontested access and sufficient parking
(not just wineries/breweries) get up to 20 events/year, 50 patrons max, plus 2 -3 special events of larger size. And
those events include “private” parties. Anyone who thinks they need more can apply to be an Ag Event Center.

•

Rewrite the noise ordinance to specify that amplified sound systems may not be used outdoors anywhere in rural
zones. Amplified sound systems can only be used within a permanent structure (i.e., not a tent) and if the sound from
one can be heard from nearby properties, it’s an automatic violation.
There is a big difference between making a good living from your property and wringing every last nickel out of it, to the
detriment of the environment and your neighbors’ peace of mind. Other ranchers and growers in Placer County seem to
be doing well without hosting parties as a revenue stream. Threats from vintners and brewers that if this Winery
Ordinance isn’t adopted they will sell their properties to developers show their contempt for their rural neighbors in
particular and their lack of concern for Placer County agriculture in general.
Thank you,

Carol Rubin
Newcastle, CA
c_rubin@sbcglobal.net
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
NStreega@placer.ca.gov

January 6, 2020

Placer County, CDRA
Environmental Coordination Services
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603
Greetings:
Re: Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance—Public Comments

Although additional comment submissions for the administrative record are
planned, we believe the County should be made aware of and immediately consider the
impacts of at least two new California laws before the FEIR is released.
Two specific bills (attached) were signed into law in 2019 and went into effect
on January 1, 2020. Just a few of their not only “potential” but also “anticipated”
negative impacts are listed below. We urge the County to address the additional
environmental impacts that will be created as wine/beer “combo” bars become
established and create more traffic congestion, noise, air quality, and the myriad of
other unacceptable impacts throughout the entire County when those facilities are
near or in areas zoned for residential land uses.
AB 205 effectively puts no limits as to fermented “beer” beverage ingredients
for flavoring and marketing promotions. Thus, “initial offerings” and/or multiple
events for each “new” product will be advertised to the public and club members, which
in turn will exacerbate what is already unacceptable negative environmental impacts,
including but not limited to those mentioned above, especially in rural residential areas
throughout the County.
AB 1825 is the “game changer” as far as wine/beer bars proliferation and
impacts in rural residential areas are concerned. Now, wine and beer may legally, and
will, be served under one roof, at one facility, which will significantly increase events
and attendees. Evening events (as are currently being held in other counties) are not
called “Happy Hours” to avoid non-compliance with other codes that do not allow
“bars” in certain zoned areas. Instead, the defacto beer/wine bar “Happy Hours” are
referenced solely as “events,” often with a different event title for each night’s
gathering. Because of weak, loophole language in the proposed Placer County Wine
and Farm Brewery Ordinance, “Happy Hours” as traditional bar events to boost sales
will occur; as the proposal is currently written, they will be in compliance and, as we
have previously submitted, will be unenforceable in rural residential ag and farm zones.
As stated in the attached article on AB 1825:
There’s no telling how other alcoholic beverage producers in California may
take advantage of the new law. Will wineries make beer in their tanks during the
off-season, when it’s not harvest time for grapes? Will spirits producers want to
___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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make their own wine in order to distill it into brandy? Or even distill beer, as
Seven Stills in San Francisco already does?
One thing’s clear: As beer, wine and spirits making grows ever more
experimental, California drinkers should expect to see a lot more boundaryblurring beverages.
We urge the County to analyze the new negative, unacceptable environmental
impacts that these two new laws will create throughout the entire County if the
ordinance is approved as currently written.
Thank you for considering our views,

Marilyn Jasper, Chair
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https://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article232473962.html?
By Sophia Bollag

7-10-19

Gavin Newsom signed a law changing the definition of
beer in California
[video:

Current TimeÂ 0:00 -- DurationÂ 1:00

Here’s how smaller local breweries – like Urban Roots – can their beer
Watch the beer canning process performed by The Can Van at Urban Roots Brewing in
Sacramento on Tuesday, Jan. 29, 2019. By Hector Amezcua ]
California is updating its legal definition of beer to include varieties fermented with fruit,
honey, spices or other foods under a bill Gov. Gavin Newsom signed Tuesday.
Tom McCormick, executive director of the California Craft Brewers Association, said the
new law won’t change what the average consumer thinks of as beer, which is made from
malted grain or a malt substitute. California brewers have already been brewing beers
using fruit for flavoring, he said.
Under prior California law, using fruit in the fermentation process required a wine
license, but the new law clarifies that beer brewers can use fruit and other ingredients to
supplement their products, McCormick said.
The change puts California law in line with federal law, which already allows for fruit
and other ingredients to be used during beer fermentation. The new law, AB205 by
Assemblyman Tom Daly, will take effect next year.
Sophia Bollag

916-326-5545

sbollag@sacbee.com

Sophia Bollag covers California politics and government. Before joining The Bee, she
reported in Sacramento for the Associated Press and the Los Angeles Times. She grew up
in California and is a graduate of Northwestern University.
========================
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB205

Assembly Bill No. 205

CHAPTER 60
An act to amend Section 23006 of the Business and Professions Code, relating to alcoholic
beverages.

[

Approved by Governor July 09, 2019. Filed with Secretary of
State July 09, 2019. ]
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 205, Daly. Alcoholic beverages: beer.
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Existing law defines “beer” for purposes of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act as any
alcoholic beverage obtained by the fermentation of any infusion or decoction of barley,
malt, hops, or any other similar product, or any combination thereof in water.
This bill would revise the definition of “beer” for purposes of the Alcoholic Beverage
Control Act to provide that beer may be produced using honey, fruit, fruit juice, fruit
concentrate, herbs, spices, and other food materials, as adjuncts in fermentation.

Digest Key
Vote: MAJORITY Appropriation: NO Fiscal Committee: NO Local Program: NO

Bill Text
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS
FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1.
Section 23006 of the Business and Professions Code is amended to read:
23006.

“Beer” means any alcoholic beverage obtained by the fermentation of any infusion or
decoction of barley, malt, hops, or any other similar product, or any combination thereof
in water, and includes ale, porter, brown, stout, lager beer, small beer, and strong beer,
but does not include sake, known as Japanese rice wine. Beer may be produced using the
following materials as adjuncts in fermentation: honey, fruit, fruit juice, fruit concentrate,
herbs, spices, and other food materials. Beer aged in an empty wooden barrel previously
used to contain wine or distilled spirits shall be defined exclusively as “beer” and shall
not be considered a dilution or mixture of any other alcoholic beverage.
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https://www.sfchronicle.com/wine/article/New-California-law-makes-it-easier-to-blurthe-14931607.php

New California law makes it easier to blur the line
between beer and wine
Esther Mobley Dec. 26, 2019
[Most images omitted as redundant.]

Left (1 of 7) Woods Beer Co.
is launching a wine-and-beer club. The first shipment will include the gingerbread
barleywine (left), and the 2018 Chardonnay pet-nat from Linda Vista Vineyard in Napa
Valley. Photo: Carlos Avila Gonzalez / The Chronicle. Right (2 of 7) The Retro Pilsner,
a Czech-style pilsner, right, and the Day Sail Syrah, left, at Woods Island Club on
Treasure Island.Photo: Carlos Avila Gonzalez / The Chronicle
Two San Francisco craft breweries are investing seriously in winemaking. And, thanks to
a California law that will take effect Jan. 1, a lot more breweries may soon follow.
The law, AB1825, which Gov. Gavin Newsom signed in October, allows (among other
things) breweries, wineries and distilleries to hold overlapping licenses for the same
space. So a brewery, for instance, could obtain a winemaking license for the same facility
in which it brews beer — and now, for the first time, the company would not have to
separate the production and storage of the two beverages.
That’s a departure from the current law, which requires that different beverages be kept
and made in completely separate spaces, with completely separate equipment, even if
those licenses are contiguous.
“You could have a beer manufacturer’s license and a winegrower’s license under the
same roof, but there had to be a magic line separating them,” explained Tom McCormick,
executive director of the California Craft Brewers Association. “You could not share a
fermentation tank. You could not even drive a forklift across that magic line.”
Now, the magic line disappears. One immediate beneficiary of the new law is Woods
Beer Co., which has breweries and taprooms in San Francisco and Oakland. Woods
already has both a brewery license (type 23) and a winery license (type 2) at its plant on
Treasure Island, and until now it has had to observe the magic line. The crew even put up
a fence at one point to prove to Alcoholic Beverage Control that they were following the
rules, said owner Jim Woods. The new law, he said, “will be really helpful for us to be
utilizing our full space.”
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Bernal Heights brewery Barebottle will be taking advantage, too. This year, its brewers
partnered with winemaker Dave Gifford to make some wine at his Berkeley winery,
Windchaser, and hopes to move at least part of the wine production process into its San
Francisco brewhouse in the new year.
Why would a brewery want to make wine? It’s a logical next step in creative craft
brewing, for one thing. Over the past five years it’s become increasingly common for
California brewers to add wine, grape juice or grapes to beers; virtually every leading
brewery has done it, from Almanac to the Rare Barrel to Fieldwork.
That was how it started for Woods Beer Co., which released a wine-beer hybrid series
called Divine Origins in 2015. The team brewed a chocolaty black ale with Mourvedre
grapes, a citrusy blonde ale with Albariño grapes and a dunkelweizen with Cabernet
Franc grapes that tastes like Tootsie Rolls.
Then, in 2017, the company opened the Outer Sunset taproom Woods Outbound, and
partner Matt Coelho put together a short list of wines to serve alongside the Woods beers.
“Pretty soon we noticed that wine was 30 to 40% of our sales every month,” said Jim
Woods.
Should they be making their own wine, he wondered? It wouldn’t be too far removed
from what they were already doing with Divine Origins. “We said, ‘Maybe we just won’t
add beer to it,’” recalled Jim Woods.
The 2018 edition marked the first vintage of Woods Wine, with the help of consulting
winemaker Chris Scanlan, owner of Pain & Glory Cellars in Napa and assistant
winemaker Kyle Jeffrey. They’re leaning heavily into the natural wine ethos, eschewing
filtration, cultured yeast and sulfur additions.
The lineup includes a textured, honeysuckle-accented orange wine of Sauvignon Blanc,
fermented with the grape skins, and frothy, fruity pet-nats — a sparkling wine style
popular in natural wine circles — of Chenin Blanc and Chardonnay. They’ve even coined
a new term, “keg nat,” for a sparkling wine that finished fermenting in a keg instead of a
bottle.
[Caption: Barebottle co-founders Mike Seitz (left) and Lester Koga at their Bernal
Heights brewery. In response to customers’ requests for wine at the taproom, Barebottle
has begun making some of its own wine. Photo: Gabrielle Lurie / The Chronicle 2017]
But making wine can accomplish more for a brewery than simply scratching a creative
itch. It can also offer a strategic advantage. “In a relatively compressed period of time,
the industry has become more competitive,” said McCormick. “Five years ago, if you
opened a taproom, the people would come. Now breweries are looking for ways to bring
more people in the door.”
That was the thinking at Barebottle, whose type 23 license does not allow it to
serve any alcoholic beverages other than its own — not even any guest beers.
(Many brewery taprooms, like those of Woods Beer Co., get around this rule
because they are restaurants.)
“Inevitably, when a group of 10 people comes into the brewery, one or two of them don’t
want to drink beer,” said Barebottle co-founder Lester Koga.
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To serve customers who wanted something gluten-free or nonalcoholic, Barebottle began
roasting its own beans to make coffee, brewing its own kombucha and making its own
ginger-Jamaica soda. (Kombucha, cider and hard seltzer can legally be brewed under a
beer manufacturer’s license.)
“But wine has always been in the back of our minds,” Koga said. “We always have
people who come in asking for wine.” Barebottle’s winery license was approved in
December.
There’s no telling how other alcoholic beverage producers in California may take
advantage of the new law. Will wineries make beer in their tanks during the off-season,
when it’s not harvest time for grapes? Will spirits producers want to make their own wine
in order to distill it into brandy? Or even distill beer, as Seven Stills in San Francisco
already does?
One thing’s clear: As beer, wine and spirits making grows ever more experimental,
California drinkers should expect to see a lot more boundary-blurring beverages. It’s not
just that those beer-wine hybrids are on the rise — and we’ll likely see even more of
them soon, thanks to AB1825. It’s also that the characters of wine and beer are starting to
blend together: Sometimes a funky natural wine could pass for a funky sour beer. And
that overlap is bound to increase as more producers start to dabble in both.
“It’s kind of like — what’s wine? What’s beer?” Jim Woods posed. “Who can tell the
difference anymore?”
Esther Mobley is The San Francisco Chronicle’s wine critic. Email:
emobley@sfchronicle.com Twitter: @Esther_mobley Instagram: @esthermob
Wine critic Esther Mobley joined The Chronicle in 2015 to cover California wine, beer
and spirits. Previously she was an assistant editor at Wine Spectator magazine in New
York, and has worked harvests at wineries in Napa Valley and Argentina. She studied
English literature at Smith College.
=========
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
___________________________________________________________
[Sent via Email]

February 5, 2020

Planning Commission
Placer County
3091 County Center Dr
Auburn, CA 95603
Members of the Planning Commission:
Request to postpone/re-schedule Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA hearing to later date
The release of the Winery and Farm Brewery (WFB) ZTA Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) was on Friday, January 31, 2020. A notice of the Planning
Commission hearing was sent on Monday, February 3, 2020, announcing the WFB
ZTA FEIR would be heard on February 13, 2020, at 10:15 a.m. This alone gives the
public less than two weeks to study the FEIR (almost 300 pages) and compare its
conclusions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that contained over
1,500 pages.
The noticing of the Planning Commission hearing may have met a 10-day legal
notice, but the agenda and staff report are not posted as of February 5, 2020. Again, it
may be legal, but it is creating difficulties for public citizens who wish to study the
issue closely and submit comments, orally or in writing.
Further complicating matters, although we commended the County for breaking
down the gargantuan DEIR into manageable byte-size portions to facilitate
downloading and viewing, unfortunately, Chapter 2 of the FEIR is a huge 42+
Megabytes (MB). It is considered by most to be the most important part of the FEIR,
yet some people cannot download it due to its size, or it creates computer slowdowns
and/or memory problems on a number of electronic devices.
Why Chapter 2 was not broken up as the DEIR was is a mystery. However, it is
one more reason why holding the Planning Commission hearing on this item with such
little time for the public to review is creating a hardship for some and does not support
CEQA’s mandate to inform the public.
We respectfully request that the Planning Commission’s 10:15 a.m. Agenda
item, to hear the WFB ZTA on February 13, 2020, be postponed and rescheduled to a
later date to allow the public adequate time to review and submit comments.
Thank you for considering this request,

Marilyn Jasper, Chair
cc

Sue Colbert
Nikki Streegan
Shirlee Herrington
___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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Page 1 of 4

PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email to planning@placer.ca.gov ]

February 6, 2020

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

Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA—FEIR—Public Comments
As previously requested, due to the very short time allowed for public review
and comment submission on the Winery/Farm Brewery (WB) Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR), it behooves the County to postpone the Planning Commission’s
hearing. With only one week to comment on the FEIR (released on Fri, Jan 31) to meet
today’s deadline for inclusion in the staff report, and with only one more week until the
Planning Commission hearing on Feb 13, the public is not being served with this type of
apparent “fast tracking.” We urge taking all the time necessary to do it right.
Background.
We reiterate the fact that in rural residential agriculture (ag) or farm zones, we
support winery, brewery, cidery or other operations (collectively referenced as WB) as
long as the primary activity is agriculture and compliance with ordinances is enforced.
In the context of WB, ag includes cultivating soil and crop production as well as the
allowance of “farm stands,” of which “tasting rooms” are the functional equivalent for
WB beverages. With proper permits, the public may visit WB’s for tasting, temporary
outdoor events (6 days), site-specific promotional events (6), and/or any number of WB
association events (such as Fall in Love with the Placer Wine Trail this Valentine’s
Day, Sip into Spring, Mothers Day in the Foothills, Grape Days of Summer, Placer
Grown events—Farm and Barn Tour; PlacerGrown Week, and more. The Placer Wine
Trail and the Placer Wine and Ale Trail also hold events. In addition to potentially
daily tastings, with the above mentioned events, the total number of events are above
what the County allows for a single WB via TOE’s or Promotional Events.
Because of the highly contentious activities of a number of WB operations
pertaining to negative impacts to neighbors or specific communities, the County
rightfully adopted an Agricultural Event Center Ordinance, which the County
Agricultural Commission unanimously supported. Along with its recommendations to
the Planning Commission (Jan 17, 2014, memo), the Ag Comm re-stated its
commitment to the nature and requirements of commercial ag with regard to events:

___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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The Ag Comm grasped the importance of protecting ag lands from commercial
non-ag land conversions and suggested recommendations to support their position.
However, some WB operators/owners realized their non-ag commercial events were
lucrative but would not materialize under the AEC. They then pressed the County to
allow unlimited commercial events, which could become their primary–use source of
income—instead of the required primary-use source being the ag operations. The
County acquiesced, and the current egregious proposed WB ZTA with loophole
language, land-use conversion to commercial event centers, and unacceptable impacts
(especially noise and traffic) in rural residential ag and farm zones was launched.
FEIR Responses
Letter 5. The fact that two concerns were forwarded to the decision makers for
their consideration is appreciated. Those concerns (5-5 and 5-6) deal with the
inequality of the WB ZTA. As has been mentioned in others’ comments: If someone
owns a goat Yoga farm, or any other ag operation, will they also be allowed unlimited
events, commercial kitchens and/or rent facilities for weddings? If all other non-WB ag
operations are limited to TOE permits for their six events per year, the same should hold
true for WB operations.
(5-7) The response problem here is not about cumulative effects due to
implementation of the ZTA “…at existing wineries and farm breweries that are part of
the baseline….” It is fairly agreed that not only may there indeed be cumulative
impacts at the “existing facilities,” but also there may be equally significant impacts
from all future facilities throughout the entire county because the ZTA dos not apply
solely to the existing facilities. Areas in the County that have no existing facilities, per
se, do have vineyards (areas west of Roseville on Vineyard Road, for example, but no
wineries yet) and may indeed become winery/brewery facilities. The environmental
impact for those areas were wrongfully omitted.
The problem with the EIR is interpreting CEQA’s enviro analysis requirement
of existing physical enviro conditions “in the vicinity of the project” to provide the
“baseline physical conditions….” Because the WB ZTA applies to the entire county, it
follows that the entire county IS the vicinity of the project.
The response language, “…part of the baseline,” can only be interpreted as just
that: Only “part” because the project is for the entire county—which is the correct
baseline. Had the ZTA been only for the existing facilities, then the limited baseline
approach might be appropriate; but it was not. CEQA Guideline 15125 (a) is quite
clear: “An EIR must include a description of the physical environment condition in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time…” the NOP is published. The “vicinity
of the project” cannot be cherry picked to apply here, but not there, and so on.
Furthermore, (CEQA Guidelines 15125 (c) concurs and concludes with the necessity to
investigate and discuss the project which is “…to be considered in the full
environmental context.” This issue is one of the major, fatal flaws of this EIR.
Master Response #2: Geographic Area of Analysis. The June 10, 2019,
comment letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger thoroughly makes the case as to
CEQA’s requiring analyses of the whole of the action and cites supporting court rulings.
Master Response 2 (MR2) states that “A finite number of new wineries and farm
breweries would be developed within the unincorporated portions of Placer County
during this 20-year timeframe.” This is unsubstantiated speculation. Neither the ZTA
or any other County ordinance sets a maximum or finite number of wineries and
breweries to be permitted. The number of wineries and breweries that potentially may
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develop in any unincorporated portion of the County is infinite. Revenues to wineries
for weddings and events and/or putting on such events are strong incentives to develop
wineries (and possibly breweries) in the future because usually events generate the
greatest income. In Sonoma County, winery facility rentals can range from $6,000 to
$25,000 per event, and more than one event may take place per day (per Google
search).
Research cited in MR2 only analyzed medium and large parcel sizes with a
faulty rationale that smaller parcels would not materialize because of the required use
permit. Yet in checking the existing wineries from a County document (Attachment 1
from 2015) Minor Use Permit’s (MUP) were issued in 12 of the 20 listed; 1 was
permitted at the discretion of a former Planning Director; and 2 obtained Administrative
Review Permits (ARP). This hardly supports the argument that obtaining a permit to
open a facility is, or will be, a hindrance—especially when events are such a lucrative
incentive.
Comparing growth rates in Placer to El Dorado and Amador is not a valid
indicator of future trends and not a reliable or reasonable measurement for making any
assumptions. In fact, El Dorado and Amador Counties do not suffer from the
fragmented zoning with many different-sized adjacent parcels in rural Placer County,
created by poor planning, lenient variances, and/or allowing non-conforming parcel
splits. Thus to claim winery and brewery growth is finite and/or will average a 1.5
growth rate per year cannot be statistically supported.
But even if the faulty assumption were correct, it has no nexus to the fact that
the EIR did not analyze the entire County where any of those 1.5 wineries or breweries
per year could potentially develop.
MR2 progresses further with faulty reasoning in claiming that because high
quality wine grape production occurs in appropriate microclimates, and foothill soils
elements are beneficial to grape color and flavor, that therefore, future wineries “would
continue to locate in the foothill region of western Placer County.” It may be true that
future wineries would locate there, but they may also locate anywhere in the County,
regardless of microclimate or soil qualities, because absolutely NONE of their “related”
crop needs to be used in the final wine product. A winery can plant the minimum two
acres, harvest, sell or compost it, and purchase wine made and bottled elsewhere.
To justify analyzing only a small area of the County based on an assumption
and/or incorrect information that growing high quality grapes is the only area where
wineries will congregate is not supported by any evidence. By not requiring a permit,
perhaps a number of operations will be drawn to the EIR study areas, but there is
certainly no need to locate there when a facility can be developed anywhere, meet all
requirements, and hold profitable events in addition to selling wine that was made and
bottled elsewhere as its value-added product.
MR2 assesses the flaw in the EIR with this statement (page 2-6): In contrast, if
the EIR were to assume that future facilities would be spread throughout the County,
separate from one another, their effects would be more isolated, and thus, potentially
underestimated.” That is partly what we have been pointing out through this entire
process: Impacts in other parts of the County have not even been analyzed to know the
significance of their impacts, and that is why the entire County has to be analyzed for
environmental effects and mitigated accordingly.
The MR2 states: “…given that the precise location of future wineries/farm
breweries is ultimately speculative, the County has specifically chosen to assume
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development of future study facilities within a concentrated set of sub-regions in order
to provide for a conservative analysis.” It further claims, with no supporting data, that
to study future facilities outside of the evaluated sub-region would not result in new or
substantially more severe impacts. There is no accountability to claiming, first, that the
EIR studied only a sub-region to be conservative, but then claiming that IF it had
studied the entire County, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts.
CEQA’s requires at least a modicum of evidence.
With the recently approved SAP/PR project, where the County is both the lead
agency and the applicant, plus other approved developments outside of the studied subregion, population growth will be immense. An assumption that is more valid would be
one that claims more winery/breweries will indeed be developed based on increased
population projections.
On January 6, 2020, we submitted a comment letter to notify the County of two
new laws that went into effect January 1, 2020, that potentially will exponentially
increase the development of beer or wine facilities and/or the newly allowed wine/beer
facilities that may operate under one roof. (Attachment 2)
AB 205 essentially opens the door to just about any fermented beer ingredients
for flavoring and marketing. Thus the WB ZTA’s two-acre crop requirement can be a
multitude of crop types and grown anywhere. The opportunities for brewery facilities
to increase and capitalize on the new law by holding marketing and sales events has the
potential to create many more events and related significant impacts in residential ag
and farm zones.
AB 1825 has been characterized as a “game changer in that it now allows
wineries and breweries to be one and the same facility—operate under the same roof—
akin to wine/beer bars.1
Currently “bars” are reportedly not allowed in Placer County’s residential ag or
farm zones. However, a number of wineries in other counties advertise and hold
defacto “Happy Hours,” making certain to never reference them as such. Instead, they
are called “events” with names such as “Wired Wednesday, Thirsty Thursday, Freedom
Friday,” etc., and are held during normal Happy Hour times (after work) and may last
until 8 or 9 pm, depending upon the facility. Potential significant impacts from having
these types of beer-wine combination facilities develop in any parts of the county, with
or without “event bars,” should be analyzed before the WB ZTA’s unlimited events,
weddings, and commercial kitchens are approved in these facilities when they are
located in rural residential ag or farm zones.
Our intention is to review the FEIR as time allows and comment accordingly.
Thank you for considering our views,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
Attachments: 1 and 2
cc Sue Colbert
Nikki Streegan
Shirlee Herrington
1

“New California law makes it easier to blur the line between beer and wine,” Dec 26,
2019. https://www.sfchronicle.com/wine/article/New-California-law-makes-it-easier-to-blurthe-14931607.php
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Subject:Winery Permit Status
Date:Wed, 19 Aug 2015 13:55:36 -0700
From:Sherri Conway <SConway@placer.ca.gov>
To:mjasper2@gmail.com <mjasper2@gmail.com>
Attached is a chart of current wineries in the County and their permit status. To my knowledge,
there are no new or pending winery applications. Please feel free to call or email should you
need additional information. Thank you!
Sherri Brauner Conway, Senior Planner -- Placer County Planning Services Division -- (530)
745-3031

Winery Permit Status

Winery/Brewery/Cidery

Zoning

Permit Status

Bear River Winery

RES-B-100

PTOE issued annually

Casque Winery

F-B-43

MUP, 2010
PTOE issued annually

Cristaldi Vineyards

RA-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN.

MUP; 2004

Dono dal Cielo

F-B-X 10 acre min.

MUP; 2006
PTOE’s issued annually

Fawnridge

F-B-X 4.6 acre min

MUP; 2007
PTOE issued annually

Fortezza Winery

RA-B-100

MUP; 2008

Green Family Winery

F-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN.

MUP; 1900

Lone Buffalo

F-B-X 10 acre min.

MUP; 2007
PTOE issued annually

Mt. Vernon

F-B-X 4.6 acre min.

MUP; 2005

PaZa Vineyard & Winery

F-B-X 10 acre min.

PTOE issued annually
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Pescatore Vineyards

F-B-X 4.6 acre min.

MUP; 2006
PTOE issued annually

Rancho Roble

F-B-X 20 acre min.

MUP; 2003
PTOE issued annually

River Rock Ranch

F-B-X 20 acre min.

PTOE issued annually

Rock Hill Winery

F-B-X 10 acre min.

PTOE issued annually

Vina Castellano

F-4.6 acre min.

MUP; 2005
PTOE issued annually

Wise Villa

F-B-X 1- acre min.

MUP; 2012

Fournier Winery (no public
tasting)

RA-B100

ARP; 2014

Dueling Dogs Brewery
(Lincoln)

F-B-X 80 AC. MIN.

Not yet open.

Goat House Brewing
Company

F 4.6 AC. MIN.

Planning director determination

Calvert Cidery (no public
tasting)

RF

ARP; 2015
August 2015

Wineries Located in Incorporated Areas of Placer County:
Bonitata Boutique Winery
Bruno Cellars
Casque Winery Production
Ciotti Cellars
Conte Ao Vinho
Popie Vineyards by Duarte
Secret Ravine Winery

City of Auburn
Town of Loomis
Town of Loomis
Town of Loomis
Town of Loomis
Town of Loomis
Town of Loomis
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
NStreega@placer.ca.gov

January 6, 2020

Placer County, CDRA
Environmental Coordination Services
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603
Greetings:
Re: Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance—Public Comments

Although additional comment submissions for the administrative record are
planned, we believe the County should be made aware of and immediately consider the
impacts of at least two new California laws before the FEIR is released.
Two specific bills (attached) were signed into law in 2019 and went into effect
on January 1, 2020. Just a few of their not only “potential” but also “anticipated”
negative impacts are listed below. We urge the County to address the additional
environmental impacts that will be created as wine/beer “combo” bars become
established and create more traffic congestion, noise, air quality, and the myriad of
other unacceptable impacts throughout the entire County when those facilities are
near or in areas zoned for residential land uses.
AB 205 effectively puts no limits as to fermented “beer” beverage ingredients
for flavoring and marketing promotions. Thus, “initial offerings” and/or multiple
events for each “new” product will be advertised to the public and club members, which
in turn will exacerbate what is already unacceptable negative environmental impacts,
including but not limited to those mentioned above, especially in rural residential areas
throughout the County.
AB 1825 is the “game changer” as far as wine/beer bars proliferation and
impacts in rural residential areas are concerned. Now, wine and beer may legally, and
will, be served under one roof, at one facility, which will significantly increase events
and attendees. Evening events (as are currently being held in other counties) are not
called “Happy Hours” to avoid non-compliance with other codes that do not allow
“bars” in certain zoned areas. Instead, the defacto beer/wine bar “Happy Hours” are
referenced solely as “events,” often with a different event title for each night’s
gathering. Because of weak, loophole language in the proposed Placer County Wine
and Farm Brewery Ordinance, “Happy Hours” as traditional bar events to boost sales
will occur; as the proposal is currently written, they will be in compliance and, as we
have previously submitted, will be unenforceable in rural residential ag and farm zones.
As stated in the attached article on AB 1825:
There’s no telling how other alcoholic beverage producers in California may
take advantage of the new law. Will wineries make beer in their tanks during the
off-season, when it’s not harvest time for grapes? Will spirits producers want to
___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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make their own wine in order to distill it into brandy? Or even distill beer, as
Seven Stills in San Francisco already does?
One thing’s clear: As beer, wine and spirits making grows ever more
experimental, California drinkers should expect to see a lot more boundaryblurring beverages.
We urge the County to analyze the new negative, unacceptable environmental
impacts that these two new laws will create throughout the entire County if the
ordinance is approved as currently written.
Thank you for considering our views,

Marilyn Jasper, Chair
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Winery / Farm Brewery
ZTA
(20130151)
After Packet Comments

Planning Commission
4/23/20
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danielle Foss <danyf@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 7:58 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble Vineyards

Planning Commission,
We are writing in support of Rancho Roble Vineyards. We would like the Commission to consider modifying the current
ordinance limiting a winery to six events annually at your upcoming meeting on 4/23/2020 @1000hrs. We ask that you
vote in favor of modify the current ordinance to allow wineries with ~15 acres or more to hold a total of 12 events per
year. Wineries as professionally run as Rancho Roble Vineyards will be able to serve the community in an
increased capacity by making necessary improvements and the ability to support special event needs.
Thank you in advance for your consideration.
John and Danielle DuPree
2090 5th Street
Lincoln, Ca. 95648
Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail on Android

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christina Dyer <christina@nobleexecutiveleadership.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 6:54 PM
Sue Colbert
Placer wineries

To decision makers,
One of the attractive features of moving here the regions unique and affordable wineries and breweries that set it apart
from other California regions (Sac county).
Please do more to ENcourage wineries than DIScourage wineries.
It is a wonderful day when we can have picnics, drive around our beautiful landscapes and enjoy elegance and
excellence with our local wineries.
It also affords tons of jobs.
Please please please. So what you can to build up this industry rather than make it difficult to keep a strong business
going here!!

Thank you,
Christina Dyer
Executive & Team Coaching | Culture Transformation | Servant Leadership Adventures
Direct (815) 476‐5600 |
Christina@Noble‐Adventures.com
www.Noble‐Adventures.com

"It's never too late to be what you might have been..."
~Mary Ann Evans, aka her male pseudonym, George Eliot~

1

685

Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brenda Edwards <brendaedwards05@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 8:26 PM
Sue Colbert
Country wineries

Please support the opening of the Placer County Wine Trail. We particularly enjoy Rancho Roble, Goat House brewery,
PaZa, and Lone Buffalo because of the openness of their grounds with fresh air, sunshine and space. Careful spacing was
taken into consideration early on when I visited Rancho Roble, as I am confident all these family owned wineries did as
well. Please consider opening the wineries and think of them as grocery stores, but with fresh air and the great
outdoors.

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kari Hazen <ranchoroble18@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 8:34 PM
Sue Colbert
Winery and brewery ordinance/// for planning commission

Grandpa and Everett (our one year old grandson) @ Rancho
Dear Planning Commissioner(s) and Placer County Planning Committee,
Thank you very much for taking the time to make changes in the upcoming winery and brewery ordinance.
Thank you for your service to our great community.

Rancho Roble Vineyards would like to support PCVA's document and would support the following recommendation to
change Table 3 winery acreage to:
FROM 4.6 acres to less than 10 TO 4.6 to less than 9 acres (small)
FROM 10 acres to less than 20 TO 9 to less than 19 acres (medium)
FROM 20+ acres TO 19+ acres (large)
Rancho Roble is one of two vineyards/wineries just under 20 acres at respectfully 19.73 and Vina Castellano is just at
19.89 acres contiguous to its tasting room.
In both cases, county easements were subtracted from the original plot size which causes the wineries to be just under
the 20 acres. In Rancho Roble's case, Fleming Road is the county easement in front of the property were almost .27
acres were provided to the county. We respectfully ask the planning commission to make this text change to the current
winery/brewery ordinance.
For further information regarding the reasoning behind this, please review the letter submitted from Vina Castellano
and Rancho Roble on Tuesday April 21, 2020.
1

687

Thank you for your support of local wineries and breweries and for supporting the dreams of local entrepreneurs who
have trailed a path to bring additional revenue to Placer County and joy to its community.
And, as a resident of Placer County for 30 some odd years, I could not dream of living in a better county where we raised
our children and NOW our grandchildren. Keep our agriculture lifestyle alive. There is nothing better than digging in the
dirt‐ the problem is the dirt doesn't provide the income to keep us afloat, or even break even. Events allow wineries,
such as ours, to augment our income, so we can keep Rancho Roble and God willing pass it along to the next generation
who will be Placer Grown.
Sincerely,
Kari Hazen
The holes for our new Syrah vineyard to go in 5‐1 2020

2
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

BETH JENKINS <bethjenkins150@comcast.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 7:32 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble Vinyards

Greetings,
My name is Beth Jenkins, and I have worked at Rancho Roble Vineyards with Mr. and Mrs. Hazen
since 2018. This small, family business has been very supportive of me, and all of the staff, during the
time I have worked here. From personal experience, I can tell you the Hazens and Rancho Roble
have always diligently followed all of the parameters and regulations mandated by Placer County, and
I know they will continue to do so. Because of this, it is important that the Planning Commission allow
Rancho Roble, and other small vineyards and breweries similar to us, the ability to support the
community with the opportunity to host events and operate during beneficial business hours. Fees
implemented by the County often seem essential for everyone, but these fees are crippling to smaller
businesses such as ours, resulting in the suspension of hours for employees like myself, and the lack
of availability to our facility for the community. Please keep these effects in mind as you make your
decision regarding this ordinance. I will be personally affected by your decision, so I ask you to make
an exception for smaller businesses, such as Rancho Roble Vineyards.
Beth Jenkins

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carey Krantz <careydkrantz@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 8:55 PM
Sue Colbert
ranchoroble18@gmail.com
Winery/brewery Ordinance and Rancho Robles Winery

To Whom it May Concern;
I am a customer writing in support of Rancho Robles Winery's effort to encourage that the existing Placer County
winery/brewery ordinance be amended to increase the number of "promotional events" allowed annually to 12. I also
support Rancho Robles Winery's desire to seek modification of any provision of the Placer County Code which may, as a
result of any classification, place an unreasonable restriction on the size of events that Rancho Robles Winery can host.
Businesses such as Rancho Robles Winery must be supported in order that they succeed and thereby draw people to the
community who will consequently support other businesses. I believe that a balance can be achieved between
reasonable regulation and the needs and interests of neighbors and the community. It is my hope that my belief will
prevail in this matter, particularly given this challenging time.
Best regards,
Carey Krantz

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Shawna Lipkovitch <shawna.lipkovitch@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 9:31 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble

To whom this may concern,
My name is Shawna and I have lived in Lincoln for approximately 4 years now. My husband is stationed at Beale AFB. We
absolutely love living in Lincoln CA. The historic, small‐town, rural feel you get from this community is welcoming and
makes you feel at home even after a short time.
One place that has made us feel so proud of our community is Rancho Roble. It is by far one of the prettiest wineries in
the area. It also offers such a wholesome, family atmosphere. It is so much more than just a winery. Kari and her family,
as well as the rest of the staff working there, are all so amazing every time we are there. We love the winery so much
that we decided to use the setting for our baby's 1 year photos.
The events that take place at Rancho Roble are wonderful because they are family‐friendly. Last year for Halloween our
entire family decided to go to the winery for the costume contest and also because they were offering pizza and
showing Charlie Brown's Halloween movie. After all of the contestants were displayed for the costume contest, the
families were asked if any children wanted to participate as well. We decided to enter our 7 month old daughter into the
contest because she was dressed as a cute little bat. Our daughter ended up winning the contest because of how family‐
oriented the winery is.
It would be wonderful to see this place grow and offer as much as it can to the city of Lincoln.
V/r ,
SL
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Loew <hbloew@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 9:28 PM
Sue Colbert
Support our local wineries and breweries

We greatly miss being able to visit our local wineries and breweries. Being able to visit Rancho Roble, Pescatore, Goat
House, Wise Villa and many others -- in our beautiful rural location. -- makes living here so special. We ask, especially
now with the great economic distress for our local business, that every effort is made to make it possible for them to
survive and succeed. Please remove as many fees and restrictions are is reasonable and possible. Help them to
succeed. They are a great resource.
Halina Loew
Lincoln, CA
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Haylie Noyes <hayliemay8@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 9:19 PM
Sue Colbert
Winery ordinance

I am writing to express my support for my favorite winery (Rancho Robles).
This amazing winery has been a wonderful place where we often go as a family. Over the years we
have enjoyed several family friendly events there. They are located on Fleming Rd. which is very
secluded. They have no visible neighbors and all of their events are very low key and quiet. Their
annual Mother’s Day brunch has been our favorite for several years now. I would love for them to be
able to have more of these great events. Wineries are a huge part of Placer County agriculture. As a
county that prides itself on agriculture, we should do everything we can to ensure the success of all
our farms and wineries. Allowing them to have a few more events could make a huge difference in
their success.
The owners are wonderful people who always go out of their way to make us feel welcome. We love
supporting this wonderful family and their winery. Please join me in supporting this Placer County
winery.
Thank you,
Haylie Virrueta
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dana Pearson <pearson.dana@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 8:25 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Robles Ordinance Porposal

Hello,
I’m sending a note to request that Rancho Robles winery next able to have 12 events rather than 6.
The winery owners and team members are very responsible and good at abiding by rules and respecting neighboring
homes, while providing excellent service.
Hope you will consider their proposal as a small business that is trying to grow and share it’s beautiful space and wine
with more people. That deserve to offer added event fun for more people to enjoy their space throughout the year.
Have a great evening,
Dana
Sent from my iPhone

1
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email to planning@placer.ca.gov ]

April 22, 2020

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

Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA—FEIR—SR—Public Comments
Upon receiving the Winery/Farm Brewery (WFB) Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA)
Staff Report (SR) with less than a week to read and research new, substantial changes (aka
“modifications”), and after conferring with many others, we submit that a number of the
ZTA’s proposed changes both create new impacts and/or merely exacerbate the already
unmitigated, non-conforming, negative impacts—many of which are discussed later in this
submission.
Overarching Impacts. Our primary concerns are: preserving rural environments,
conserving agricultural lands, minimizing event traffic and noise. (Please see the Public
Interest Coalition’s comments on the FEIR dated April 13, 2020.) The EIR underestimates
impacts from winery and brewery events because it assumes events will only take place at
existing wineries and that future wineries and breweries will locate in western Placer
County. This is clearly not the case; Sehr Winery is a perfect example. The EIR also fails
to adequately analyze the impacts from unlimited promotional events related to: loss of
agricultural land, increased wildfire hazards, noise, impacts to private roads and driveways,
growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts.
It is disturbing that the proposed changes in the SR and attached consultant’s memo
reduce permit review requirements to less stringent standards. For example, the proposed
revisions would reduce permit review for tasting rooms in Agricultural Exclusive, Forest,
and Farm zone districts, from Minor Use Permit to Administrative Review Permit.
Similarly, small winery production permits in RA and RF zones would be reduced from
Minor Use Permits to Administrative Review Permits. These changes are particularly
problematic because ARP review does not provide public notice and does not include a
public hearing, making it difficult for the public to be informed and to participate.
Residents in rural residential areas will be directly impacted by the changes due to
an increase in events and an unenforceable added language. Public Interest Coalition
cannot support the project in its current form; however, we are willing to work on language
to make the ZTA impactful. In addition to alternatives that have been submitted, the
following modifications should be considered and applied to ensure that the County’s
agricultural lands and rural environment are preserved:
~Reduce number of allowed events. Eliminate the distinctions between various
types of events and instead allow a maximum of 10 events per year of any type,
of 50 or fewer patrons. This would exclude up to 6 Countywide events per
year.
~Restrict music to indoor areas. Prohibit outdoor amplified sound systems in
Agricultural and Rural Residential zones, and instead require amplified sound
to be within a permanent structure with dB readings of no more than 55 dB
levels or normal conversations outside at the source.
~Limit Special Events. Limit Special events to 4 events annually of up to 200
patrons maximum for parcels larger than 10 acres.
___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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~Consider another alternative. Reduce the dB level maximum level for all
commercial events (wineries, breweries, cideries, etc.) in rural residential areas.
If Code can be amended to allow restaurants and bars in rural residential areas
to benefit the wine/beer industry, surely it can be changed to lower maximum
dB levels for commercial events to benefit families living in rural residential
zones.
Placer County Code requires the County to find that the Project “Eliminated or
substantially lessened all the significant effects on the environment, where feasible....”
See, Placer County Code 18.20.070 A.2.a. The EIR for the Project did not adequately
evaluate impacts nor include all feasible mitigation to reduce significant impacts.
Therefore, the County cannot make the Findings required. Because the County cannot
make the findings required by the Zoning Code, it cannot lawfully approve the Project.
Proposed ZTA Biases
Supporting wineries and breweries and start-ups should not be done at the expense
of the environment and rural residents’ way of life. The County should prioritize
preservation of agricultural land, rural environment, and quality of life. The ZTA
modifications create new significant impacts and/or increases in already-mentioned
impacts including but not limited to: excessive ranges of recurring (unlimited) disturbing
activities with little-to-no enforcement capacity; unwanted noise, traffic and other
negative-impact activities that are known to compromise health and safety issues of
neighbors; creation, allowance, and support by the County of illegal nuisances in rural
residential farm and agricultural zones that deny and/or interfere with property owners’
right to the reasonable use and enjoyment of their property.1
The added changes exacerbated the already unacceptable negative impacts of the
proposed ZTA, many of which have already been submitted for the administrative record
in numerous public comments. We disagree with the premises stated in the SR to justify
the modifications and lament the obvious undue influence that a small, self-serving
commercial industry has over the vast majority of the rural neighbors who will be
recipients of the impacts. The County simply did not include many reasonable and feasible
suggestions, alternatives or input from public members who have been involved with
winery ordinance issues for over 13 years and who have taken every opportunity to present
concerns and inform the County of problems. Due to time constraints—ours and
Commissioners’—our review of the revised SR is severely limited.
Incorrect Premises. Project Description, page 2. The SR states, “All of the
existing wineries, as well as current farm breweries, are located in the westerncentral portion of the County. While the zoning text applies to all unincorporated
portions of Placer County, the geographic study area analyzed in the EIR is appropriately
focused on the areas of western Placer County where wineries and farm breweries
are currently concentrated and where the Farm zone district is predominant.” [bold
added]. The major flaws here are:
(1) Focusing only on part of the County, calling it the “primary growth area,” when
the ZTA applies Countywide, and illogically justifying the truncated approach primarily
due to the study area’s soil productivity, climate, access, etc., is irrelevant because
1

California law provides a cause of action for a private nuisance which can include interference
with an individual’s use or enjoyment of his/her property (CA Civil Code Section 3479). When a nuisance
affects multiple people, a community, or neighborhood, it may be considered a public nuisance (CA Civil
Code 3480). If negative impacts cause harm (health, physical) to others, the offender may also be prosecuted
for “public nuisance” under Penal Code 372 and 373a.
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ingredients for beer or wine only require being planted—they do not have to be used as
ingredients in the product because wine and beer crop ingredients can be purchased
elsewhere.
Also, the EIR and the SR overlook other reasons why so many wineries and
breweries may be concentrated in the truncated study area: (a) Land in those areas was,
and still is, much less expensive than land in other unincorporated rural areas; and (b)
because of inconsistent County “parcel-splitting” approvals granted in past decades,
fragmentation is somewhat less in parcels located much farther out in the study area.
(2) It is our understanding that at least one winery is outside the study area in
Foresthill; another may be also in the Meadow Vista area. The study area map does not
include other wineries, such those listed in previous comment letters, and a number that
show up only in Google search maps and/or are included in a 2015 Planning Staff
presentation (Attachment A).
Due to the original proposed ZTA’s generous, unenforceable allowances that are
now expanded with the modifications, it is reasonably foreseeable that wineries and
breweries will spring up outside of the study area. If the ZTA is to remain Countywide
and its modifications approved, that will significantly increase negative impacts (more
events and attendees) and will require that the EIR must be recirculated to analyze new
impacts in all County unincorporated areas to inform the public as CEQA mandates.
Key Topics—Proposed Refinements
Definitions. Key Topics 1 and 2: Section B., p 4. This revision still allows up to
50 people at any one time (which remains problematic due to “rolling event” impacts not
being addressed or analyzed), but now adds, “excluding staff and tasting groom
patrons.” How will 50 attendees at a beer or wine facility under an Ag Promotional event
be distinguished from the unlimited number of “excluded” patrons in attendance at the
“tasting room” at the same time? Will the tasting room have restricted access to the lessthan-50 event? The last sentence (“If greater than 50 people are in attendance at one time,
those events shall be regulated in the same manner as a Special Event. See Table 3.”)
implies that those on site as “tasting room patrons” may count toward the 50 person
attendee limit. Regardless, this loosening language change will invalidate the “50-or-less”
ZTA limit and render it useless for enforcement.
If a winery/brewery is going to hold an Ag Promo event, then the less than 50
qualification (at any one time) must include anyone in the tasting room. In many
instances the tasting room will be part, or all, of the space used for the unlimited event,
especially rolling events. If this loose language remains, then an EIR must be recirculated
to analyze the new significant impacts (noise, traffic, wastewater, etc.).
Private Road Access. Key Topic 3: Section E.2., p 5. This ZTA is a Countyimposed usage of shared private drives where neighbors have easements for ingress and
egress intended only for “normal” family activities and ag operations. Events are not
agricultural operations nor allowed by the “right to farm” policies. A commercial event,
that belongs in a commercial or other non-residential zone, is an incompatible use and not
a use that fits with shared private roads being used by families running errands, going to
work, children playing, pets roaming (but still on their own properties), etc. Complying
with Fire Safe Standards should be an automatic requirement; however, “fire safe”
personnel may have no legal roadway safety expertise, such as, line of sight, speed limits,
or other traffic or roadway safety issues to comply with County Code. We submit that it is
irresponsible to drop any kind of private driveway requirements should events be allowed
in a residential zone that utilize shared private drives.
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Tasting Rooms, Key Topic 4: Section B., p 6. In the beginning, there was a
degree of trust that this stated purpose would color all provisions in the ZTA: “Protecting
and preserving agricultural land was at the forefront of the code recommendation to
increase the minimum parcel size for by-right allowances from 4.6 to 10 acres.” Again,
with input only from the industry and none from concerned citizens, now even that
protection is being compromised and weakened with the new change pertaining to Tasting
Rooms: “Tasting Room” is accessory to a winery or farm brewery, typically located on
the premises of a winery or farm brewery’s production facilities, at which guests may
sample the winery or brewery’s products. A tasting room is only allowed in Residential,
Agriculture and Resource zone districts if production takes place on-site (see also “stand
alone tasting room”), or at another winery or farm brewery facility with the same
ownership within Placer County, and as allowed by State law.
Since state law allows a winery to purchase wine that is produced and/or bottled
elsewhere and to affix its own label on the bottles, the phrase, “and as allowed by State
law” may preclude the County’s “same ownership” change. If “same ownership” is meant
to be “protection,” what degree of ownership of the facility is necessary? (1%, 100%?
Does “ownership of a temporary outdoor “Tasting Room” facility—a patio, for example—
count as “Ownership?”). If the winery or brewery owner leases the land, does this change
only apply to parcel/land owners?
We submit that to better meet ag land protection and preservation objectives, a
mandatory alternative be proposed to require that the legal residence of the owner of the
land, Tasting Room facility, and other associated ag structures, facility shall be one and the
same within Placer County. In other words, the winery or brewery owner shall reside on
the same parcel where facilities are located.
Permit Requirements. Key Topic 6, Section C. Table 2, p 6.
As mentioned earlier (page 1 and 2), it appears that the change in Residential zones
(from CUP to less stringent MUP and from MUP to ARP) for production-only facilities
(no public tasting allowed) may indeed “support start-up operations,” but we cannot be
certain what the impact will be with enforcement. “These facilities would not be afforded
a tasting room or events under this use permit. Rather, they would only have the
opportunity to begin making commercially salable wine under State law.” Imbedded in
any such less stringent permit should be explicit language to inform the facility operators
that violations shall not be allowed and may result in complete revocation of any permits
issued as well as a “cease and desist” order.
Wine and Beer sales. Key Topic 7: Section D.3.a, p 7. This section reinforces the
establishment of restaurants in rural residential zones as an “accessory use.” A better term
would be, “Incompatible, non-conforming use” that also destroys reasonable land-use
continuity and creates new, undesirable impacts to neighbors.
“Wine and Beer Sales. The tasting room is primarily for the marketing and sale of
the agricultural products produced at the facility. Wine products shall be limited to those
produced, vinted, cellared or bottled by the operator in accordance with State law. [bold
added]. Wine products sold at the facility may also be grown on the premises and custom
crushed at another facility for the operator…..Accessory use – Restaurants may serve wine
and/or beer produced by other Wineries and/or Farm Breweries located in Placer County
subject to compliance with State law and the permit requirements outlined in Section
17.56.330 (C).”
This modification simply diverts the real issue and leaves the proverbial elephant in
the room. No matter how carefully language is construed and couched, vintners may
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purchase bottled wine elsewhere and affix their own label (possibly breweries may also).
The “limit” of wine “products” does nothing to prohibit it. This legal bottling allowance is
evidence that supports our position that wineries and breweries may indeed be licensed as
legitimate ag operations, but there are many avenues to put profit-making first with ag
conservation and protection much lower on the priority list. The ZTA, EIR, and SR omit
any discussion or analysis of how the industries actually work—the shortcuts and littleknown legal labeling facts. Thus, the public remains uninformed as to actual impacts.
Also, this modification may be contradictory to Key Topic Item 4, which requires
such off-site products or ingredients to be purchased from a facility with the same
ownership within Placer County. IF so, this may generate more confusion and should be
clarified.
Agricultural Promotional and Special Events, Key Topic 8: Section D.4, p 8.
“Clarify that events shall be allowed "on-site" as an accessory use, not simply in the tasting
room…. The intent of this language was not meant to imply that events could only take
place in a tasting room, but rather, on a property with a tasting room.” This modification is
evidence that also reinforces our contention mentioned in Key Topics 1 and 2 above where
the number of attendees is governed by the ZTA. By “excluding” attendees, patrons, or
visitors, etc., who may be on-site ostensibly for tasting purposes (while any event that
limits attendees to maximum levels proceeds concurrently), it renders the “less than 50
attendees” requirement for unlimited events unenforceable. There is no requirement for
event attendees be either identified or physically separated from the tasting room patrons
or visitors and potentially no way to herd or enforce them to stay in their legal limited
areas.
Thus, the “less than 50 at any one time” may potentially create single or rolling
events with much greater attendees than expected or allowed by claiming they are only
tasting patrons. CEQA requires that the negative impacts from this very foreseeable
situation be analyzed and calls for recirculation.
Ag Promotional Events, Key Topic 9, Section D.4.a., p8. “Add a provision to
allow additional attendees at an Agricultural Promotional Event for large wineries
(20,000+ cases), if property is 40+ acres, permitted by Conditional Use Permit.”
This change incorrectly assumes that with more “room,” larger properties’ tasting
and event facilities will be farther away from sensitive receptors and therefore will not
have the negative impacts that W/FB on smaller acreages will. In a well-planned
jurisdiction, where fragmentation has not occurred, that assumption may be valid.
However, in Placer County, even existing large parcels have situated their facilities at one
end, or one corner, of the parcel which, in Placer County, may be adjancent to 1-, 2-, 4- or
5-acre residential parcels. Those rural residents did not create the problem—County
officials did with their approvals. Therefore, as sensitive receptors, any potential negative
impacts to any rural residents must take first and highest priority when it comes to event
allowances.
A change is proposed to Section D.4.a. (Agricultural Promotional Events): “….For
large wineries located on 40 acres or greater, additional attendees may be permitted
subject to a Conditional Use Permit.”
A. Such a “discretionary review” would set precedence. For equal treatment and
fairness issues alone, it may indeed commit the County to a future course of action to allow
a greater number of attendees for unlimited Ag Promo Events at any large-acre winery,
regardless of the number of cases produced that defines a large winery. Our primary
concern is that any negative impacts to neighbors must be mitigated to non-existent.
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B. Again, instead of the “unlimited events” being for less than 50 people at any
one time, this modification “may” allow an as yet undetermined number of attendees, plus
any remaining guests in larger wineries’ Tasting Room (Key Topics #1 and #2). As the
ZTA is currently written, this will apply to day-long “rolling” events also. It is reasonably
foreseeable that any winery or brewery with more than 10,000 sq ft for guests to gather
(tasting room, patios, caves, processing rooms, etc.) could end up with attendees well
beyond the already generous allowances for unlimited Ag Promo Events. Thus, the
potential for greater numbers of “unofficial” event attendees (with additional, subsequent
negative impacts—noise, traffic, water, wastewater, etc.) creates potentially new
significant impacts and requires EIR recirculation for CEQA analysis.
Special Events, Key Topic 10-11, Section D.4.b., p 9. Add a footnote in Table 3 to
allow additional attendees and greater event frequency for large wineries on 40+ acres,
permitted by Conditional Use Permit. Additionally, amend table to reference ARP or
MUP, which are consistent with change #5.
This is similar to Topic 9 above and relates to our comments on page 1. The
primary purpose for having “limitations” in regulations or laws is generally to protect the
public or sensitive receptors from negative or harmful effects. In rural residential zones,
coupled with Placer County’s haphazard, irresponsible and/or lack of foresight with its
fragmented re-zoning and parcel splitting approvals in the past, County parcel sizes, often
adjacent or in close proximity, are diverse so as to require limitations on use.
With consistency in minimum parcel sizes in orderly zoned counties, land use
benefits can usually be utilized equally. Due to Placer County’s previous parcel-resizing
and rezoning approval decisions, now recognized as “reckless,” everyone must abide by a
much stricter set of regulations to offset the potential for significant negative impacts from
incompatible or non-conforming land uses in rural residential areas—and that includes any
“commercial” activities that are not legitimate ag operations.
Greater land use allowances that benefit any one parcel owner at the expense of
other(s), especially if based on size, is unacceptable and fraught with problems, such as
neighbor conflicts, economic lowering of neighbors’ properties, enviro impacts (traffic,
noise, water, wastewater), and more that do not belong in rural residential zones and were
not examined in the EIR.
It is the negative impacts to others in rural residential areas that should be the
primary concern and focus of this ZTA, which is also a primary concern of CEQA, and not
the economic benefits to a commercial endeavor. Capacity to hold more events in no way
should be interpreted as a right or an allowance that takes priority over neighbors’ rights to
enjoy their properties. Apparenlty, this comment must be continually repeated until and
unless its significance is finally recognized and mitigated.
Moreover, the “large” size parcels already come with not only greater numbers of
events allowed, but also they may be involved with numerous county-wide events that
occur on a regular bases that add to the onslaught of negative impacts to rural residential
neighbors. With the new modification, increased significant County-wide events need to
be analyzed and mitigated via a recirculated EIR.
Parking, Key Topic 12, Section E.1.c., p 9. Proposal to remove specificity of onsite parking requirement to support 75,000-pound vehicle. Include only a reference to
local fire serving district standards.
Vehicle weight specificity may have been detailed for parking lots, but that is not
where the focus should be. Shared private roads with equally-shared maintenance costs,
will have excessive damage from heavily loaded commercial trucks hauling grapes from
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elsewhere to wineries (or hops to breweries), or leaving wineries/breweries hauling crop
yields to other locations, that can weigh up to 80,000 lbs.2 However, normal family trips
in passenger (non commercial) vehicles create much less wear and tear maintenance
expenses (or more “normal” and expected expenses).
The reasoning behind this imposed financial burden on those who share private
roads with commercial breweries and/or wineries must be factored into weight limits on
private roads. Maintenance of on-site parking lots is the sole responsibility of the owners.
Other than their ability to maneuver on private property as first responders, fire districts
normally do not have jurisdiction over parking lots or private driveways.
Hours of Operation. Key Topic 13, Section E.3.a, p10. Again, it is disturbing to
have yet another modification based solely on a winery request, yet no consideration for
modification requests made by the public. The loophole or de facto “waiver” to not
comply (“…or as specified by use permit”) is unacceptable. We would urge, that the only
amendment to the ZTA via a permit must be for shorter hours, not “additional hours.”
Suggested language for consideration to only reduce the code limited hours of operation
may be along these lines:
“…or as specified by a use permit, subject to revision if changing conditions or
circumstances so warrant.” If wineries and breweries want and can request flexibility at
the front end, then citizens deserve to have the same flexibility at the back end if/when
noise impacts are determined to be unacceptable. Any neighbor or citizen verified
complaint and/or request to shorten hours of operation and/or to lower dB levels should be
included in the ZTA as a “shall have the hours of operation and dB level maximums at
the source reduced.”
As proposed, the original ZTA’s stated hours of operation are already more than
flexible enough for any valid winery or brewery in rural residential areas to plan for
tastings and events. To not have a definitive start and ending time, neighbors, especially
those in residential areas who are surrounded by the proliferation of wineries—and soon
breweries3—may be inundated by unwelcome noise levels with no way to know which
winery is operating lawfully due to a non-standard hours-of-operation discretionary use
permit.
To mitigate such unwanted sound that deviates from the provision proposed in the
ZTA, we strongly urge that this section include two revisions:
(1) The noise decibel levels for all wine/beer facilities be revised to those
recommended by the Placer County Planning Commission during discussion of the Winery
Ordinance Mitigated Negative Declaration around April, 2015. As stated in our previous
comments, those were in part: “After 7:30 pm, event noise shall be reduced to 20 db or
less.”
In that same County presentation, Tasting Room Hours for all wineries are listed as
ending at 5 pm (See Attachment A).4 Therefore, precedent for Tasting Hours ending at 5
2

Maximum gross weight in California with a tractor trailer combination is 80,000 lbs. Source:
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/legal-truck-access/weight-limitation; [and] Counties may
reduce the permissible weight of vehicles and loads on unimproved county highways or on county bridges
(Section 35706).
3
DEIR, Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA Project, April 2019, Chpt 3, d. Summary, page 81: “The
County has elected to use an annual average growth rate of 1.5 new facilities per year,… “ and same page,
two paragraphs later, “4. …this EIR assumes that future winery/farm brewery growth will be concentrated in
western Placer County, in and around the areas where current facilities are located
4
“Draft Winery Ordinance Update, Planning Division Staff: Sherri Conway,” from 2015
(Attachment A)
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pm was doable and should be continued; as such, the ZTA’s “Hours of Operations” section
should be further modified.
(2) The proposed ZTA also needs additional modification in that all
winery/brewery hours of operation for both events and tasting must include preparation
and clean up. IF prep and clean up cannot be completed during the stated ordinance’s
hours of operation, then the processes shall be halted at the designated termination time
and completed the next day (or preparation should be started the day before).
The ordinance needs to be absolutely clear about hours of operation in order to
avoid negative impacts to neighbors and loophole language to make code enforcement
impossible. Otherwise, an event promoter will request additional hours for attendee arrival
and departure, sunsets, sunrises, etc. For health, safety, and other public benefit efforts to
be effective, in a law and order society enforceable laws, codes, ordinances, or regulation
language cannot be vague. For example, if a speed limit is 55 mph, then 56 mph is
considered a violation. The proposed ZTA must not vacillate or contain “wobbler”
language, especially with Placer County’s woeful code enforcement problems as
previously mentioned in three Grand Jury Reports.
Potable Water, Key Topic 14, Section E.7, p 10. First, with water being so
critical—supply and contamination being just a couple of the most important issues in
California and Placer County—it is completely unacceptable to suddenly abandon a lawful
authority (if not a mandate) to protect it, and leave it up to an industry’s “trust me”
approach with conflict of interest pressures—especially with such a substance that is a
necessity for life, possibly second only to the air we breathe.
At the February Planning Comm hearing, no commissioners spoke to abandoning
the Safe Drinking Water Act via leaving this item up to individual facility owners’
certifying their own well usage and having that comply with the law. Then to couch this
egregious modification in terms of supporting existing and start-up facilities is an
abandonment of duties. If so much “support” is needed, it can be provided in other nonlife threatening County processes—time extensions for license renewals, sales or property
tax filings, and more.
Second, vintners and breweries often use more water than other residential users.
To place responsibility for such an important issue as water supply and monitoring in the
hands of the users is reckless. The public well standard is a law that was established for
good reasons. It is irresponsible for Placer County to so arbitrarily ignore its role and duty
to fully protect not just potable water but also nearby neighbors with wells. We urge that
this deferment of enforcement of the Safe Water Act not be passed off to a self-regulation
process.
Community center, commercial event center, agricultural event center, Key
Topic 15, Section 17.56.340, p 10 to 11. This modification is being proposed supposedly
“…in order to reconcile confusion between the section regulating wineries and farm
breweries and agricultural event centers.” There is no confusion on the part of the public,
but there is plenty of resistance to try to massage the ZTA to allow wineries and breweries
to become de facto event centers and not have to follow the code that requires an Ag Event
Center permit. Worse, solutions to address increased complaints are characterized as, “can
be explored.” This is not even a plan; but if it is, it will only take place, maybe, sometime
in the future, well after the damage is done. We support working in collaboration with the
Code Compliance Division, but we submit that Code Compliance needs to be on top of this
issue from the beginning and not when event complaints increase.
Existing Operations and Small Start-ups [p12. The discussion here is again to
4/23/20-PIC to Plcr Co Png Comm--Page 8 of 10
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stress the ZTA’s purpose to support “start-up” operations and brings in two General Plan
policies:
Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to
accommodate uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market
agricultural products grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets)
as part of the economic development activities of local agencies.
Neither of these policies even comes close to allowing or supporting commercial
event centers in rural residential areas. Somehow, the original concept of what Tasting
Rooms are has been lost. They are the functional equivalent of roadside farm stands.
Because it was not reasonable to be serving/tasting alcoholic beverages at a roadside stand,
the concept of wine tasting on-site was created; then tasting rooms developed; then public
tours and a few events, and now full-on unlimited events which is where the problems
started.
It’s time to stop this unacceptable, non-conforming, family-life disruption to rural
residential neighbors. If wineries and breweries want to hold commercial events, they can
rent one of the many event venues, most of which are located in appropriately zoned areas.
Conclusion, p 13. In the 13 years this topic has been debated, with noise
disturbances being the primary complaint, staff has always researched other wine regions.
However, the conflicts, lawsuits, non-compliance citations, bitter public debates (that are
ongoing today) are never mentioned. In all conversations with those who live in other
wine regions, we have never had anyone be supportive of the noise and events.
Conducting ag operations, growing wine and beer crops, having and selling at a tasting
room and an occasional event has been acceptable, but no one has welcomed “attracting
visitors” to the sites in their communities.
Claims are always made that such visitor attraction helps “to promote local
agriculture.” Again, there have never been any statistics to validate such statements—or
proof as to how much any ag operation has been helped. “Promotional events provide
education and marketing opportunities…” The education can be just as easily obtained
from many sources (video, webinars, workshops, books, etc.) and does not require
unlimited events. The claim is made that wine and farm brewery tourism within Placer’s
rural landscape offers customers with an authentic experience of place, but why should all
other residents in that rural landscape have to put up with impacts from the activity. If
customers want to eat, they will support agriculture. The last sentence praises the ZTA’s
proposed “refinements” as intended to address land use compatibility between residential
uses and winery and farm brewery uses in the rural communities of Placer County. We
submit that it did not accomplish that at all.
Thank you for considering our views,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
Attachment A: Draft WO Update-Tasting Room Hours-Plng-2015
cc Sue Colbert, Shirlee Herrington, Nikki Streegan
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kathy Saenz <kathywaz@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 9:55 PM
Sue Colbert
Support local

Please continue to support local wineries and breweries in Placer County. There are so many we
have come to enjoy and being in a rural area is the cherry on top. Take Rancho Roble in rural
Lincoln, such peace and quiet partnered with beauty and great wine. It’s the needed respite of my
weekends away from the hospital. Your support is appreciated!
In Wellness,
Kathy Saenz, LCSW
Penryn resident
Sent from my iPhone

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

shari simon <srfsimon@att.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 7:12 PM
Sue Colbert
Winery/Brewery Ordinance exception

Dear Commissioner Colbert,
This email is in support of Rancho Roble Winery and hoping the commission will make an exception
to include smaller properties such as Rancho Roble and allow them to provide 12 events per year
rather than 6.
This increase would allow them to support their infrastructure, add bathrooms and make
improvements to the property that would provide the community with a local vineyard that can
serve limited special events.
Rancho Roble cares about the community and making it a better place. Thank you for your
consideration in making this change.
Shari Simon
Srfsimon@att.net
916-276-2853
Sent from my iPhone

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

gina thompson <ncilt@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 7:15 PM
Sue Colbert
Adjusting events to be held on acres

Hello,
Im in support of Placer council changing the events allowance from 20 acres to 19.5 acres. Also to include 12 events per
calendar year from 6 events. Please send me information regarding this issue passing or not and why.
Thank you for your time!
Ciao Gina Thompson
209.518.6907

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

kathryn abila <katethecap@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:14 PM
Sue Colbert
12 events a year!

Please vote to increase events from 6 to 12 times. That only leaves 1 per month.
Rancho Robles is a fabulous venue to have an event. I have had several small gathering there and
the wine is fabulous! I would think this would increase tourism too. I come from Sonoma County and
was involved in several function and events at wineries and it was great for the county.
The owners are wonderful, they have a great product and anything we all can do to drive tourism
dollars is good for everyone.
I hope you will vote for the change.
Thank your for your time.
Kathryn Abila
Sent from my iPad

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Booth <johnabooth@aol.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 1:59 PM
Sue Colbert
Supporting Rancho Roble Winery and the Winery/Brewery industry

I would like to register my support for Rancho Roble Winery and the Winery/Brewery industry
in Placer County. I think it is good for the county and it keeps many of the tourist dollars here
locally instead of people thinking they have to drive miles away to have a good experience with
wines and beers.
I am one of the 350 members of the Springfield Wine Appreciation Club, part of Springfield, an
active adult community in Rocklin. jb
John Booth
johnabooth@aol.com

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tony Bosserman <t_bosserman@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 3:25 PM
Sue Colbert
Wineries & breweries

As a 28 year resident of Placer County - one of the great draws is our local wineries and breweries. With Placer
County being one of the least troubled counties in the Country with Coronavirus - it seems reasonable to open
these businesses with the 6 foot spacing rules - so that they can survive and we citizens have a place to unwind.
Tony Bosserman
300 Serene Estates Lane
Lincoln, Ca. 95648

1

710

Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rock Clum <rockclum1@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:08 PM
Sue Colbert
Kari Hazen; Shari Simon; Kim Dace; bethjenkins150@comcast.net
Winery / Brewery Odinance exception

Dear Commissioner Colbert,

The new Winery /Brewing Ordinance is no doubt intended to create a positive impact economically and socially...but to
accomplish that goal the Commission must make an exception to include smaller sized properties such as Rancho Roble
and Vina Castellano who are only.5 fro 30 acre barrier.
By making this exception there would be benefits to Placer County as follows:
1. They could gain additional events that would create extra tax revenue for the County
2. Both wineries could improve their budget bottom line which is currently marginal to create business
stability and since both make well recognized and respected wine continue to support Placer County Wine
Trails improving reputation.
3. No interruption or layoffs in employee rosters because these wineries cannot grow to support profitability
which supports economic stability in Placer County
4. These wineries would financially be able to participate in additional community activities beyond their
current scope ..this support the Commission’s community focus and commitment to Placer County.
Furthermore the exceptions requested are minor and have no negative impact on Placer County.
Thank you for make this change quickly and decisively.
I love wine especially the fantastic Barbera that Rancho Roble makes locally and I am a lifetime 49 er fan and would love
to keep my tax money here versus the other wine trails.
Sincerely,
Rock Clum
4941 Bentwood Way
Granite Bay,CA 95746
916‐201‐8616

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

McKenzie Courtney <mckenziecourtne@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 1:19 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble

To Whom it May Concern,
I am writing you as a customer of Rancho Roble Winery in Lincoln, Ca. Rancho Roble has a special place in my heart.
Honestly, there is nothing not to love about this place: beautiful scenery, the cleanliness of the facilities, the friendly
staff, the importance of safety, genuine owners! Regardless of the rural location, individuals and families from local and
afar travel because of Rancho Roble.
One of mine and my families favorite things to do is attend the events at Rancho Roble. The events are always clean,
safe, and responsible. However, at this time the events seem to be limited. I would like to advocate for additional events
at this facility, whether these are weddings, family gatherings, etc. Rancho Roble is like a big family!
Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or concerns.
Sincerely,
The Courtney Family

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nikki Streegan
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 12:18 PM
Sue Colbert
EJ Ivaldi
FW: Request for Planning Commission continuance on the Winery/Brewery text amendment

Sue,
Please see email below for the admin record.
NS
From: Defend Granite Bay [mailto:defendgb@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2020 10:50 AM
To: Bonnie Gore <BonnieGore@placer.ca.gov>; Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Jim Holmes
<JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Kirk Uhler <KUhler@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: GBCA <gbca@granitebay.com>; Leslie Warren <allianceforenviroleadership@gmail.com>; Jackie Hoyt
<jacklinehoyt@gmail.com>; Marilyn Jasper <mjasper2@gmail.com>; EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>; George Rosasco
<GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>; Nikki Streegan <NStreega@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Request for Planning Commission continuance on the Winery/Brewery text amendment
Supervisors Gore, Weygandt, Holmes, Uhler and Gustafson,

With the current COVID-19 pandemic and state ordered Stay At Home mandate, individuals are having to address crisis
from both loss of work and health. Therefore, as representatives charged with our health and safety, we ask you to
question the Planning Commissions intent to move forward with controversial projects such as the Winery/Brewery
Ordinance which has not been fully vetted before the public.

Combined with the lack of a cumulative analysis of other active winery projects and the sheer absence of meaningful
interaction with the public, there is no overriding basis to move forward with the matter on this timeline.

The text has been in place for a decade or more so there is no perceived reason that it should be rushed through against
such fierce and wide-spread opposition. Your assistance in seeing that it is postponed is greatly appreciated.

Thank you in advance for empathy for those who are most vulnerable to both the pandemic and negative impacts from the
proposed ordinance.

The Defend Granite Bay Board
members of Defend Granite Bay

Sent from my iPhone

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

dotyoureye <dotyoureye@wavecable.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:04 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble Vineyard

I have been looking forward to visiting this beautiful vineyard since hearing about it and seeing the photos
online. Then Covid-19 happened. Please allow businesses, such as this one, who follow the required protocol
to allow guests to visit in a clean and healthy manner. It can be done.

Barbara Dottai
"It's a great day for a great day!"

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Diane Duenas <dd4638@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:59 PM
Sue Colbert
In Support of Rancho Roble Winery

Dear Ms. Colbert,
This message is regarding the vote on April 23, 2020 regarding an ordinance allowing wineries on properties of
more than 20 acres to have six events per year.

We are asking for the planning commission to allow properties with 19.5 acres to have a total of 12
events a year, versus 6 events a year. This will allow them to support their infrastructure, add
bathrooms and make other improvements that will provide the community with a local vineyard that
can serve limited special event needs.
Thank you for your consideration,
Diane and JD Duenas
5710 Desert Mallow Street
Rocklin, CA

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sonia Escobar <cptdentallab@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:48 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Robles Vineyard

Hello! My name is Sonia Escobar
A live in the city of Rocklin and have been a club member to Rancho Robles for a few years. It is actually one of the
favorites places for my family and I to visit, their owners are very welcoming to everyone who comes into the vineyard
for that reason we would love for them open to more events during the year.
Thank You
Sonia Escobar

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathan Evans <jaevans1979@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:19 PM
Sue Colbert
Winery/Brewery Planning

To Whom It May concern:
I am writing this email in support of the planning commision allowing properties with 19.5 acres to have a total of 12
events a year, versus 6 events a year. This will allow them to support their infrastructure, add bathrooms and make
other improvements that will provide the community with a local vineyard that can serve limited special event needs.
As a member of Rancho Roble Winery, I have spent some time there with friends and family. They have a stellar
establishment with great staff. They have so much to offer to their customers and community. I feel in the short time I
have spent there, I have made great memories as well as relationships that will last forever. I have been to many
different wineries and breweries in the same rural area and I can say that they offer an experience that is second to
none. They are respectful to their customers and respect the nature surrounding their establishment. They always treat
everyone like family and they are also the first ones to make sure everyone on their premise follows the appropriate
rules.
I know they could offer so much more if they were able to have the ordinance changed to allow them more flexibility as
to what they can do. I beleive if Rancho Roble was allowed to do more, it would make a positive impact not only on the
community, but the individuals who travel from outside the community to enjoy the great views, staff and one of a kind
experience.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Evans

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kathryn Foster <kathrynfoster30@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 1:34 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble

Hello! I am a fairly new resident to this area and a registered nurse. One of my favorite things to do on
my weekends off is sit outside at a winery and listening to live music. Rancho Roble has accomplished
just that. They are located in Auburn, out in the countryside. It’s definitely not city living, which is why it
is such a beautiful place to visit. The owners and workers are the most caring people. They know their
members by name and go out of their way to treat everyone like family, which is unheard of for
wineries these days. They truly want to make the community and experience better for all. The only
thing that would make them better is by allowing them to add more events! There is no doubt extra
events would make everyone happier that knows about this winery, but it would allow the winery to
keep improving. It would also allow for more people to visit and get to know this winery, as their rural
location can sometimes affect that. This winery is run by amazing people who make sure to follow the
rules while providing the best experience possible. I am writing this instead of sleeping before a shift
because it means that much to me. Rancho Roble has been one of the best experiences about
relocating to this area. Please allow for more events (especially coming from a nurse with funky hours
that make me miss out on a lot)!
Thank you!
Kathryn Foster

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Glick <jeff@westflowcompany.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:51 PM
Sue Colbert
RANCHO ROBLE and other consideration for increase to 12 events per year

To whom it may concern,
Please consider favorably to increase the current ordinance from 6 to 12 events per year at winery/brewery properties.
I moved to Roseville in 2012 for the Bay Area and enjoy this area a lot with my Wife and family.
We found Rancho once they opened a few years ago. I travel a lot on business and can’t make the limited number of
events they have held. I do think it would be a great thing to change unto 12 events so perhaps I can attend more. The
owners are very nice, responsible people. Please consider this favorable for the future of our area.
Thanks You

Thx!
Jeff Glick
Westflow Company
Contact: (916) 303-6430

1
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Dear Placer County Planning Commissioners:
With the April 23, 2020 planning commission meeting just around the corner, it has come to our
attention that you will be reviewing a revision of the Winery/Brewery Ordinance. This letter is to
address the parcel size stated in the ordinance, as well as, to ask the planning department to
provide parcel size accomodations for two existing wineries, Vina Castellano and Rancho Roble
Vineyards. The Planning department decision will greatly affect these businesses. These are
the only two wineries that will be negatively affected by this specific zoning issue in the newly
drafted wine/brewery ordinance.
Both Vina Castellano, 19.89 acres, and Rancho Roble Vineyards, 19.73 acres, (which fall just
under the 20-acre minimum parcel size) will have their wineries’ opportunity for
events--slashed in half --due to a minor technicality, that will yield a net zero gain to the
county and to the property owners.
With both wineries being close to the 20-acre minimum (and if you round the 19.89 or 19.73 upboth would be 20), the intent of the ordinance would not be diminished by allowing them the 12
events by-right status. An exemption to the minor square footage allowance would permit both
wineries to continue to do community events and a few larger events to augment the farming
income and expense of operating and maintaining small operations on larger parcels of land.
One of the provisions of the ordinance is to tie the size of the property to the number of
allowable events.  The proposed ordinance will allow properties between 10-20 acres- 6
events and properties on 20+ acres -12 events. There is an overlap between the 6-20
acres and 20+ acres. Rancho Roble Vineyards’ staff has been in discussion with the planning
department staff and other members of the County staff regarding the parcel size requirement in
November 2017 and later questioned the parcel size requirement in 2018, 2019 and most
recently in early 2020. We are writing to the Planning Commission with the hope you will
see our reasoning that will provide a positive impact to Placer County residents and both
wineries.
The winery ordinance author(s) reasoning appears to be:
Larger parcels create less of a nuisance to neighbors because there is more distance
that separates activity and the nuisances potentially associated on larger properties from
neighbors. For all intents and purposes, there are two wineries that will unnecessarily be
substantially fiscally inhibited by this the minor discrepancy in their square footage.
We understand the 4.6-acre parcel is a designated minimum based on its square footage of
200,000 square feet. The 10-acre parcel is 435,600 square feet and 20-acre parcels are
871,200 square feet, more arbitrary in size than the smaller parcels.
Vina Castellano’s parcel size is 866,408.4  square feet and Rancho Roble Vineyards parcel size
is 858,132 feet, and we would propose that this is more than sufficient to accommodate the
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events that we do without any relevant nuisance to our neighbors, which can be evidenced by
the fact that Vina Castellano’s family has regularly held large private family events on the
property for nearly 50 years, with one notable complaint 25 years ago, ironically it was the
owner’s wedding.
Vina Castellano winery has been in business for 20 years and the accessory tasting room for
over 15 years, without incident. One need only look at a map of rural Placer County to see that
over the years many large parcels were either allowed to be split, obtained or gave easements
to neighbors which diminished the size, or were incorrectly surveyed in a time when things were
less precise. To my knowledge, there has never been less than 4.6-acre allowance in the Farm
Zone, yet Vina Castellano’s owners also have a personal residence on a 2-acre parcel, one
mile from the winery. Vina Castellano mentions this to point out that minimum departures
from zoning ordinance requirements have been granted to property owners where they
historically make sense, particularly in rural zones where property line adjustments, and
historical surveys were frequently incorrect.
Although we are specifically asking to look at the two of the existing wineries which fall just
below the 20 acre parcel size, due to past situations where small portions of the parcel were lost
or given to neighboring properties, we think could be an issue that could affect many future
projects.
At Vina Castellano Estate Vineyard and Winery, which is owned by the Mendez Family trust, the
19.89 parcel is contiguous to an undeveloped and unimproved 10-acre parcel, also owned by
the Mendez Family Trust. This property will stay in the family upon the death of the Matriarch
and primary trustee. It is slated to serve as the future expansion of the existing vineyard.
In the case of Rancho Roble, the current owners’ believed the estate was sold as a 20 acre
parcel as the owner received a map from a real estate agent that showed the property to be 20
acres. At the time of the sale, the owner did not look deeply enough into the exact size of the
property as they did not realize all the technical issues that were involved with the title and
property. In any case, Rancho Roble’s Property is across the street from the new Natural
Passages cemetery whose neighbors are very quiet and will continue to stay that way for
years to come. Other properties next to Rancho Roble are zoned as agriculture, with the
majority of parcels 20- 100+ acres in all perimeters of the property.
Neither Rancho Roble (operational as a farm/vineyard since 1999 and for 6 years as a tasting
room under two previous owners) nor Vina Castellano (operational for 20 years as a commercial
farm and 18 as a tasting room) have had complaints or violations for noise.
As you know, it is very expensive to run rural endeavors at this size. Our businesses have
limited hours and traffic. The difference of six events as compared to 12, would not significantly,
or possibly not at all, affect neighbors, however it could significantly affect the wineries
bottom line.
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For all intents and purposes, these parcels operate fiscally and culturally as their counterparts
that are exact in size, yet they would be given a great disadvantage to recover their equal fiscal
burdens, based on a net gain technicality. And, in Rancho Roble Vineyards case, it would make
the difference to go forward with substantial infrastructure improvements, or to stop planning
this week on a significant project. Six additional events a year will help support the
improvements that are required by the State and County to operate a tasting room. Without the
additional events, Rancho Roble will need to make a decision on how the family will proceed. It
costs so much to operate this type of business and the price of property is extremely expensive
in California, and with ongoing county restrictions, there becomes a time that a business has to
decide which way to operate- the Planning Commission’s decision will directly affect how
Rancho Roble Vineyards proceeds with infrastructure spending.
On the other hand, an accomodation to the minor square footage allowance would permit both
wineries to continue to do community events and a few larger events to augment the farming
income and expense of operating and maintaining small operations on larger parcels of land.
The problem is that going through the process of getting a variance for minor square footage
discrepancies, such as exists on these two projects is costly and unreliable and yields no benefit
to the county nor the property owners. Rancho Roble has had two previous owners and there is
a need to drive traffic to the venue to create a more viable business model so that the current
owners will be able to run a sustainable business.
Because there are many large parcels in the county that have such minor square footage issues
we would like to see a clause which allows for all such properties that are within reasonable
proximity to the size category they are most closely related, to have ease of this event limit
regulation. This could be limited to agricultural properties with proposed agricultural businesses
which would unnecessarily have fiscal or operational burdens projected upon them. It should be
limited to the dwindling rural Farm Zone, where the right-to-farm takes precedence over other
such rights.
Thank you so much for your attention to this matter, both Rancho Roble and Vina Castellano
look forward to hearing back from you with a realistic solution which includes an
exemption for both wineries acreage which allows twelve events a year and which does
not add further financial burden to our operations.
Sincerely,
Teena Wilkins

Kari Hazen

Managing Partner/Owner

Managing Partner/Owner

Vina Castellano Estate Vineyard & Winery

Rancho Roble Vineyards

“A little piece of Spain in the Sierra Foothills”
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rebecca S. Jerwers <jjerwers@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:00 PM
Sue Colbert
Placed County wineries and Vineyards

Over the past twelve months I have had the pleasure of visiting at least a dozen Placer County
wineries, including Cante Ao Vinho, Casque, Ciotti, Lone Buffalo, PaZa, Rancho Roble, Secret Ravine,
and Wise Villa, just to name a few. My wife and I enjoy wine tasting and make a couple of trips per
year to Napa and Sonoma. I only buy what I have tasted and like. After exploring Amador County
and ElDorado County extensively , I discovered the vibrant Placer wine scene. And I was not
disappointed. I have spent many dollars in Placer County on both food and wine. I can honestly say
while I did not like some Placer vintages, there were many more that were quite enjoyable and the
tasting room environments were very nice. I heartedly encourage the Planning Commission to
positively impact this valuable Placer resource.
James Jerwers
Folsom, California

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Frank <fxkellydds@aol.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 5:25 PM
Sue Colbert
Support the wineries and breweries

I would like to extend my support for the local wineries and breweries in the area around Lincoln. My
wife and I retired and relocated here in CA from Michigan and have greatly enjoyed visiting these
establishments. Rancho Robles has been a great spot to bring the family and grandkids and relax
and enjoy the outdoors. Wise Winery is a great spot to enjoy dinner and watch the sunset. We take
our out-of-state guests to these spots and they are awed. They are great places to have weddings,
showers, celebrations of all kinds. Please do what you can to encourage their financial health and
growth as places that increase the value of our homes and give us a place to enjoy the good life
here in Placer county.
Respectfully,
Francis X. Kelly DDS
Sent from my iPad

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Thomas Kent <tkmus@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:36 PM
Sue Colbert
Meeting Tomorrow on Winery/Brewery Issues

Mr. Colbert,
I understand that a Planning Commission meeting is taking place tomorrow to deal with a
winery/brewery ordinance. This ordinance allows wineries and breweries to have more events with
less limitations because fewer fees for planning such events along with less interference is a win-win.
I am a musician who has started to play at winery and brewery events (Rancho Robles, Wise Villa
Winery, and Deep Knee Brewing Co.) They are all wonderful venues. Most recently, I played at
Rancho Robles. It is a beautiful rural setting on the Wine Trail. The better such venues do, the more
tax revenue for Placer County. That seems a no brainer; Placer County will win all the way around.
So I urge you and the commission: please pass this ordinance.
Sincerely,
Tom Kent

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Locke <rlocke39@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:03 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Robles

I'd like to support Rancho Roble in their effort to be granted an
exemption to the ordinance which limits the number of public gatherings
off county roads.
Rancho Robles offers the community with a family oriented place to relax
and enjoy their property as well as a place to enjoy local wines in a
responsible way.
They also offer a venue for weddings and receptions as well as company
special events.
The current county ordinances would curtail and restrict their ability to
operate a viable business.
Respectively,
Richard Locke
2022 Lockwood Ln
Lincoln, Ca 95648
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE WINE INDUSTRY IN PLACER COUNTY
At a recent Farm Bureau meeting, the Ag Commissioner reported that the County has undertaken a study to determine
the value and economic impact of not only crops in Placer County, but the value-added products that result from some
of those crops. Wine for Example!
According the report (due out soon), $1.5 Million in winegrape production that we currently have in Placer County
actually translates to over $17 Million in “Economic Activity”
-this includes not only crop production, but finished wine (as we call it in the industry) and JOBS
-Placer’s 20 or so “small wineries” contribute to the total number of over 2,000 Ag-related jobs in Placer County
-proving that wine is “worth more than just the grape on the vine”
-our Craft Beer Industry is estimated to be worth over $145 Million in Placer County – afterall, we are talking
about our burgeoning Farm Breweries today as well, and they contribute almost 10% of that revenue!
Special events, one of the very things at issue before the Commission, generate over 50% of the marketing budget for
the Placer County Vintners Association and are estimated to produce an average of $40-50K in wine sales in one
weekend and attract 40% new visitors each event, more proof that the Trail is an asset to Tourism in Placer County and
to the overall Economic picture of farming in Placer County.
The Placer Wine Trail started 15-20 years ago with 4 o4 5 pioneering and passionate wineries, trying to figure it out as
they went. We now have over 20 wineries with more in the pipeline over the next few years. Let’s keep this “economic
growth” in the farm zone going strong so that we can continue to preserve Placer County’s Agricultural Roots and so
that farmland can continue to be farmed and not sold off for housing or worse, become fallow.
I moved to Placer from an urban environment and immediately became a passionate proponent of Agriculture in Placer
County, it’s such a large part of our identity, who we are the values that we hold close.
When I came here, I knew that for one winery to succeed, our Region had to succeed. Indeed, I have made a profitable
business out of marketing local beer and wine tourism in Placer County because a rising tide truly floats all boats. And
it’s the small, boutique nature of our Region that makes it special and keeps more and more people coming every
weekend. I hope Placer can retain that type of growth and it’s overall competitive edge!
With the recent impacts of the Corona Virus Pandemic this bright economic future of Placer County’s wine industry is
currently in jeopardy. (See attached CA Wine Institute Press Release).
Like many small businesses, Placer’s wineries are currently struggling to stay alive. Without people or events, our tasting
rooms are empty and without our tasting rooms or events, there is no meaningful way to sell wine to new customers or
sell new wines to existing customers. The industry is solely relying on the good will they’ve built with the community
and their club members to survive while being all but shut down.
Thank you!

Jocelyn Maddux
221 Reamer St., Auburn, CA
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Mancini <llmanc@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 1:19 PM
Sue Colbert
Winery/event ordinance

Rancho Roble Winery is located in the rural area of Lincoln off Fleming Road. What a surprise it was
for us to discover this magical place that offers a great experience, not only for Lincoln residents, but
other surrounding towns in Placer County. My first encounter with the owners was when I was
showing the area to a friend who was considering moving to this area. I had seen the grounds before
and parked in the lot to point out the beautiful home, picnic area, pond, and growing vines. The
owner came out and invited us in for a closer look. We immediately became friends - the owners are
such warm people, who instantly make you feel like you are family. We have been to a couple of
their events and met some really great people who have become good friends. We'd like to be able
to take advantage of their events, but the restriction currently is that they can only have 6 per year, as
they own 19.73 acres. If the Council could approve a change that would allow 12 events per year for
those over 19.5 acres, I believe this would have a positive impact on the community. I hope you will
consider this.

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

A McCann <mccannal@outlook.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:50 PM
Sue Colbert
winery/brewery ordinance - Rancho Roble

Mr. Colbert,
I understand the Planning Commission is considering the winery/brewery ordinance tomorrow and
that there is a specific item up for consideration proposing changing the current 6 annual events per
20 acre properties to 12 annual events per 19.5 acre properties. Please support this change.
As a 25 year resident of Placer County, I have enjoyed our Placer Wine Trail vineyards for years. But,
in addition to supporting the wineries, my excursions from Roseville usually include introducing
friends to restaurants and shopping in Lincoln that they would never have frequented otherwise.
It is wonderful to have world class wineries and breweries in our backyard. The regulations in place to
keep the traffic down and the events small are important in that they keep the area quiet as residents
desire. That is also part of the draw for these wineries and breweries, the personal, family interaction
with the owners that visitors get to enjoy. The proposed changes are modest enough to continue to
protect these concerns while bringing a few more people to the area that will spend money in the
local businesses – which will certainly be needed to assist in economic recovery from this current
pandemic.
In particular, Rancho Roble, a 19.73 acre winery with a county easement on Fleming Road, falls .27
acres short of the 20 acre cut off, which seems quite arbitrary. The drive out to the winery through
rural farmland and horse property highlights the gorgeous oaks and natural beauty of our area. It
helps create an understanding to those from the suburbs the value of protecting this kind of space
and lifestyle. Rancho Roble has partnered with local businesses to expose their customers to all the
good things the community has to offer and has worked hard to provide the infrastructure needed to
preserve the unique experience visitors enjoy. Their small, community based events are always
designed to minimize any negative impact and be respectful of neighbors.
Thank you for considering adopting the proposed change.
Andrea McCann
916-472-8999
1402 Oak Grove Dr.
Roseville, CA 95747

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jackie McCann <mccanncan7@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:45 PM
Sue Colbert
Winery & Brewery Ordinance changes

Planning Commission,

As twenty-two year old Placer County residents, it’s been amazing to have local breweries and wineries that
cater to new patrons who want to become educated about good beer and wines. At these family-run
businesses, we have had so much fun meeting the owners and incredibly knowledgeable staff and spending
time with them learning about the different varieties, production methods, pairings, etc. We love how
accessible they are and that we can make a fun afternoon or evening trip without having to go for an expensive
weekend in Napa or other far away location. Attending events at the wineries and breweries has also exposed
us to other businesses and restaurants in the area that we now love. We are looking forward to the possibility
of attending our friends’ weddings and more acoustic music evenings under the stars at Rancho Roble in
particular. Please help these businesses stay viable by allowing them to increase the annual number of
small events they can offer and including wineries with 19.5 acres.

Jackie McCann and Sam Naugle
916-622-2440

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

laxcameron <laxcameron@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 1:38 PM
Sue Colbert
Supporting Local Wineries

Hello,
My name is Cameron McLaughlin, I am a Junior attending Del Oro Highschool, and am a friend of the Hazen's at Rancho
Roble Winery as well as a patron of local bussinesses. While I personally do not buy from the winery, I have many family
members and friends who love Rancho Roble and the other local wineries. As I have grown up and interacted with small
businesses such as Rancho Roble, I have been blessed to gain the knowledge of how they work. One thing that is crucial
to these small businesses is not only local patrons but support from the city and local government, especially in times
such as now. In understanding this, I would truly appreciate it if the counsel would consider supporting the local
wineries in these times. Anything that the counsel can do would be greatly appreciated in supporting and fostering the
small businesses that truly make Placer County special. The agricultural experience that one gains when living in Placer
County is truly amazing, and wineries are a big part of that experience. Thank you for your consideration.
‐Cameron M, from Loomis CA

1
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Coleen Morris <cmorris.sbbs@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:02 PM
Sue Colbert
Support of winery/brewery ordinance request

I am writing in support of the proposed winery/brewery ordinance with regard to events. Although we are located in
Sutter County, we make a habit of weekend trips to enjoy the fantastic wineries and breweries that your region offers.
We often visit Rancho Roble winery that has a lovely event area and that holds a variety of local and community events
that many enjoy. We have found the same welcoming friendliness at GoatHouse Brewery, Dueling Dogs Brewery, Ciotti
Winery, Dora Dain Vineyards, PaZa Winery, and many more. Our visits to your community often include and afternoon
of shopping and wonderful food at the local restaurants or food vendors at the wineries/breweries. At each of the fine
places we have visited, we have been impressed with the care that these businesses take with their locations, the
consideration they take for their neighbors, and the value they bring to their communities. By enabling these businesses
to grow and by allowing them an expanded event calendar, they have the opportunity to generate a thriving niche‐
market stream of commerce that most communities only dream of having, as well as providing venues for local events
that may otherwise look outside the area for event space.
I am sure you are aware of how very fortunate you are to have these wonderful community partners that support the
local economy and showcase a great agricultural region. Sutter County is also growing as an agri‐tourism destination,
and it is heartening to have such strong role models as neighbors.
I certainly hope the local leaders continue to support this innovative, craft‐commerce business community as they grow
into a regional agri‐tourism leader. When business and government work in collaboration for the good of the
community, everyone wins.
Sincerely,

Coleen Morris
Sutter Buttes Business Services
1510 Poole Blvd., Suite 201
Yuba City, CA 95993
www.sbbsyubacity.com
(530) 216-7394 office
(530) 237-5058 fax
cmorris.sbbs@gmail.com

1
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To: Placer County Planning Commission
CC: Josh Huntsinger, Sherri Conway, Steve Pedretti, EJ Ivaldi, Crystal Jacobsen, Nikki Streegan
From: Placer County Vintners Association (PCVA)
Re: Updated Wineries and Farm Breweries Ordinance

Dear Honorable Members of the Placer County Planning Commission:

The Placer County Vintners Association (PCVA), was established in 2010 as a 501 (c) (6) Non-Profit Trade
Association. PCVA represents twenty established commercial wineries in Placer County and submits this official
letter for the purpose of articulating the Association’s position on the proposed update to the 2008 Placer
County Wine Ordinance. We submitted a letter before the last hearing and some of the information herein is a
repeat of what was in that letter. However, conditions have changed and there is new information herein as
well which is important in understanding PCVA’s concerns. The new information is highlighted in blue.
PCVA recognizes the constructive effort by County planning staff in taking on this important and overdue
update. We’d especially like to thank Nikki Streegan for her diligent and thorough efforts to keep us informed
and engaged in the process. This effort underscores the growth and maturity of our industry in Placer County
and we appreciate Placer County’s acknowledgement of our industry’s contributions to the County’s economic
growth and its recognition of the value we add to Placer County’s quality of life, which consistently places it
among the top places to live in California.
Furthermore, we note that county staff has made significant inroads into addressing one of the Association’s
biggest concerns: the ability to host on-site events. Again, we appreciate the County’s work in this regard,
including the extensive Environmental Impact Report that was undertaken.
PCVA Supports Changes to “Agricultural Promotional and Special Events” and “Agricultural Requirement” with
One Concern
PCVA supports the proposed changes and additions with regard to “Agricultural Promotional and Special Events”
and the increase from 1 acre to 2 acres of grapes in the “Agricultural Requirement.” Special events where our
products are served and highlighted are just as essential to a successful business model as a public tasting room.
Our businesses also rely on a steady supply of quality grapes, whether we farm them ourselves, or purchase
from other local growers, so we welcome and applaud efforts to strengthen wine grape production in Placer
County. The more quality wine we can produce from Placer County grapes, the better recognized and regarded
Placer County becomes as a viable and competitive wine producing region.
However, PCVA wishes to address an inconsistency in parcel size accommodations on larger parcels. We
specifically request an amendment to the proposed ordinance changing size limitation acreage from 10 acres
down to 9-acres and from 20-acres down to 19 acres. We seek this change due to historic surveying practices
and other activities in the rural farm zone which have left many parcels just under or just over the intended
zoning acreage minimums. These activities include but may not be limited to: prescriptive easements; granted
easements to neighbors or public utility companies for access to services such as irrigation ditches or power
lines; minor lot line adjustments and historic, incorrect surveys recorded prior to current technological
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advances. There is county precedent in this regard with the 5-acre minimum lot size being reduced to 4.6
acres to address county easements.
Regardless of how these parcels came to be just under the required minimum, the slight variation in square
footage is less noticeable on larger parcels of property, than on the 5/4.6 acre counterparts. Properties that
fall just below the required minimum will be unnecessarily inhibited by the minor discrepancy in their square
footage, specifically when it comes to “by-right” activity without promoting the planning principles applied
throughout the ordinance to limit the nuisance to neighboring properties with greater distance to separate
activity from neighbors.
There are currently two existing wineries which will experience an unfair economic burden because they are
on parcels just below the 20 -acre minimum at 19.89 and 19.73. This also could limit other future agricultural
projects in the region. PCVA therefore requests that the minimum parcel sizes in Section D (4) (b) Table 3
(Special Events) be changed as follows: 4.6 to less than 10 (small) to 4.6 to less than 9; 10 to less than 20
(medium) to 9 to less than 19 and 20+ (large) to 19+.

PCVA Supports Changes to Treatment of Restaurants as an Accessory Use
PCVA also supports restaurants being classified as an “Accessory Use,“ but would encourage the County to work
with the industry in the future toward a more workable or mid-level of on-site food service that falls somewhere
in between the expense of a hired caterer or availability of food trucks and a full commercial kitchen. Although
the main purpose of a tasting room is to showcase, sample and sell our wine, having food available when there
is any type of alcohol consumption is part of a more safe and enjoyable visitor experience.

PCVA’s Specific Concerns or Opposition
Although we do appreciate and applaud the County’s efforts as stated above, including recent efforts to
negotiate again after the first Planning Commission hearing, as an industry looking toward not only our own
existing operations but also to continued future development, we do have some specific concerns about other
changes to the draft ordinance:
(1) Change in minimum parcel size for tasting rooms allowed by right;
(2) Access standards, and
(3) Treatment of existing wineries (“Grandfathering”).

PCVA Initially Opposed Changes to Minimum Parcel Size
A change from 4.6 to 10 acres as the minimum parcel size where public tasting rooms are allowed by right in Res
Ag, but especially the Farm Zone, will have a chilling effect on the development of new, smaller start up wineries
and on Placer County’s competitive edge in the Sierra Foothills itself. Starting a winery in Placer County should
be achievable not only by well-resourced retirees and entrepreneurs seeking to move here, but also by young
start-ups and average residents or home-winemaker/enthusiasts wishing to take things to the next level who
already live here. Some of our most well-known and highly regarded wineries, such as Fawnridge, PaZa, Cristaldi
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and Lone Buffalo, started in just such a way, on less than 10 acres and would likely not exist today had they not
been able to start small and grow into their current operations. These wineries all started as home, sidebusinesses to existing careers or second life retirement businesses on parcels where the owners already lived,
without traditional, large commercial public buildings and paved over parking lots and with the same lower level
of regulatory review as neighboring farm businesses. Adding additional permitting requirements, costs and
infrastructure demands on top of already high industry startup costs (equipment, supplies, storage, planting
vineyard, etc.) and the high cost of land in Placer County will make the already built in hurdles harder to
overcome.
Placer County also has an active and thriving home winemaking community (The Placer County Wine & Grape
Association) that has served to foster many of our commercial winemakers and growers when they first started
out and continues to support the industry with events and educational opportunities, further supporting the
“small, organic nature” of our industry’s development.
Because Placer has naturally developed in this smaller, more organic way over the last 10-15 years, the region
has become known as a more accessible, easy and down-to-earth tasting experience where visitors meet and
interact with smaller wineries, where passion and authenticity stand out and where visitors can actually interact
with the Owners and Winemakers themselves. This is because, like most of Placer’s small agricultural
operations, many of our wineries are actually “boot-strap” type of businesses where it’s the owner’s passion and
not their bank account, which leads towards profitability. That passion translates into a better experience for
the visitor, in contrast to other regions where the wine business has become overly commercialized and
impersonal.
Retaining the current parcel size and regulatory levels would help to continue to foster improved relations
between the County and the Industry. Regulatory review and permitting processes can not only be costly, but
often prove to be confusing, frustrating, and inconsistent from the applicant’s point of view, engendering
tension and a poor relationship between the County, community members and winery owners. In keeping with
the spirit of good faith and efforts to heal some of the unfortunate “brain damage” of the past, the County
should want to create a more positive and mutually beneficial business environment for an industry which seeks
to keep farming and the Farm Zone itself, viable and valued in Placer County.
Since the February, 2020 Planning Commission hearing on the Zoning Text Amendment, where the
Commissioners recognized PCVA’s concerns and directed Planning Staff to further consider this issue, Staff has
met with representatives of PCVA several times. As a result of these meetings, PCVA supports Staff’s new
proposal to require an Administrative Review Permit (ARP) rather than the Minor Use Permit (MUP) for the
establishment of tasting rooms on parcels between 4.6 and 10 acres in size as previously proposed. We agree
that this reaches a fair balance between the industry’s desire to accommodate for the continued growth of
smaller winery projects and the regulatory responsibilities of the County.

PCVA’s Concern/Request Regarding Access Standards
One of the more challenging aspects of the proposed ordinance is that of access to wineries. Although a
prospective winery applying for a new operation might be in a position to plan ahead for necessary
infrastructure, any one of the already existing wineries are faced with an impossible task of meeting all of the
requirements somewhat after the fact, having been in operation for a number of years. We recommend staff be
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empowered with maximum flexibility in enforcing such requirements. This would comply with the State SRA
Fire Safe Regulations (CCR1270.07 Exceptions to Standards) which allow roads and driveways under a standard
that would create the ”same overall practical effect” of safety and access that’s trying to be achieved. This
would go a long way toward working out arrangements to be made with existing wineries with limited
operations and resources. Such flexibility was outlined in various prior draft language.
Secondly the Association is advised that the Placer County Access Standards are more stringent than California
statewide standards. This can be particularly onerous to small, start-up wineries where the policy reasons for
stringent access standards do not exist. Why should someone trying to start an already capital-intensive small
business have to incur the expense of complying with standards that are higher than elsewhere in the state just
because he or she is located in Placer County?
PCVA has had numerous discussions on this issue with Planning Staff. Their response continues to be “…trust
us, we will be flexible in enforcing the standards.” While we believe present staff is sincere and most likely
will be flexible, what is happening is the codification of those standards and there is no guarantee that future
staff will show the necessary flexibility. PCVA therefore suggests that the Zoning Text Amendment include
the following language which appeared in the previous ordinance, but which has been deleted from the
present draft:
“Access roads to winery structures shall meet state and local fire safe standards as determined by the
serving fire agency. Alternative design allowances and/or requirements may be determined on a caseby-case basis for modification to the standards, dependent upon anticipated level of use, site
constraints, turnout opportunities, road length, slope, and other site-specific issues.”
This will ensure that the needed flexibility will survive current County planning Staff.

Concern/Request Regarding Treatment of existing wineries (“Grandfathering”).
When the original Winery Ordinance was enacted in 2008, County Planners told the existing wineries that it was
somewhat “experimental”, because wineries were new in the county and they wanted to see how this new
industry developed before enacting more permanent regulations. When, to its credit, the County embarked on a
promised update of the Ordinance, the Planning Director told PCVA that the development of the industry had
gone well, with minimal complaints from the public (even though many wineries were not strictly complying
with the allowance for events and other regulations that the industry perceived as burdensome). He specifically
represented that because of this, the County wanted to update the Ordinance by codifying what the wineries
were already doing and this is what the draft ordinance does in large part.
However, the language in the “Grandfather” clause (Section F) as previously presented is vague and offers little
or no protection for the existing wineries. It read as follows:
“For those legal uses established under the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in effect prior to
[adoption date 2019], uses limited to production and tasting shall be allowed “in accordance
with current developments standards as determined by the County”. At such time any
proposed new or additional use is proposed, “the project would be reviewed under the
provisions of the current Ordinance.”
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The logical reading is that the County could hold an existing winery to any standard it wanted despite
promises to codify existing uses. In our discussions with planning staff, they have promised that they are in
favor of the existing wineries being able to continue operating and that they will show flexibility to achieve
that end. However, what is involved here is drafting an ordinance which will most likely survive the tenure of
many existing staff members. Furthermore, clear, unambiguous requirements will decrease the likelihood of
disputes leading to litigation. Despite our doubts at the end of these meetings and to PCVA’s great
appreciation, staff apparently listened to our concerns and the new proposal has changed. The language in
the present proposed amendment reads as follows:
“F. Continuing Applicability of Use Permits and Existing Legal Operations. To the extent a minor use
permit or an administrative review permit was approved for uses on a parcel or parcels as required under the
provisions of this Zoning Ordinance in effect as of [adoption date], the conditions of the use permit shall
continue to apply in full force and effect. Any proposed new or additional use shall be subject to compliance
with the provisions of this zoning ordinance in accordance with Section 17.02.030 and all other applicable
provisions of the Placer County Code,”
This change goes a long way toward satisfying PCVA’s concerns with the previous wording of Section F, but
not quite far enough. The problem is that, due to the County’s inconsistent approach to this new industry,
not all existing wineries have a use permit, an administrative review permit or any other form of written
approval from the County. Despite this, these wineries have operated without complaint pursuant to
business licenses issued by the County. To remedy this one continuing problem, PCVA recommends the
following changes to the new language, which we highlight in red:
“F. Continuing Applicability of Use Permits and Existing Operations Pursuant to a Valid Business License. To
the extent a minor use permit or an administrative review permit was approved for uses on a parcel or parcels
as required under the provisions of this Zoning Ordinance in effect as of [adoption date], the conditions of the
use permit shall continue to apply in full force and effect and to the extent that an existing winery has been
doing business with an approved business license issued by the County, uses limited to production, tasting
and development and operational standards shall be allowed as they existed before [Adoption date]. Any
proposed new or additional use shall be subject to compliance with the provisions of this zoning ordinance in
accordance with Section 17.02.030 and all other applicable provisions of the Placer County Code,”
The new language proposed by Staff along with the PCVA additions will solve the problems referenced above
without restricting the County’s ability to enforce the new ordinance. Furthermore, it will allow existing
wineries to meet the new ordinance standards on a stepped or graduated basis as they are able to afford the
improvements and not be discouraged from making improvements, encouraged to make improvements
illegally or forced to go out of business.

Conclusion
In closing, it is our sincere hope that the specific concerns and requests mentioned above will be taken into
serious consideration and addressed with maximum flexibility, especially for Placer County’s existing wineries.
Indeed, it is the trials and experiences of these wineries over the last 15-20+ years that has spawned the
collaborative effort which has produced the proposed Zoning Text Amendment now under consideration. This
updated winery ordinance will serve Placer County well now and into the future as the wine industry grows in
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our region. For this we are very appreciative, but we also want to ensure that the industry continues to grow in
the same organic way as in the past, fostering both smaller and larger operations and allowing for flexibility in
development standards as well as encouraging events and activities which will enhance winery sales and the
visitor’s overall experience of Placer County as one of California’s outstanding wine regions.

Sincerely,

Placer County Vintners Association Board of Directors
Zane Dobson, PaZa Estate Winery
Jocelyn Maddux, Lone Buffalo Vineyards
David Brockman, Cristaldi Vineyards
Joe Ciotti, Ciotti Cellars
Justin Black, Dora Dain Wines
Craig Wilkins, Vina Castellano Vineyard & Winery
Raquel Johnson, Dono dal Cielo, An Estate Vineyard

738

April 21, 2020
Placer County Planning Commission
Subject: Winery-Brewery Amendment—Public Comment
This proposed Winery-Brewery amendment or ZTA needs to be shredded and
started over to more strongly mitigate environmental impacts and to focus more
on citizens’ health and safety. Otherwise, the perception is that County
agencies have become hand maidens to a few commercial wine-beer industry
representatives who want all reasonable regulations scratched to fill their
insatiable hunger for profits, at the expense of unsuspecting citizens.
Additionally, the wine-beer industry refuses to abide by County code to rightfully
be permitted as what they, in reality, are going to be: “Agricultural Event
Centers.” The County colludes and has become an accessory to the wrongful
land-uses and improper allowances with impacts that are being perpetrated on
rural neighbors, who have rights also. Citizens knew what land uses could and
could not be imposed on them in their residential agricultural or farm zones
when they purchased. With disclosure laws, they fully accepted the potential
“right to farm” authentic agricultural annoyances. However, the addiction to
making money, and with events serving that disease, this ZTA usurps and
abandons any semblance of agricultural operations being the primary operation.
Equally disturbing is that government’s role is to do for citizens what they
cannot do for themselves or to do it better than they could as individuals—public
roadway building and maintenance, public transit, stoplights, police-fire
protection, food and drug inspections, building permits and safety inspections,
and so forth. Compatible land use is why we have Planning and CDRA. The
concept of compatible land uses has been abandoned by allowing commercial
events and restaurants in rural residential zones and treating them as if they are
either legitimate agricultural or accessory land uses, when all know that they are
neither.
This ZTA proposal was bad enough, but the new proposed changes make it even
worse and are based on erroneous concerns. What commissioners requested of
staff at the end of the Feb 13, 2020, hearing is misinterpreted. Clarity was
foremost—and to a great extent, that was directly related to code enforcement
and the lack thereof, for all wine-beer facilities and not just large wineries on
large acreage. Staff’s addressing or exploring code compliance concerns should
have included reviewing three, often publicly mentioned Grand Jury Reports that
provide solid evidence as proof of the lack of code enforcement. Any changed
language in the ZTA should ensure code enforcement. Instead, it does just the
opposite.
Staff may have been asked to “explore refinements,” but they were to clarify the
language and not solely support existing facilities or use such language as a
cover for what wine-beer industry reps were demanding. Creating a “start-up
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friendly” ordinance did not mean change the ZTA to an “anything goes” policy,
with language that blurs laws or codes and makes enforcement impossible, even
though that is typically what anti-government groups would prefer.
Just what does “help foster the industry” mean? Capitalism’s economic principle
includes supply and demand, which translates into survival of the fittest. In
rural residential areas, the County has no right to bestow or impose unequal
advantages via arbitrary beneficial land use allowances to wine-beer operations
over citizens and neighbors who will be harmed with noise that keeps them
awake or disturbs their peace and quiet, or air quality impacts from traffic.
To make matters worse, the ZTA describes a county that is incapable of acting
for the common good. Instead of solving problems of noise, traffic, incompatible
land uses, wastewater, and others, the County is capitulating to allow
incompatible residential zone land uses that are currently not allowed, such as
unlimited events, weddings, bars, and restaurants. Common good or public
benefit policies would put both codes and compliance first to ensure public
health and safety are top priorities. This wine-beer ZTA, goes in the opposite
direction.
One deceitful area that is most egregious is blatant, unjustified “tourism”
promotion. To our knowledge, no one in Placer County has ever voted to
approve their or their neighbors’ homes, or their communities, to become
“tourist destinations.” But to read the proposed ZTA, Staff Reports, and other
County officials’ comments, one would think becoming a “Tourism Destination”
is a right in rural residential areas of the County. Furthermore, “ag tourism”
seems to be perceived as a gift, desired by all, and to be treated as gold.
Nothing could be further from the truth! No one wants tourism in their rural
residential agricultural or farm zoned communities with strangers gawking,
shared private road conflicts, debris, fire risk, and more.
People move to the country to get away from the rat race, noise, pollution,
traffic, and more. The price paid for living in the country includes a lack of
conveniences, fewer services, and simply more work. The Supreme Court has
ruled that life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness is protected, along with many
freedoms, as long as activities are legal and do not violate the rights of others.
Yet along comes a proposed County ZTA that will disturb neighbors, interfere
with their right to enjoy their property, not be disturbed, and potentially cause
health problems for both youngsters and elders who need sleep and don’t want
to be breathing increased vehicle emissions.
The Planning Commission needs to step back, look at the reality of what this
proposed ZTA will do to peaceful farm and agricultural land uses. Deep down,
commissioners must know that that after events start, agricultural lands will give
way to requests for variances and permits for expanded tasting rooms, outdoor
patios, more parking spaces, ad infinitum. Agricultural operations will become a
secondary or very minimal land use to the demise of farmland preservation.
Do the right thing; stop this train wreck in its tracks while it can still be revised to
work for both the wine-beer industry and citizens.

Sincerely,
/s/
Randall Cleveland for
The PEACE Team

Winery-Brewery amendment—pg 2 of 2
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kara Conklin
Tuesday, April 21, 2020 4:13 PM
Nikki Streegan
Sue Colbert; EJ Ivaldi; Shirlee Herrington; Meghan Schwartz
FW: Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

FYI:
From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 4:08 PM
To: Andrea Dashiell <ADashiel@placer.ca.gov>; Kara Conklin <KConklin@placer.ca.gov>; George Rosasco
<GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission ‐ Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission
During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit
comments to the Planning Commission.
First and Last Name

Donald Rivenes Sierra Foothills Audubon Society

Email Address (Optional)

rivenes@sbcglobal.net

Agenda Item (Optional)

WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZTA ZONING TEXT
AMENDMENT (PCPJ 20130151)—Final EIR

Comments

I am writing in support of Public Interest Coalition and Shute,
Mihaly and Weinberger comments to the DEIR. The real
problem is that the ordinance should not be approved based on
the general impact to the agricultural area and the
encroachment of society on rural quality. The mitigation relating
to birds states: “the County shall impose biological resource
protection measures as conditions of the Tree Removal
Permits. Such protection measures shall include, but are not
necessarily limited to the following measures: • Prior to
initiation of any tree removal activity, the owner/operator shall
provide proof to the Placer County Community Development
Resource Agency that nesting birds are not present within the
tree or trees to be removed. Such proof shall be provided in the
form of a pre-removal nesting bird survey, conducted by a
qualified biologist, no more than three days prior to the
proposed tree removal activity. • If tree removal activity is
proposed to occur outside of the February 1 to August 31
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breeding season, a pre-removal survey for active nests shall
not be required”.
It does not appear to be a CEQA concern that when they cut
the trees outside of nesting season, that they can be removing
nest sites that were there the previous nesting season, and
there is no guarantee that the birds will be able to locate a
suitable nest site the following nesting season. In addition, the
paving over of more rural habitat along with the noise
associated with the events will have a detrimental impact on
bird nesting season assuming there are birds nesting there
after tree removal. The DEIR states “Only five CNDDB
recorded occurrences of burrowing owl exist in Placer County,
all of which are west of the area where existing wineries and
farm breweries are concentrated.” As previous comment letters
have noted, there is no guarantee that future wineries would be
located where existing wineries are located
Studies have shown that many types of recreational activities
often disturb, negatively impact, or otherwise conflict with
wildlife in ways ranging from reduced use of preferred habitat
and aberrant behavior to direct mortality (Pomerantz, Gerri A.,
Daniel J. Decker, Gary R. Goff, and Ken G. Purdy. 1988.
Assessing impact of recreation on wildlife: a classification
scheme. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 16:58-62.).
Global warming threatens the survival of nearly half the bird
species in the continental United States and Canada, including
many of California’s birds. Of 588 bird species examined in a
seven-year study, 314 species are at risk.
In conclusion, I ask the Planning Commission to consider the
impacts to already threatened birds and wildlife that this project
will cause and not approve this ordinance.
Don Rivenes Sierra Foothills Audubon Society

Attach a document

Field not completed.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeffrey Sheehan <jeff.confidenceland@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:38 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble

Good afternoon and to whom it may concern:
I would like to speak up for Rancho Roble Winery with regards to having outdoor events. Their winery grounds are
perfect for weddings and musical events. I think that if they are granted the ability for such, many times during the year,
it would be a wonderful benefit for the surrounding community.
Please feel free to call to call me to discuss further if you wish.
Jeffrey Sheehan
Resident of Lincoln Hills
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steve Sloan <skjj3102@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:19 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble

Hello, I am a Rocklin resident and we frequent Rancho Roble. It is a quiet and peaceful atmosphere
and we love going there. Please allow the extra events there. Having real bathrooms would be a
great addition as well.
Thank you very much.
Steve Sloan
209-251-5857
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Greg Switzer <greg@switzco.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 5:12 PM
Sue Colbert
ranchoroble18@gmail.com
Ranch Roble Winery

As a resident of Rocklin, we struggled to find a local venue that offered a truly special atmosphere,
was affordable and could handle the appropriate number of guest for our daughters wedding in the
fall of 2019. We consider ourselves truly fortunate to have found Rancho Roble. Kari and Pete Hazen
were very accommodating in meeting our needs, yet firm about what we could and couldn’t do
under the county ordinances.
Since the wedding, we have enjoyed several outings with family and friends at the winery, preferring
their setting over any other in the area, and have become friends with the owners and their staff.
They have a truly special property that is close in, exceptionally well cared-for grounds, and spacious
and safe accommodations for events. As an executive of a non-profit, and engaged with several
organizations who host events, Rancho Roble is on my short list for locations. However, availability is
an issue under the current ordinances.
It is our hope you will consider, and approve, the winery’s request for a variance in the ordinance
limits the number of events their property is available for.
Sincerely,
Greg and Angela Switzer
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ernie Tenderich <ernie.tenderich@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 1:56 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Robles’s

We’ve also had a wonderful time at this vineyard. Clean ,courteous , & beautiful.
Ernie Tenderich/ Sharon Herlihy
Sent from my iPhone
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

diblasinis <diblasinis@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 3:37 PM
Sue Colbert
Rancho Roble winery

I am a member if this wonderful and gorgeous winery! I looove their premises a d making busness with them. I will be
greatly pleaaed if they can be allowed to host 12 activities a year.
Is a beautiful settig that feeds the local families needs.
Thanks in advance
Maria Varela RR member.

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S®6 active, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jon wiley <jonwiley3@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 3:37 PM
Sue Colbert
Fleming Road winery Rancho Roble

To everyone,
I would like to write some words of support for the owners of this winery, the Hazen’s.
My wife and I belong currently as club members for the past 5 years through 2 previous owners and
have watched how the Hazen’s have taken charge with great interest and pride to have this
business. We sincerely do hope they can continue with the dream.
Adding in some events and family gatherings etc.
Regards,
Jon and Joni Wiley
Sent from my iPad
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April 16, 2020
US Wine Losses from COVID-19 Could Reach $5.94 Billion

Lost Revenue of 36 to 66 Percent Projected for Most Wineries
SAN FRANCISCO — Revenue losses for the nation’s more than 10,000 wineries and
more than 8,000 winegrape growers due to COVID-19 could reach $5.94 billion on an
annualized basis in 2020, according to a new analysis by wine industry expert Jon
Moramarco, managing partner of bw166 and editor of the Gomberg-Fredrikson Report.
“Despite recent news of consumers increasing wine purchases from grocery stores and
other outlets, the impact of on-premise and tasting room closures plus projected
declines in direct-to-consumer sales will offset any short-term sales gains when taking
into account all sales channels,” said Moramarco. The COVID pandemic is altering
consumer buying patterns in areas such as off-premise and e-commerce in ways that
won’t be fully clear for some time.
Ninety-seven percent (97%) of all U.S. wineries produce less than 50,000 cases and are
estimated to experience annual revenue losses of between 36% to 66% with smaller
wineries most impacted. Projected losses increase as winery size decreases with wineries
producing 1,000 to 5,000 cases expected to see lost revenue of 47.5% and wineries
producing under 1,000 cases or less expected to lose 66% of revenue.
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Individual U.S. wineries will be impacted differently depending on their primary
channels of distribution. The annual revenue loss for U.S. wineries and growers is based
on the following projections by channel and Moramarco’s assumption of a 50% recovery
of restaurant, tasting room and other on-premise wine sales within three months of the
lifting of shutdowns which is estimated to be late May 2020. Moramarco does not
anticipate full revenue recovery until three to six months after a vaccine is widely
available.
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•

•

•

•

•

On-Premise: With social distancing and mandated closures of restaurants,
winery tasting rooms, hotels and other on-premise businesses, estimated losses
will be 80%. Down $2.54 billion.
Direct-to-Consumer (DTC): Winery DTC shipments for wine club (long-term
subscriptions for limited availability wines) and allocation sales are estimated to
decline 10%. Down $323 million.
Tasting Room Sales: Cellar door sales to consumers visiting wineries where
the wine is delivered to consumers at the time of sale are estimated to decline by
80%. Down $3.0 billion.
Winegrapes: In addition to direct impact on winery revenues, the shortfall in
sales will also create an excess of winegrapes as inventories will be more than
required. This is the impact on winery owned grapes and third-party growers this
year. Estimated lost winegrape sales total will be 25%. Down $1.40 billion.
Off-Premise Sales: The off-premise retail sales (grocery stores and other
outlets) will be less severely impacted and are benefiting from the decline in onpremise sales during shutdowns. While the initial response to shutdowns has
been a large jump in off-premise sales, more recent trends show a moderation.
Estimated annual impact increase of 10%. Up $1.33 billion.

751

“Wineries, like all other hospitality businesses, are feeling the impact across the board,”
said Robert P. Koch, President and CEO of Wine Institute. “Our wineries rely heavily on
their tasting room and restaurant sales which have been decimated. While we are
confident in the long-term consumer demand for California and U.S. wines, we
anticipate a long recovery period.”
“Grape prices were bad before the COVID-19 pandemic hit, but now we are confronted
by the prospect of a financial disaster for growers,” said John Aguirre, President of the
California Association of Winegrape Growers. “We are grateful that winegrowers
continue to operate with extra safety protocols in place, but there is a direct link
between the success of tourism, hospitality, events and restaurants and the financial
health of the many growers who supply grapes for wines sold in those segments of the
wine market.”
Media Contact
Wine Institute Communications Department
communications@wineinstitute.org
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Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

caz4lulu@aol.com
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 2:11 PM
Sue Colbert
ranchoroble18@gmail.com
Events at Rancho Roble

Dear Sir,
I am writing to you in regards to the number of events that are allowed per year at wineries in Placer County. I would
like to see the planning commission increase the number of events per year from six to twelve. When one considers
weddings, concerts, and other functions held during the spring, summer, and fall ( a 9 month period) 6 events seems far
to few.
My husband and I discovered Rancho Robles a little over a year ago in the rural part of Lincoln. It is such a beautiful
setting for events and far away from the town. It is an ideal setting for community events as well as private. If the winery
is permitted to have more events they would be able to enhance their infrastructure for the community to enjoy. Hopefully
the planning commission will change the rules.
Thank you for your consideration,
Cheryl Zunich
1020 Shadow Glen PL.
Lincoln, Ca. 95648
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September 9, 2019
Shirlee I. Herrington
Environmental Coordination Services
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603
Transmitted via email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
Re: Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2015072019
Dear Ms. Herrington:
The California Oaks program of California Wildlife Foundation (CWF/CO)
works to conserve oak ecosystems because of their critical role in sequestering
carbon, maintaining healthy watersheds, providing wildlife habitat, and sustaining
cultural values.
CWF/CO is concerned that the development that would result from the adoption
of the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) is not
sufficiently analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), thus the
impacts to oak ecosystems and other sensitive natural areas are not understood.
The Biological Resources section (Chapter 6) of the DEIR simply focuses on the
ten existing medium (10 to 20-acre) and large (>20 acre) parcel-sized wineries
and farm breweries that would be subject to the proposed project, without analysis
of anticipated development impacts beyond these facilities.
The conclusion in the chapter on Cumulative Impacts (12) that development
beyond the ten wineries and farm breweries included in Chapter 6 does not need
to be analyzed in the DEIR is erroneous:
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not directly induce
the development of additional medium or large wineries/farm
breweries, as such facilities are already permitted by-right in
certain zones, and the project would not expand the number of
zones where by-right development can occur. A combined total of
approximately 30 wineries and farm breweries are anticipated for
development within the winery sub-regions of the County during
the next 20 years. The winery sub-regions within the County are
generally within the foothill region, which contains diverse habitat
types such as oak woodlands, annual grasslands, riparian
woodlands, and aquatic habitat types that provide habitat for
special-status species. (Page 12-12)
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Because the ZTA would increase the number of events that wineries or farm
breweries can host, it is facilitating the development of more such facilities
throughout the county. The quoted text above improperly concludes: “The
proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not directly lead to the loss of any of
the foregoing habitat types.” While a range of county policies together facilitate
the loss of habitat, the ZTA further advances these impacts, together with other
impacts associated with air quality, traffic congestion, wildfire risk, agricultural
viability, etc. The DEIR cannot simply profile environmental impacts on existing
winery and brewery facilities under the proposed ZTA. It must assess ZTA
implementation impacts throughout the county.
Sincerely,

Janet Cobb
Executive Officer

Angela Moskow
Manager, California Oaks Coalition

2
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From: Judy Isaman <jgisaman@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2020 1:11 PM
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov>; Placer County Board
of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: jawurst@yahoo.com
Subject: Placer County BOS & Planning Commission Meeting Transparency
(Susan, please forward to all members of the Planning Commission. Thank you, Judy Isaman)
Are you familiar with the California Legislative Information Chapter 54950 that states"In enacting this chapter, the Legislature finds and declares that the public commissions, boards and
councils and the other public agencies in this State exist to aid in the conduct of the people’s business. It
is the intent of the law that their actions be taken openly and that their deliberations be conducted
openly.
The people of this State do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which serve them. The people, in
delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right to decide what is good for the people to
know and what is not good for them to know. The people insist on remaining informed so that they may
retain control over the instruments they have created."
In addition to this legislative chapter, there is the Brown Act that outlines specifics about how California
government bodies will operate. Its main point is that “all meetings shall be open and public except
when the Brown Act authorizes otherwise."
Due to the coronavirus the Governor enacted emergency measures that waive portions of the Brown Act
so our County governments can pass measures to prevent the spread of the coronavirus and ensure that
essential business is conducted. This waiver has allowed the public meeting spaces to be closed and have
meetings conducted via teleconferences or other electronic methods so members of the public seeking to
attend a meeting can view and join without a physical presence of members, staff, or the public.
This past November as reported by USA Today; the city of Newcastle was rated number one in the nation
with the slowest internet. It was also reported that nearly 30 percent of households in the town do not
even have broadband subscriptions. These same results are closely mirrored by many of the rural towns
in Placer County. Attending public meetings electronically only works when there is a technology
infrastructure in place to support it.
So why at this time does Placer County deem it necessary to hold Planning Commission
meetings for the Winery and Brewery Zoning Text Amendment, Hidden Falls Expansion
Public Hearing, and other like items when members of our communities cannot attend in
person? These agenda items have been years in the making with each having large groups of
supporters and opponents and are not essential to the safety or well-being of Placer County residents.
Take a look at the Placer County calendar (www.placer.ca.gov/calendar.asp). Every Municipal Advisory
Council (MAC) meeting from March through May has been canceled. At MAC meetings specific and
pertinent information is presented including reports from our first responders – what could be more
essential than information from CalFire, the Sheriff, and the Highway Patrol?
COVID-19 or not, County officials should always be acting in a way that is transparent, ethical,
responsive, and welcomes public involvement. When we enter our recovery phase after this pandemic
will the County proceed with business as usual or take time to re-evaluate its priorities and budget? Will
our wineries and breweries still be in business? Will a park expansion into rural agricultural
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neighborhoods continue to be of importance or fiscally viable? A more important question is why do
Placer County officials feel the need to push these non-essential agenda items at this time, and who is it
serving?
Judy Isaman
Protect Rural Placer, Steering Committee
North Auburn Resident

judy isaman
jgisaman@aol.com
916.698.1055
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PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
[Sent via email to planning@placer.ca.gov ]

April 22, 2020

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

Winery/Farm Brewery ZTA—FEIR—SR—Public Comments
Upon receiving the Winery/Farm Brewery (WFB) Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA)
Staff Report (SR) with less than a week to read and research new, substantial changes (aka
“modifications”), and after conferring with many others, we submit that a number of the
ZTA’s proposed changes both create new impacts and/or merely exacerbate the already
unmitigated, non-conforming, negative impacts—many of which are discussed later in this
submission.
Overarching Impacts. Our primary concerns are: preserving rural environments,
conserving agricultural lands, minimizing event traffic and noise. (Please see the Public
Interest Coalition’s comments on the FEIR dated April 13, 2020.) The EIR underestimates
impacts from winery and brewery events because it assumes events will only take place at
existing wineries and that future wineries and breweries will locate in western Placer
County. This is clearly not the case; Sehr Winery is a perfect example. The EIR also fails
to adequately analyze the impacts from unlimited promotional events related to: loss of
agricultural land, increased wildfire hazards, noise, impacts to private roads and driveways,
growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts.
It is disturbing that the proposed changes in the SR and attached consultant’s memo
reduce permit review requirements to less stringent standards. For example, the proposed
revisions would reduce permit review for tasting rooms in Agricultural Exclusive, Forest,
and Farm zone districts, from Minor Use Permit to Administrative Review Permit.
Similarly, small winery production permits in RA and RF zones would be reduced from
Minor Use Permits to Administrative Review Permits. These changes are particularly
problematic because ARP review does not provide public notice and does not include a
public hearing, making it difficult for the public to be informed and to participate.
Residents in rural residential areas will be directly impacted by the changes due to
an increase in events and an unenforceable added language. Public Interest Coalition
cannot support the project in its current form; however, we are willing to work on language
to make the ZTA impactful. In addition to alternatives that have been submitted, the
following modifications should be considered and applied to ensure that the County’s
agricultural lands and rural environment are preserved:
~Reduce number of allowed events. Eliminate the distinctions between various
types of events and instead allow a maximum of 10 events per year of any type,
of 50 or fewer patrons. This would exclude up to 6 Countywide events per
year.
~Restrict music to indoor areas. Prohibit outdoor amplified sound systems in
Agricultural and Rural Residential zones, and instead require amplified sound
to be within a permanent structure with dB readings of no more than 55 dB
levels or normal conversations outside at the source.
~Limit Special Events. Limit Special events to 4 events annually of up to 200
patrons maximum for parcels larger than 10 acres.
___________________________________________________________
P.O. Box 671

Loomis, CA 95650

Public-Interest@live.com
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~Consider another alternative. Reduce the dB level maximum level for all
commercial events (wineries, breweries, cideries, etc.) in rural residential areas.
If Code can be amended to allow restaurants and bars in rural residential areas
to benefit the wine/beer industry, surely it can be changed to lower maximum
dB levels for commercial events to benefit families living in rural residential
zones.
Placer County Code requires the County to find that the Project “Eliminated or
substantially lessened all the significant effects on the environment, where feasible....”
See, Placer County Code 18.20.070 A.2.a. The EIR for the Project did not adequately
evaluate impacts nor include all feasible mitigation to reduce significant impacts.
Therefore, the County cannot make the Findings required. Because the County cannot
make the findings required by the Zoning Code, it cannot lawfully approve the Project.
Proposed ZTA Biases
Supporting wineries and breweries and start-ups should not be done at the expense
of the environment and rural residents’ way of life. The County should prioritize
preservation of agricultural land, rural environment, and quality of life. The ZTA
modifications create new significant impacts and/or increases in already-mentioned
impacts including but not limited to: excessive ranges of recurring (unlimited) disturbing
activities with little-to-no enforcement capacity; unwanted noise, traffic and other
negative-impact activities that are known to compromise health and safety issues of
neighbors; creation, allowance, and support by the County of illegal nuisances in rural
residential farm and agricultural zones that deny and/or interfere with property owners’
right to the reasonable use and enjoyment of their property.1
The added changes exacerbated the already unacceptable negative impacts of the
proposed ZTA, many of which have already been submitted for the administrative record
in numerous public comments. We disagree with the premises stated in the SR to justify
the modifications and lament the obvious undue influence that a small, self-serving
commercial industry has over the vast majority of the rural neighbors who will be
recipients of the impacts. The County simply did not include many reasonable and feasible
suggestions, alternatives or input from public members who have been involved with
winery ordinance issues for over 13 years and who have taken every opportunity to present
concerns and inform the County of problems. Due to time constraints—ours and
Commissioners’—our review of the revised SR is severely limited.
Incorrect Premises. Project Description, page 2. The SR states, “All of the
existing wineries, as well as current farm breweries, are located in the westerncentral portion of the County. While the zoning text applies to all unincorporated
portions of Placer County, the geographic study area analyzed in the EIR is appropriately
focused on the areas of western Placer County where wineries and farm breweries
are currently concentrated and where the Farm zone district is predominant.” [bold
added]. The major flaws here are:
(1) Focusing only on part of the County, calling it the “primary growth area,” when
the ZTA applies Countywide, and illogically justifying the truncated approach primarily
due to the study area’s soil productivity, climate, access, etc., is irrelevant because
1

California law provides a cause of action for a private nuisance which can include interference
with an individual’s use or enjoyment of his/her property (CA Civil Code Section 3479). When a nuisance
affects multiple people, a community, or neighborhood, it may be considered a public nuisance (CA Civil
Code 3480). If negative impacts cause harm (health, physical) to others, the offender may also be prosecuted
for “public nuisance” under Penal Code 372 and 373a.
4/23/20-PIC to Plcr Co Png Comm--Page 2 of 10

780

ingredients for beer or wine only require being planted—they do not have to be used as
ingredients in the product because wine and beer crop ingredients can be purchased
elsewhere.
Also, the EIR and the SR overlook other reasons why so many wineries and
breweries may be concentrated in the truncated study area: (a) Land in those areas was,
and still is, much less expensive than land in other unincorporated rural areas; and (b)
because of inconsistent County “parcel-splitting” approvals granted in past decades,
fragmentation is somewhat less in parcels located much farther out in the study area.
(2) It is our understanding that at least one winery is outside the study area in
Foresthill; another may be also in the Meadow Vista area. The study area map does not
include other wineries, such those listed in previous comment letters, and a number that
show up only in Google search maps and/or are included in a 2015 Planning Staff
presentation (Attachment A).
Due to the original proposed ZTA’s generous, unenforceable allowances that are
now expanded with the modifications, it is reasonably foreseeable that wineries and
breweries will spring up outside of the study area. If the ZTA is to remain Countywide
and its modifications approved, that will significantly increase negative impacts (more
events and attendees) and will require that the EIR must be recirculated to analyze new
impacts in all County unincorporated areas to inform the public as CEQA mandates.
Key Topics—Proposed Refinements
Definitions. Key Topics 1 and 2: Section B., p 4. This revision still allows up to
50 people at any one time (which remains problematic due to “rolling event” impacts not
being addressed or analyzed), but now adds, “excluding staff and tasting groom
patrons.” How will 50 attendees at a beer or wine facility under an Ag Promotional event
be distinguished from the unlimited number of “excluded” patrons in attendance at the
“tasting room” at the same time? Will the tasting room have restricted access to the lessthan-50 event? The last sentence (“If greater than 50 people are in attendance at one time,
those events shall be regulated in the same manner as a Special Event. See Table 3.”)
implies that those on site as “tasting room patrons” may count toward the 50 person
attendee limit. Regardless, this loosening language change will invalidate the “50-or-less”
ZTA limit and render it useless for enforcement.
If a winery/brewery is going to hold an Ag Promo event, then the less than 50
qualification (at any one time) must include anyone in the tasting room. In many
instances the tasting room will be part, or all, of the space used for the unlimited event,
especially rolling events. If this loose language remains, then an EIR must be recirculated
to analyze the new significant impacts (noise, traffic, wastewater, etc.).
Private Road Access. Key Topic 3: Section E.2., p 5. This ZTA is a Countyimposed usage of shared private drives where neighbors have easements for ingress and
egress intended only for “normal” family activities and ag operations. Events are not
agricultural operations nor allowed by the “right to farm” policies. A commercial event,
that belongs in a commercial or other non-residential zone, is an incompatible use and not
a use that fits with shared private roads being used by families running errands, going to
work, children playing, pets roaming (but still on their own properties), etc. Complying
with Fire Safe Standards should be an automatic requirement; however, “fire safe”
personnel may have no legal roadway safety expertise, such as, line of sight, speed limits,
or other traffic or roadway safety issues to comply with County Code. We submit that it is
irresponsible to drop any kind of private driveway requirements should events be allowed
in a residential zone that utilize shared private drives.
4/23/20-PIC to Plcr Co Png Comm--Page 3 of 10
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Tasting Rooms, Key Topic 4: Section B., p 6. In the beginning, there was a
degree of trust that this stated purpose would color all provisions in the ZTA: “Protecting
and preserving agricultural land was at the forefront of the code recommendation to
increase the minimum parcel size for by-right allowances from 4.6 to 10 acres.” Again,
with input only from the industry and none from concerned citizens, now even that
protection is being compromised and weakened with the new change pertaining to Tasting
Rooms: “Tasting Room” is accessory to a winery or farm brewery, typically located on
the premises of a winery or farm brewery’s production facilities, at which guests may
sample the winery or brewery’s products. A tasting room is only allowed in Residential,
Agriculture and Resource zone districts if production takes place on-site (see also “stand
alone tasting room”), or at another winery or farm brewery facility with the same
ownership within Placer County, and as allowed by State law.
Since state law allows a winery to purchase wine that is produced and/or bottled
elsewhere and to affix its own label on the bottles, the phrase, “and as allowed by State
law” may preclude the County’s “same ownership” change. If “same ownership” is meant
to be “protection,” what degree of ownership of the facility is necessary? (1%, 100%?
Does “ownership of a temporary outdoor “Tasting Room” facility—a patio, for example—
count as “Ownership?”). If the winery or brewery owner leases the land, does this change
only apply to parcel/land owners?
We submit that to better meet ag land protection and preservation objectives, a
mandatory alternative be proposed to require that the legal residence of the owner of the
land, Tasting Room facility, and other associated ag structures, facility shall be one and the
same within Placer County. In other words, the winery or brewery owner shall reside on
the same parcel where facilities are located.
Permit Requirements. Key Topic 6, Section C. Table 2, p 6.
As mentioned earlier (page 1 and 2), it appears that the change in Residential zones
(from CUP to less stringent MUP and from MUP to ARP) for production-only facilities
(no public tasting allowed) may indeed “support start-up operations,” but we cannot be
certain what the impact will be with enforcement. “These facilities would not be afforded
a tasting room or events under this use permit. Rather, they would only have the
opportunity to begin making commercially salable wine under State law.” Imbedded in
any such less stringent permit should be explicit language to inform the facility operators
that violations shall not be allowed and may result in complete revocation of any permits
issued as well as a “cease and desist” order.
Wine and Beer sales. Key Topic 7: Section D.3.a, p 7. This section reinforces the
establishment of restaurants in rural residential zones as an “accessory use.” A better term
would be, “Incompatible, non-conforming use” that also destroys reasonable land-use
continuity and creates new, undesirable impacts to neighbors.
“Wine and Beer Sales. The tasting room is primarily for the marketing and sale of
the agricultural products produced at the facility. Wine products shall be limited to those
produced, vinted, cellared or bottled by the operator in accordance with State law. [bold
added]. Wine products sold at the facility may also be grown on the premises and custom
crushed at another facility for the operator…..Accessory use – Restaurants may serve wine
and/or beer produced by other Wineries and/or Farm Breweries located in Placer County
subject to compliance with State law and the permit requirements outlined in Section
17.56.330 (C).”
This modification simply diverts the real issue and leaves the proverbial elephant in
the room. No matter how carefully language is construed and couched, vintners may
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purchase bottled wine elsewhere and affix their own label (possibly breweries may also).
The “limit” of wine “products” does nothing to prohibit it. This legal bottling allowance is
evidence that supports our position that wineries and breweries may indeed be licensed as
legitimate ag operations, but there are many avenues to put profit-making first with ag
conservation and protection much lower on the priority list. The ZTA, EIR, and SR omit
any discussion or analysis of how the industries actually work—the shortcuts and littleknown legal labeling facts. Thus, the public remains uninformed as to actual impacts.
Also, this modification may be contradictory to Key Topic Item 4, which requires
such off-site products or ingredients to be purchased from a facility with the same
ownership within Placer County. IF so, this may generate more confusion and should be
clarified.
Agricultural Promotional and Special Events, Key Topic 8: Section D.4, p 8.
“Clarify that events shall be allowed "on-site" as an accessory use, not simply in the tasting
room…. The intent of this language was not meant to imply that events could only take
place in a tasting room, but rather, on a property with a tasting room.” This modification is
evidence that also reinforces our contention mentioned in Key Topics 1 and 2 above where
the number of attendees is governed by the ZTA. By “excluding” attendees, patrons, or
visitors, etc., who may be on-site ostensibly for tasting purposes (while any event that
limits attendees to maximum levels proceeds concurrently), it renders the “less than 50
attendees” requirement for unlimited events unenforceable. There is no requirement for
event attendees be either identified or physically separated from the tasting room patrons
or visitors and potentially no way to herd or enforce them to stay in their legal limited
areas.
Thus, the “less than 50 at any one time” may potentially create single or rolling
events with much greater attendees than expected or allowed by claiming they are only
tasting patrons. CEQA requires that the negative impacts from this very foreseeable
situation be analyzed and calls for recirculation.
Ag Promotional Events, Key Topic 9, Section D.4.a., p8. “Add a provision to
allow additional attendees at an Agricultural Promotional Event for large wineries
(20,000+ cases), if property is 40+ acres, permitted by Conditional Use Permit.”
This change incorrectly assumes that with more “room,” larger properties’ tasting
and event facilities will be farther away from sensitive receptors and therefore will not
have the negative impacts that W/FB on smaller acreages will. In a well-planned
jurisdiction, where fragmentation has not occurred, that assumption may be valid.
However, in Placer County, even existing large parcels have situated their facilities at one
end, or one corner, of the parcel which, in Placer County, may be adjancent to 1-, 2-, 4- or
5-acre residential parcels. Those rural residents did not create the problem—County
officials did with their approvals. Therefore, as sensitive receptors, any potential negative
impacts to any rural residents must take first and highest priority when it comes to event
allowances.
A change is proposed to Section D.4.a. (Agricultural Promotional Events): “….For
large wineries located on 40 acres or greater, additional attendees may be permitted
subject to a Conditional Use Permit.”
A. Such a “discretionary review” would set precedence. For equal treatment and
fairness issues alone, it may indeed commit the County to a future course of action to allow
a greater number of attendees for unlimited Ag Promo Events at any large-acre winery,
regardless of the number of cases produced that defines a large winery. Our primary
concern is that any negative impacts to neighbors must be mitigated to non-existent.
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B. Again, instead of the “unlimited events” being for less than 50 people at any
one time, this modification “may” allow an as yet undetermined number of attendees, plus
any remaining guests in larger wineries’ Tasting Room (Key Topics #1 and #2). As the
ZTA is currently written, this will apply to day-long “rolling” events also. It is reasonably
foreseeable that any winery or brewery with more than 10,000 sq ft for guests to gather
(tasting room, patios, caves, processing rooms, etc.) could end up with attendees well
beyond the already generous allowances for unlimited Ag Promo Events. Thus, the
potential for greater numbers of “unofficial” event attendees (with additional, subsequent
negative impacts—noise, traffic, water, wastewater, etc.) creates potentially new
significant impacts and requires EIR recirculation for CEQA analysis.
Special Events, Key Topic 10-11, Section D.4.b., p 9. Add a footnote in Table 3 to
allow additional attendees and greater event frequency for large wineries on 40+ acres,
permitted by Conditional Use Permit. Additionally, amend table to reference ARP or
MUP, which are consistent with change #5.
This is similar to Topic 9 above and relates to our comments on page 1. The
primary purpose for having “limitations” in regulations or laws is generally to protect the
public or sensitive receptors from negative or harmful effects. In rural residential zones,
coupled with Placer County’s haphazard, irresponsible and/or lack of foresight with its
fragmented re-zoning and parcel splitting approvals in the past, County parcel sizes, often
adjacent or in close proximity, are diverse so as to require limitations on use.
With consistency in minimum parcel sizes in orderly zoned counties, land use
benefits can usually be utilized equally. Due to Placer County’s previous parcel-resizing
and rezoning approval decisions, now recognized as “reckless,” everyone must abide by a
much stricter set of regulations to offset the potential for significant negative impacts from
incompatible or non-conforming land uses in rural residential areas—and that includes any
“commercial” activities that are not legitimate ag operations.
Greater land use allowances that benefit any one parcel owner at the expense of
other(s), especially if based on size, is unacceptable and fraught with problems, such as
neighbor conflicts, economic lowering of neighbors’ properties, enviro impacts (traffic,
noise, water, wastewater), and more that do not belong in rural residential zones and were
not examined in the EIR.
It is the negative impacts to others in rural residential areas that should be the
primary concern and focus of this ZTA, which is also a primary concern of CEQA, and not
the economic benefits to a commercial endeavor. Capacity to hold more events in no way
should be interpreted as a right or an allowance that takes priority over neighbors’ rights to
enjoy their properties. Apparenlty, this comment must be continually repeated until and
unless its significance is finally recognized and mitigated.
Moreover, the “large” size parcels already come with not only greater numbers of
events allowed, but also they may be involved with numerous county-wide events that
occur on a regular bases that add to the onslaught of negative impacts to rural residential
neighbors. With the new modification, increased significant County-wide events need to
be analyzed and mitigated via a recirculated EIR.
Parking, Key Topic 12, Section E.1.c., p 9. Proposal to remove specificity of onsite parking requirement to support 75,000-pound vehicle. Include only a reference to
local fire serving district standards.
Vehicle weight specificity may have been detailed for parking lots, but that is not
where the focus should be. Shared private roads with equally-shared maintenance costs,
will have excessive damage from heavily loaded commercial trucks hauling grapes from
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elsewhere to wineries (or hops to breweries), or leaving wineries/breweries hauling crop
yields to other locations, that can weigh up to 80,000 lbs.2 However, normal family trips
in passenger (non commercial) vehicles create much less wear and tear maintenance
expenses (or more “normal” and expected expenses).
The reasoning behind this imposed financial burden on those who share private
roads with commercial breweries and/or wineries must be factored into weight limits on
private roads. Maintenance of on-site parking lots is the sole responsibility of the owners.
Other than their ability to maneuver on private property as first responders, fire districts
normally do not have jurisdiction over parking lots or private driveways.
Hours of Operation. Key Topic 13, Section E.3.a, p10. Again, it is disturbing to
have yet another modification based solely on a winery request, yet no consideration for
modification requests made by the public. The loophole or de facto “waiver” to not
comply (“…or as specified by use permit”) is unacceptable. We would urge, that the only
amendment to the ZTA via a permit must be for shorter hours, not “additional hours.”
Suggested language for consideration to only reduce the code limited hours of operation
may be along these lines:
“…or as specified by a use permit, subject to revision if changing conditions or
circumstances so warrant.” If wineries and breweries want and can request flexibility at
the front end, then citizens deserve to have the same flexibility at the back end if/when
noise impacts are determined to be unacceptable. Any neighbor or citizen verified
complaint and/or request to shorten hours of operation and/or to lower dB levels should be
included in the ZTA as a “shall have the hours of operation and dB level maximums at
the source reduced.”
As proposed, the original ZTA’s stated hours of operation are already more than
flexible enough for any valid winery or brewery in rural residential areas to plan for
tastings and events. To not have a definitive start and ending time, neighbors, especially
those in residential areas who are surrounded by the proliferation of wineries—and soon
breweries3—may be inundated by unwelcome noise levels with no way to know which
winery is operating lawfully due to a non-standard hours-of-operation discretionary use
permit.
To mitigate such unwanted sound that deviates from the provision proposed in the
ZTA, we strongly urge that this section include two revisions:
(1) The noise decibel levels for all wine/beer facilities be revised to those
recommended by the Placer County Planning Commission during discussion of the Winery
Ordinance Mitigated Negative Declaration around April, 2015. As stated in our previous
comments, those were in part: “After 7:30 pm, event noise shall be reduced to 20 db or
less.”
In that same County presentation, Tasting Room Hours for all wineries are listed as
ending at 5 pm (See Attachment A).4 Therefore, precedent for Tasting Hours ending at 5
2

Maximum gross weight in California with a tractor trailer combination is 80,000 lbs. Source:
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/legal-truck-access/weight-limitation; [and] Counties may
reduce the permissible weight of vehicles and loads on unimproved county highways or on county bridges
(Section 35706).
3
DEIR, Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA Project, April 2019, Chpt 3, d. Summary, page 81: “The
County has elected to use an annual average growth rate of 1.5 new facilities per year,… “ and same page,
two paragraphs later, “4. …this EIR assumes that future winery/farm brewery growth will be concentrated in
western Placer County, in and around the areas where current facilities are located
4
“Draft Winery Ordinance Update, Planning Division Staff: Sherri Conway,” from 2015
(Attachment A)
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pm was doable and should be continued; as such, the ZTA’s “Hours of Operations” section
should be further modified.
(2) The proposed ZTA also needs additional modification in that all
winery/brewery hours of operation for both events and tasting must include preparation
and clean up. IF prep and clean up cannot be completed during the stated ordinance’s
hours of operation, then the processes shall be halted at the designated termination time
and completed the next day (or preparation should be started the day before).
The ordinance needs to be absolutely clear about hours of operation in order to
avoid negative impacts to neighbors and loophole language to make code enforcement
impossible. Otherwise, an event promoter will request additional hours for attendee arrival
and departure, sunsets, sunrises, etc. For health, safety, and other public benefit efforts to
be effective, in a law and order society enforceable laws, codes, ordinances, or regulation
language cannot be vague. For example, if a speed limit is 55 mph, then 56 mph is
considered a violation. The proposed ZTA must not vacillate or contain “wobbler”
language, especially with Placer County’s woeful code enforcement problems as
previously mentioned in three Grand Jury Reports.
Potable Water, Key Topic 14, Section E.7, p 10. First, with water being so
critical—supply and contamination being just a couple of the most important issues in
California and Placer County—it is completely unacceptable to suddenly abandon a lawful
authority (if not a mandate) to protect it, and leave it up to an industry’s “trust me”
approach with conflict of interest pressures—especially with such a substance that is a
necessity for life, possibly second only to the air we breathe.
At the February Planning Comm hearing, no commissioners spoke to abandoning
the Safe Drinking Water Act via leaving this item up to individual facility owners’
certifying their own well usage and having that comply with the law. Then to couch this
egregious modification in terms of supporting existing and start-up facilities is an
abandonment of duties. If so much “support” is needed, it can be provided in other nonlife threatening County processes—time extensions for license renewals, sales or property
tax filings, and more.
Second, vintners and breweries often use more water than other residential users.
To place responsibility for such an important issue as water supply and monitoring in the
hands of the users is reckless. The public well standard is a law that was established for
good reasons. It is irresponsible for Placer County to so arbitrarily ignore its role and duty
to fully protect not just potable water but also nearby neighbors with wells. We urge that
this deferment of enforcement of the Safe Water Act not be passed off to a self-regulation
process.
Community center, commercial event center, agricultural event center, Key
Topic 15, Section 17.56.340, p 10 to 11. This modification is being proposed supposedly
“…in order to reconcile confusion between the section regulating wineries and farm
breweries and agricultural event centers.” There is no confusion on the part of the public,
but there is plenty of resistance to try to massage the ZTA to allow wineries and breweries
to become de facto event centers and not have to follow the code that requires an Ag Event
Center permit. Worse, solutions to address increased complaints are characterized as, “can
be explored.” This is not even a plan; but if it is, it will only take place, maybe, sometime
in the future, well after the damage is done. We support working in collaboration with the
Code Compliance Division, but we submit that Code Compliance needs to be on top of this
issue from the beginning and not when event complaints increase.
Existing Operations and Small Start-ups [p12. The discussion here is again to
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stress the ZTA’s purpose to support “start-up” operations and brings in two General Plan
policies:
Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to
accommodate uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market
agricultural products grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets)
as part of the economic development activities of local agencies.
Neither of these policies even comes close to allowing or supporting commercial
event centers in rural residential areas. Somehow, the original concept of what Tasting
Rooms are has been lost. They are the functional equivalent of roadside farm stands.
Because it was not reasonable to be serving/tasting alcoholic beverages at a roadside stand,
the concept of wine tasting on-site was created; then tasting rooms developed; then public
tours and a few events, and now full-on unlimited events which is where the problems
started.
It’s time to stop this unacceptable, non-conforming, family-life disruption to rural
residential neighbors. If wineries and breweries want to hold commercial events, they can
rent one of the many event venues, most of which are located in appropriately zoned areas.
Conclusion, p 13. In the 13 years this topic has been debated, with noise
disturbances being the primary complaint, staff has always researched other wine regions.
However, the conflicts, lawsuits, non-compliance citations, bitter public debates (that are
ongoing today) are never mentioned. In all conversations with those who live in other
wine regions, we have never had anyone be supportive of the noise and events.
Conducting ag operations, growing wine and beer crops, having and selling at a tasting
room and an occasional event has been acceptable, but no one has welcomed “attracting
visitors” to the sites in their communities.
Claims are always made that such visitor attraction helps “to promote local
agriculture.” Again, there have never been any statistics to validate such statements—or
proof as to how much any ag operation has been helped. “Promotional events provide
education and marketing opportunities…” The education can be just as easily obtained
from many sources (video, webinars, workshops, books, etc.) and does not require
unlimited events. The claim is made that wine and farm brewery tourism within Placer’s
rural landscape offers customers with an authentic experience of place, but why should all
other residents in that rural landscape have to put up with impacts from the activity. If
customers want to eat, they will support agriculture. The last sentence praises the ZTA’s
proposed “refinements” as intended to address land use compatibility between residential
uses and winery and farm brewery uses in the rural communities of Placer County. We
submit that it did not accomplish that at all.
Thank you for considering our views,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
Attachment A: Draft WO Update-Tasting Room Hours-Plng-2015
cc Sue Colbert, Shirlee Herrington, Nikki Streegan
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Shirlee Herrington
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kara Conklin
Tuesday, April 21, 2020 4:13 PM
Nikki Streegan
Sue Colbert; EJ Ivaldi; Shirlee Herrington; Meghan Schwartz
FW: Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission

FYI:
From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 4:08 PM
To: Andrea Dashiell <ADashiel@placer.ca.gov>; Kara Conklin <KConklin@placer.ca.gov>; George Rosasco
<GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Public Comment Submission ‐ Planning Commission

Public Comment Submission - Planning Commission
During the Covid-19 Pandemic, Placer County is committed to public participation
in County Government in a manner that is consistent with guidance provided by our
Public Health Official. We have provided this form that can be used to submit
comments to the Planning Commission.
First and Last Name

Donald Rivenes Sierra Foothills Audubon Society

Email Address (Optional)

rivenes@sbcglobal.net

Agenda Item (Optional)

WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZTA ZONING TEXT
AMENDMENT (PCPJ 20130151)—Final EIR

Comments

I am writing in support of Public Interest Coalition and Shute,
Mihaly and Weinberger comments to the DEIR. The real
problem is that the ordinance should not be approved based on
the general impact to the agricultural area and the
encroachment of society on rural quality. The mitigation relating
to birds states: “the County shall impose biological resource
protection measures as conditions of the Tree Removal
Permits. Such protection measures shall include, but are not
necessarily limited to the following measures: • Prior to
initiation of any tree removal activity, the owner/operator shall
provide proof to the Placer County Community Development
Resource Agency that nesting birds are not present within the
tree or trees to be removed. Such proof shall be provided in the
form of a pre-removal nesting bird survey, conducted by a
qualified biologist, no more than three days prior to the
proposed tree removal activity. • If tree removal activity is
proposed to occur outside of the February 1 to August 31
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breeding season, a pre-removal survey for active nests shall
not be required”.
It does not appear to be a CEQA concern that when they cut
the trees outside of nesting season, that they can be removing
nest sites that were there the previous nesting season, and
there is no guarantee that the birds will be able to locate a
suitable nest site the following nesting season. In addition, the
paving over of more rural habitat along with the noise
associated with the events will have a detrimental impact on
bird nesting season assuming there are birds nesting there
after tree removal. The DEIR states “Only five CNDDB
recorded occurrences of burrowing owl exist in Placer County,
all of which are west of the area where existing wineries and
farm breweries are concentrated.” As previous comment letters
have noted, there is no guarantee that future wineries would be
located where existing wineries are located
Studies have shown that many types of recreational activities
often disturb, negatively impact, or otherwise conflict with
wildlife in ways ranging from reduced use of preferred habitat
and aberrant behavior to direct mortality (Pomerantz, Gerri A.,
Daniel J. Decker, Gary R. Goff, and Ken G. Purdy. 1988.
Assessing impact of recreation on wildlife: a classification
scheme. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 16:58-62.).
Global warming threatens the survival of nearly half the bird
species in the continental United States and Canada, including
many of California’s birds. Of 588 bird species examined in a
seven-year study, 314 species are at risk.
In conclusion, I ask the Planning Commission to consider the
impacts to already threatened birds and wildlife that this project
will cause and not approve this ordinance.
Don Rivenes Sierra Foothills Audubon Society

Attach a document

Field not completed.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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June 10, 2019
Via Electronic Mail Only
Ms. Shirlee I. Herrington
Environmental Coordination Services
Placer County Community Development
Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Suite #190
Auburn, CA 95603
E-Mail: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
Re:

Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2015072019

Dear Ms. Herrington:
This firm represents the Sierra Club - Placer Group (“Sierra Club”) in their review
of the draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the proposed Winery and Farm
Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (“ZTA” or “Project”). As you know, Sierra Club’s
primary concerns regarding events at wineries and breweries include the effects on the
character of rural residential areas and preservation of agricultural viability. While the
County’s stated objectives of preserving farmland and balancing the needs of various
stakeholder groups is laudable, Sierra Club urges the County to do more to ensure
protection of the County’s natural resources and to preserve quality of life for all the
County’s residents.
The purpose of this letter is to inform Placer County that the DEIR for the Project
fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California
Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines”). As detailed below,
numerous inadequacies and omissions in the DEIR render it insufficient as an
environmental review document. First, the DEIR’s description of the Project is
incomplete, and its limitation of the study area to areas where wineries and breweries are
currently located is unsupportable. Second, the DEIR glosses over potentially significant
impacts, particularly impacts related to increased traffic and use of private roads, noise,
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water supply, wildfire safety/emergency access and evacuation, and cumulative impacts.
Finally, the DEIR’s analysis of alternatives to the Project fails to meet the minimum
requirements under CEQA.
The DEIR for the Project must be revised and recirculated to adequately describe
these impacts to the public and decisionmakers, and to consider feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives to lessen such impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(1)
(listing as one of the “basic purposes” of CEQA to “[i]nform governmental decision
makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed
activities”).
I.
Action.

The DEIR Fails to Adequately Describe and Analyze the Whole of the

The CEQA Guidelines define “project” as “the whole of an action” that may result
in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect change in the environment, and require the
lead agency to fully analyze each “project” in a single environmental review document.
Guidelines § 15378(a); see also Guidelines §§ 15165, 15168. “‘Project’ is given a broad
interpretation in order to maximize protection of the environment.” McQueen v. Bd. of
Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1143 (disapproved on other grounds). As the
Supreme Court has explained, this rule ensures “that environmental considerations do not
become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones—each with a
potential impact on the environment—which cumulatively may have disastrous
consequences.” Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Comm. (1975), 13 Cal.3d at 283-84.
Further, “[A]n accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine quo non of an
informative and legally sufficient” environmental review. County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199.
Here, the DEIR’s project description is inadequate for three reasons. First, it fails
to encompass future actions enabled or permitted by the agency’s decision, as CEQA
requires. Christward Ministry v. Superior County (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 194. Here,
the DEIR limits its environmental review to consider impacts only from wineries and
breweries in the western portion of the County where such facilities are currently located.
However, the proposed ZTA is neither limited to existing facilities nor the areas where
such facilities are located. It would apply to any rural residential and agricultural resource
lands larger than 4.6 acres countywide. DEIR Appendix A at 5 and 6.
The ZTA involves several countywide changes. For example, it would allow
unlimited agricultural promotional events and would remove limits on the allowable
number of Temporary Outdoor Events. It would also increase the allowable number of
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Special Events, as well as increase the allowable number of participants at Special Events
to 200 at one time (on parcels 20 acres or larger), among other changes. See, e.g., DEIR
at 3-11 and Appendix A at 2-6. As the DEIR acknowledges, these proposed changes
apply to all unincorporated portions of Placer County. See, e.g., DEIR at 3-2 and 12-2.
Therefore, this environmental review must account for all of the potentially significant
impacts that could occur countywide as a result of the ZTA. However, the DEIR fails to
evaluate potential impacts countywide and instead limits the DEIR’s study area to the
western portion of the County. Id. and at 3-14. This failure to evaluate impacts from the
whole of the project is a fatal flaw. Without specific provisions restricting wineries and
breweries from locating in other areas of the County, the DEIR must evaluate the impacts
of the ZTA countywide.
Second, the Project description is incomplete and unstable. The ZTA would allow
restaurant uses in rural residential and agricultural resource zones where they are not
currently allowed. DEIR at 3-11. Specifically, the Project proposes that an “Accessory
Use - Restaurant” would be allowed in the Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, and Forest zone
districts as long as the food preparation and service is subordinate to the primary use on a
property as a winery or farm brewery, and subject to a Conditional Use Permit.
However, the DEIR fails to explain how the provision that the events and
restaurants need to be “secondary” to the agricultural purpose will be determined and
enforced. In the absence of ordinance provisions to address these questions, the
requirement that the use be “secondary” to agricultural uses is meaningless. A revised
DEIR should address the following questions related to restaurant uses: How will the
County determine that a restaurant use is “secondary”? Will it be based on the number of
days the facility is open and operating? Will it be based on the amount of revenue
generated? Will it be based on the number of labor hours devoted to each use? Without
clear criteria for how the County would determine what constitutes “secondary” uses, it is
unclear how the County would verify compliance with the code and what consequences
will apply for non-compliance.
Finally, the DEIR impermissibly segments review of reasonably foreseeable
construction under the ZTA. The DEIR repeatedly states that the “EIR is not required to
evaluate the physical environmental effects of construction of new facilities, because the
Zoning Text Amendment would not result in the direct development of additional
medium or large wineries/farm breweries, as they are already permitted by-right in
certain zones, and the project is not expanding the number of zones where by-right
development can occur.” DEIR at 3-15. This approach violates CEQA. It is wellestablished that failing to consider the reasonably foreseeable consequences of a project
will lead to inadequate environmental review. See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v.
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Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396 (“Laurel Heights I”)
(“[A]n EIR must include an analysis of . . . reasonably foreseeable consequence[s] of the
initial project” that “change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental
effects”).
Here, the DEIR clearly contemplates future development related to and springing
from the Project. See, e.g., DEIR at 3-4 and Appendix A at 1. The ZTA increases the
amount of allowable events at wineries and breweries, which will encourage the
development of more facilities countywide. Thus, the proposed subdivision and its
additional environmental effects are not merely reasonably foreseeable; they are intended
consequences of the proposed Project. Failure to analyze them at this stage submerges
environmental considerations and violates CEQA. The County cannot avoid analysis and
disclosure of potential impacts by artificially limiting the study area.
The DEIR concludes that the Project will not result in any impacts, relying on the
assertion that the Project, by itself, does not result in physical development and that the
ZTA would not induce development of additional wineries. See, e.g., DEIR at 1-7, 1-9,
and 3-15. The County’s planning approach is fundamentally at odds with CEQA.
Established CEQA case law holds that the analysis of environmental effects must occur
at the earliest discretionary approval, even if later approvals will take place. See, e.g.,
Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 396 (EIR must analyze future action that is a “reasonably
foreseeable consequence” of the initial action that would “likely change the scope or
nature” of the effects of the initial action); Citizens for Responsible Gov't v. City of
Albany (1997) 56 Cal.App.4th 1199, 1221-22; Koster v. County of San Joaquin (1996) 47
Cal.App.4th 29, 34, 39-40; Christward Ministry 184 Cal.App.3d at 194. Inasmuch as the
ZTA is the first discretionary approval that will ultimately result in development activity
countywide, this environmental document must analyze the environmental impacts from
these activities in as detailed a manner as possible. Id. Unfortunately, the DEIR fails to
undertake the analysis required to provide specific recommendations about the Project
and its environmental impacts.
As detailed below, these fundamental defects in the DEIR’s project description
infect the remainder of the analysis in the DEIR. Only when the project description
encompasses the true scope of the Project can significant environmental impacts be
adequately evaluated and mitigated. The document must be revised and recirculated with
an adequate project description.
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II.

The DEIR Fails to Describe the Project Setting.

The DEIR fails to describe the Project setting as required by CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines. An environmental document “must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice
of preparation is published, or if a notice of preparation is not published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.”
CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a). Accurate and complete information pertaining to the
setting of the Project and surrounding uses is critical to an evaluation of a Project’s
impact on the environment. San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Center v. Stanislaus County, 27
Cal.App.4th 713, 728 (1994); see also Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water
Agency, 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 875 (2003) (incomplete description of the Project’s
environmental setting fails to set the stage for a discussion of significant effects).
Here, the DEIR’s deficiencies in describing the Project’s setting undermine its
adequacy as an informational document. This description of the environmental setting
constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines the
significance of an impact. CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a). “Knowledge of the regional
setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts.” CEQA Guidelines §
15125(c). Without such an understanding, any impacts analysis or proposed mitigation
becomes meaningless.
The DEIR fails to provide a setting description aside from a limited description of
the setting only of the western part of the County for each topic analyzed. See, e.g.,
biological resources setting at 6-1 to 6-5 (describing only generally the setting in western
Placer County and only those biological communities found at the existing winery and
brewery sites); transportation and circulation at Fig 10-1 at 10-2 (shows only roadways
and intersections west of Auburn were included in the description of existing conditions);
and noise at 9-1 and 9-6 (limits the discussion to ambient noise in the vicinity of existing
wineries and breweries).
The rural lands affected by the Project are especially likely to include sensitive
resources, such as oak woodlands, native grasslands, and wetlands. Yet, the DEIR fails to
identify sensitive resources subject to development countywide as part of this evaluation.
The DEIR also fails to address basic setting questions such as: How many parcels that
can potentially develop using the revised provisions are located in areas with sensitive
resources? What areas of the County that can develop under these provisions include
scenic vistas that may be impacted by such an increase in intensity of use?
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In another example, the DEIR fails to describe area roadways east of Auburn
likely to be affected by the proposed Project. The DEIR acknowledges three roadways
that provide access to wineries outside of the concentration of wineries to the west,
(DEIR at 10-4), however, it fails to look at other rural roadways serving rural residential
and agricultural lands east of Auburn that could convert to uses allowed by the ZTA.
Many rural roadways countywide affected by the ZTA are narrow, often with no
shoulders, and were not designed to handle heavy traffic. Yet, the DEIR defers
description of the existing roadways and fails to identify roadways where influxes in
traffic may result in hazardous conditions to existing and future roadway users.
A description of the existing setting is especially important in this case, where
approval of the Project would result in the potential for higher intensity of use on the
majority of lands in the County (i.e., all lands zoned RA, RF, AE, F and FOR). See Placer
County General Plan Land Use and Circulation Element, land use map at Figure 1-2. This
omission of the existing setting leaves the public and decision-makers to speculate as to
what resources are present on the lands to which the new ZTA would apply and what the
impacts to those resources due to the Project may be. The DEIR’s approach of deferring
data collection and ignoring existing conditions violates CEQA’s baseline requirements.
See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a). A revised EIR must remedy this flaw.
III.

The DEIR’s Analysis of Environmental Impacts is Inadequate.

As the courts have explained, the environmental review document serves as “an
environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose is to alert the public and its responsible
officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no
return.” Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal. 3d 392. “The EIR is also intended ‘to demonstrate to an
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the
ecological implications of its action.” Id.
As described throughout this letter, the DEIR never considers the full impacts of
the Project - the impacts of the foreseeable events that the ZTA would allow. In this way,
the DEIR fails to disclose the extent and severity of the Project’s broad-ranging impacts.
This approach violates CEQA’s requirement that environmental review encompass all of
the activity allowed by the proposed ZTA. The County must analyze all of the aggregated
impacts of all of the foreseeable development. Without this analysis, the environmental
review will remain incomplete and the ZTA cannot lawfully be approved.
Below, we discuss several examples of impact areas with particular deficiencies.
To ensure that both decision-makers and the public have adequate information to
consider the effects of the proposed Project, and to comply with CEQA’s requirements,
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the County must prepare an EIR that properly describes the Project, analyzes its impacts,
and considers meaningful mitigation measures that would help ameliorate those impacts.
As discussed throughout this letter, while the Winery Ordinance applies to all
unincorporated portions of Placer County, the geographic study area of this EIR is
inappropriately focused only on the areas of western Placer County where wineries and
farm breweries are currently concentrated. DEIR at 3-2.
The DEIR reasons that because the western part of the County is the best area for
grape growing (DEIR at 3-16 through 3-18) and because all of the existing wineries and
current and pending farm breweries are located in the western portion of the County, new
wineries and breweries will also locate in the western part of the County. DEIR at 1-3.
However, given that promotional and Special Events can be so lucrative, and that the
ZTA requires a minimum of only two acres of on-site planted vineyard or hopyard, the
ZTA incentivizes agricultural land owners to participate in providing events even though
growing conditions may not be optimal. For this reason, and because the ZTA does not
include provisions to limit its application to the DEIR’s established ‘Winery and Farm
Brewery Growth Sub-Regions’, a revised EIR must describe impacts to potential
developable lands countywide.
A.

The DEIR Must Analyze All Potential Direct and Indirect
Impacts, Including Wildfire Safety and Emergency
Access/Evacuation.

The DEIR dismisses several potential impact topic areas as less than significant
without proper analysis largely based on the rationale that the ZTA would not directly
induce development. For example, the DEIR fails to include a thorough analysis of the
risk of wildfire to public safety and emergency access/evacuation.
Despite the fact that Placer County has suffered several serious fires in the past
twenty years, the DEIR fails to evaluate the potential for the Project to expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. This is a
potentially significant impact inasmuch as the proposed Project would result in more
intensive use of rural lands in remote, wildland areas. Studies illustrate the heightened
safety risks from development and intensification of land use in areas where fire is a
natural part of the ecology and flammable vegetation exists. As development and more
intensive land uses encroach on the wildland urban interface, it causes an increase in the
number of fires and more loss of life. See generally Foothill Conservancy: Sprawl
Increases Sierra Fire Threat, Fall 2007
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(http://www.foothillconservancy.org/pages/focus.cgi?magicatid=&magi_detail=407&ma
gid=29).
Intensified land uses in remote areas also vastly increase the cost of fighting
wildland fires with task forces of urban fire engines needed to protect homes in the
urban-wildland interface. At the same time, climate change is making summers hotter and
drier, leading to an increase in the frequency and severity of catastrophic wildfire.
Moreover, given that many rural parts of the County are accessed by a single two-lane
road, increasing the intensity of land uses in areas with limited ingress/egress has the
potential to degrade safe evacuation of residents as well as impede access for fire fighters
and first responders during a fire.
According to the 2014 Strategic Plan for Placer County Wildfire Protection and
Biomass Utilization Program (“2014 Strategic Plan”), much of the County’s existing and
projected growth will be in communities along the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) in
both forested and oak woodland environments. 2014 Strategic Plan at 8. Between 2001
and 2014, nine major fires (that burned more than 80,400 acres) and 70 smaller fires
occurred countywide. Id. at Figure 2 and
http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/incidents/incidents_statsevents. Since 2014, the Trailhead Fire
and the North Fire burned an additional 6,900 acres.
In light of the County’s history of severe fires, one would expect a thorough
evaluation of fire risks associated with changes to allowed land uses. However, the EIR
falls short of such analysis. It fails to include any standards or thresholds for assessing the
significance of impacts relating to emergency response and wildfire evacuation. A
threshold is a numeric or qualitative level at or below which impacts are normally less
than significant. CEQA Guidelines §15064.7(a); see also Protect the Historic Amador
Waterways, 116 Cal.App.4th at 1107. This flaw leads to a cascade of other failures:
without a threshold, the EIR cannot do its job. Thus, for example, while the DEIR asserts
that the Project would not interfere with an adopted emergency evacuation plan, it
provides no standard by which to evaluate this impact’s significance. DEIR at 1-7.
The DEIR also takes the unconventional approach of discussing potential wildfire
impacts in the Introduction section of the DEIR rather than in the Environmental Impacts
Analysis. The result is a truncated, cursory discussion rife with unsubstantiated
statements and an unsupported conclusion that the risk of wildfire impacts would be less
than significant. First, the DEIR reiterates the position that because the Zoning Text
Amendment would not include any physical development, the impacts would not be
significant. Id. As explained above, under CEQA, the County is obligated to analyze the
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impacts of implementing the ZTA at the earliest discretionary approval, which is prior to
approval of the ZTA. See, e.g., Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 396.
Second, the DEIR falsely states that “the additional events allowable at existing
and future facilities under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would occur within
established event areas and would not exacerbate wildfire risks.” DEIR at 1-7 and 1-8.
This statement is incorrect because it is based on the assumption that events would only
take place at existing wineries. However, as discussed throughout this letter, the Project
does not preclude establishment of new wineries and breweries and does not place any
restrictions on where those new facilities may locate. In fact, the ZTA would encourage
development of new wineries and breweries by making them more profitable. As the
DEIR acknowledges, some wineries are located in more remote areas of the County, and
as discussed above, the low bar that wineries and breweries have only to maintain a
minimum of two acres of crops means that many rural land owners stand to develop such
facilities. DEIR at 10-4.
The DEIR is legally inadequate due to its failure to address the threat posed by an
increase in land use intensity and traffic in the wildland urban interface. Until this issue is
examined thoroughly in an EIR, the County may not approve the proposed amendments.
B.

Traffic and Use of Private Roads

The DEIR glosses over issues related to substantial increases in traffic on private
roadways providing access to existing wineries and to other agricultural and rural
residential lands. As commenters have submitted previously, county residents living
along private roads already experience event participants parking alongside narrow
private roads, blocking private driveways, and making noise. These impacts are
anticipated to worsen with the proliferation of events and larger number of participants
allowed under the proposed ZTA.
The DEIR begrudgingly acknowledges these impacts to residents along private
roads but then fails to provide a complete analysis. While the County may not have
jurisdiction over use of private roadways, it still must disclose and analyze significant
impacts related to traffic congestion, unsafe access during events, and noise generated by
traffic and participants late into the night as a result of its Project.
Having failed to analyze the impacts to private roadways (both in areas with
existing wineries and in areas with parcels subject to development with wineries), the
DEIR fails to identify mitigation measures to address the aforementioned impacts. A
revised EIR must address these shortcomings.
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C.

Noise

The DEIR’s analysis of project-related noise impacts suffers the same deficiency
of limiting its analysis to the “vicinity of the existing medium and large parcel size
wineries and farm breweries” in the County. DEIR at 9-1. But, as explained throughout
this letter, the ZTA would not apply just to existing facilities. It would apply to any rural
residential and agricultural resource lands larger than 4.6 acres countywide. DEIR
Appendix A at 5 and 6. Therefore, the DEIR should have evaluated potential impacts
from implementation of the ZTA not only at existing facilities, but also on parcels with
the applicable size and zoning.
Further, the DEIR acknowledges impacts from events that include music and voice
amplification and concludes that these events would result in significant impacts
requiring mitigation. DEIR at 9-25. However, the DEIR inexplicably reaches this
conclusion only for wedding events. Other events, including agricultural promotional
events (e.g., dinners, release parties, and membership club parties) and Special Events
(e.g., private parties, fundraisers, concerts) may also include amplified music and voices.
For example, the upcoming Grape Days of Summer, an annual 2-day event hosted by
Placer County Vintners Association taking place at various wineries includes events
advertised as having “music at most locations” See,
https://www.donodalcielo.com/event/grape-days-of-summer-passport-weekend/ .
Therefore, the identified mitigation to protect rural residents in the vicinity should apply
to all allowable events, not just weddings.
Moreover, the mitigation measures proposed to reduce impacts to rural residents
from amplified sound at winery and brewery wedding events will necessarily require
discretionary review because they require project-specific noise analysis. DEIR at 2-17 to
2-22. Therefore, we submit that: given that all events (not just weddings) have the
potential to result in non-transportation noise impacts, the mitigation measures should be
revised to include: 1) mandatory discretionary review in the form of a Minor Use Permit
for all events regardless of size; and 2) analysis of any proposed shielding to ensure no
unintended consequences, such as reflecting or channeling the noise to a different area or
receptor (see, e.g., https://sacramento.cbslocal.com/2019/04/12/reduce-noise-gunfireauburn/ regarding the sound wall at the gun range in North Auburn). Alternatively,
section 4 of Mitigation Measure 9-3 should be applied to all events regardless of size and
location to revise the ZTA to prohibit sound amplification entirely in residential and
agriculture resource zones or allow it only if sound amplification equipment and speakers
are indoors within a permanent building or structure.
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D.

Cumulative Impacts

CEQA requires lead agencies to disclose and analyze a project’s “cumulative
impacts,” defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
Guidelines § 15355. Cumulative impacts may result from a number of separate projects,
and occur when “results from the incremental impact of the project [are] added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects,” even if
each project contributes only “individually minor” environmental effects. Guidelines §§
15355(a)-(b).
Extensive case authority highlights the importance of a thorough cumulative
impacts analysis. In Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d at 728-729, for example, the court decided that the EIR’s treatment of
cumulative impacts on water resources was inadequate where the document contained
“no list of the projects considered, no information regarding their expected impacts on
groundwater resources and no analysis of the cumulative impacts”.
In contravention of the above authorities, the DEIR provides little discussion of
the Project’s cumulative impacts, and instead relies on the artificially limited study area
imposed by the DEIR and the refrain that the Project would not directly induce
development to conclude that cumulative impacts are less than significant. See, e.g.,
DEIR at 12-4, 12-7, 12-12, 12-31. The DEIR thus completely ignores the cumulative
effects of all the potential events that may take place pursuant to the new zoning
provisions. For example, given that the proposed provisions apply to a majority of lands
in the County, any property owner on medium- and large-parcel lands zoned for rural
residential or Agriculture and Resource can hold an unlimited number of Agricultural
Promotional Events, up to six Special Events a year for parcels 4.6 acres to less than 20
acres, and up to 12 Special Events per year for parcels larger than 20 acres. DEIR at 12-2.
The DEIR estimates that this would result in 202 promotional events annually. However,
given that the DEIR doesn’t consider all potentially developable parcels in the County,
this estimate is likely low.
The DEIR also fails to consider the cumulative effects of the County’s Temporary
Outdoor Events ordinance provisions. In 2008 the County approved an ordinance also
allowing temporary outdoor events at wineries. Zoning Ordinance §17.56.300. The
proposed ZTA specifies that the events under the proposed provisions authorization of a
Temporary Outdoor Event Permit is in addition to any events allowed under the ZTA.
DEIR Appendix A at 2. The cumulative effects of the events allowed under this proposed
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Project combined with the effects of the events allowed under the previously approved
provisions for wineries must be evaluated in a revised EIR.
In addition, the DEIR largely ignores the cumulative effects of recent development
approvals and potential future approvals in the County. For example, the County’s list of
Active CEQA Projects indicates that the County has approved, or is in the process of
approving, several projects that are not considered in the DEIR. See Attachment A, Placer
County Active CEQA Projects; also available at
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services. The DEIR,
however, lists only two projects considered in the cumulative analysis: Hidden Falls
Regional Park Expansion and the Sierra College Boulevard/SR 193 Retail Center. DEIR
at 12-3. Other projects that should have been considered in a cumulative analysis include
projects that have been approved but not yet constructed Sunset Area Plan Update/Placer
Ranch Specific Plan EIR, Silver Sage - Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan Phase 3 [270
residential units]; Mill Creek Subdivision [308 residential units]; Brady Vineyard
Subdivision [119 residential lots]; Mason Trails Subdivision [170 residential lots];
Regional University Specific Plan Amendment [4,386 residential units]; Placer
Retirement Residences [145 units], Sehr Winery, and Stoneridge Westwood Family
Cellars [eight residential units and a winery]. Yet the DEIR fails to analyze the
cumulative traffic impacts from any of these new projects. Those impacts would in turn
result in significant impacts to air quality and noise. Similarly, the DEIR fails to analyze
potential cumulative impacts related to water supply, groundwater recharge, and water
quality. This silence does not meet the County’s obligations under CEQA and deprives
the IS/MND of substantial evidence to support its mandatory finding that the project will
not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.
E.

The DEIR’s Analysis of Growth Inducing Impacts Is Incomplete
and Flawed.

CEQA requires that an EIR include a “detailed statement” setting forth the
growth-inducing impacts of a proposed project. CEQA § 21100(b)(5); City of Antioch v.
City Council of Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325, 1337. The statement must
“[d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic growth, or the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment.” Guidelines §15126.2(d). It must also discuss how the project “may
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment,
either individually or cumulatively” or “remove obstacles to population growth.” Id.
Here, the DEIR’s analysis of growth-inducing impacts is legally inadequate. The
DEIR acknowledges that the ZTA could lead to economic growth the DEIR once again
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relies on the approach of stating that that the growth would take place within areas where
existing wineries and breweries are located and thus that the Project will not induce
significant growth. DEIR at 12-62 to 12-64. This conclusion is not supported by any
evidence.
Approval of the Project would allow an unlimited number of promotional events
and increase the number of Special Events and Temporary Outdoor Events. Contrary to
the DEIR’s claims that the Project would not induce additional growth, the stated reason
for the Project is to induce economic activity in rural areas. DEIR at 1-3. This, in turn, is
likely to spur an interest in entering the market of wineries and breweries that stage
events, which will create pressure to convert rural residential and agricultural parcels to
winery and brewery uses rather than retaining them in rural residential and forestry uses.
The DEIR could easily begin to estimate the number and location of potential new
wineries and breweries that could be approved based upon potentially developable
parcels and other planning documents, as well as additional development to serve such
growth. As the City of Davis court directed “the purpose of an EIS/EIR is to evaluate the
possibilities in light of current and contemplated plans and to produce an informed
estimate of the environmental consequences.” City of Davis v. Coleman, (9th Cir. 1975)
521 F.2d 661, 676. Accordingly, the DEIR must be revised to identify the extent and
location of new development facilitated by the ZTA and to analyze the environmental
impacts of the growth.
IV.

The DEIR’s Alternatives Analysis is Inadequate.

A proper analysis of alternatives is essential to comply with CEQA’s mandate
that, where feasible, significant environmental damage be avoided. Pub. Resources Code
§ 21002 (projects should not be approved if there are feasible alternatives that would
substantially lessen environmental impacts); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3),
15021(a)(2), 15126(f). The primary purpose of CEQA’s alternatives requirement is to
explore options that will reduce or avoid adverse impacts on the environment.
Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1089.
Therefore, the discussion of alternatives must focus on project alternatives that are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the significant effects of the project, even if
such alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives or
would be more costly. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b); see also Watsonville Pilots, 183
Cal.App.4th at 1089 (“[T]he key to the selection of the range of alternatives is to identify
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alternatives that meet most of the project’s objectives but have a reduced level of
environmental impacts”).
As a preliminary matter, and as discussed above, the DEIR’s failure to analyze the
impacts of implementing the ZTA countywide, and the failure to disclose the extent and
severity of the Project’s broad-ranging impacts, necessarily distorts the document’s
analysis of Project alternatives. As a result, the alternatives are evaluated against an
inaccurate representation of the Project’s impacts. A proper identification and analysis of
alternatives are impossible until Project impacts are fully disclosed. Moreover, as
discussed above, what analysis exists in the document is incomplete and/or unsupported
so that it is simply not possible to conduct a comparative evaluation of the Project’s and
the alternatives’ impacts.
The alternatives analyzed in the DEIR represent a false choice, because none
substantially reduces a majority of the Project’s significant environmental impacts.
Indeed, the DEIR presents only two alternatives in addition to the legally required “no
project" alternative. Of these, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, would allow the same
number of Special Events permitted per year as the proposed Project, but would also limit
the total number of event days permitted at each facility to 59 events (including both
Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events) per year. The DEIR indicates that
this alternative fails to offer substantial environmental advantages over the proposed
Project. DEIR at 13-16 and 13-17; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors,
(1990) 52 Cal.3d at 566.
The Wedding CUP Requirement Alternative would be identical to the proposed
ZTA with the exception of requiring wedding events to obtain a CUP, which would
require site-specific review. The DEIR concedes that both alternatives “would result in
generally similar environmental impacts” and that “neither alternative is clearly
environmentally superior to the other.” DEIR at 13-16.
The fact that the two alternatives result in impacts so similar to the Project and to
each other, such that the EIR itself could not clearly distinguish which alternative was
environmentally superior, is a clear indication that the alternatives do not constitute a
reasonable range of alternatives. The DEIR thus requires City decisionmakers to choose
between alternatives that, according to the DEIR, largely share the Project’s
environmental impacts. The County claims that the Wedding CUP Alternative is
environmentally superior, but even this option yields similar impacts in most key issue
areas. Id. CEQA requires that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to
the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
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significant effects of the project . . . .” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b) (emphasis added).
None of the DEIR’s alternatives meet this requirement.
Given that the objective of the Project is to protect and preserve farmland and to
balance the needs of all County residents, the DEIR should have included a rigorous,
honest assessment of additional, less impactful, alternatives. Without this opportunity, the
DEIR asks the public to accept on “blind trust” that the proposed Project is the best
alternative. This approach is unlawful “in light of CEQA’s fundamental goal that the
public be fully informed as to the consequences of action by their public officials.”
Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 494. Other feasible alternatives are discussed below.
For example, the DEIR should have analyzed an alternative that includes the
following:
- Eliminate the distinctions between various types of events and instead allow a
maximum of 24 events per year of any type, of 50 or fewer patrons. This provision would
allow two events per week for the three month season. This limit would help ensure the
event uses would remain secondary to agricultural uses. If the vintners/brewers desire
more events, they can apply to operate as an Agricultural Event Center.
- Require that properties interested in hosting promotional and special events
maintain a higher amount of land in agricultural production. This would also help ensure
the event uses would remain secondary to agricultural uses.
- Agriculture Promotional Events: limited to taking place during tasting room
hours, at fairs, festivals, and other events that occur every weekend in Placer County and
the region.
- Special Events: limited to 4 events per year up to 200 patrons maximum for
parcels larger than 10 acres and require discretionary review for all facilities regardless of
size. This would allow the County to prevent several venues within one area from
holding large events at the same time, thus reducing impacts related to traffic and noise.
- Maintain current ordinance provisions limiting Temporary Outdoor Events to
two per year with a CUP.
- Require discretionary permits (rather than zoning clearance) for all events,
including weddings.
- Maintain current ordinance provisions and prohibit restaurant uses in rural
Residential zones [Agricultural Residential (RA) and Forest Residential (RF)] and
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Agricultural and Resource [Agriculture Exclusive (AE), Farm (F) and Forestry (FOR)]
zones. Existing restaurants (i.e., Grover Lee) in these zones would operate as nonconforming uses.
- Amend the County Noise Ordinance to prohibit outdoor amplified sound systems
in Agricultural and Rural Residential zones. Any amplified sound would have to be
within a permanent structure. This provision would apply to all rural residents, not just
wineries and breweries.
In summary, to ensure that the alternatives analysis complies with CEQA and
serves its informational purposes, the DEIR should be revised to include analysis of a
substantially reduced intensity alternative, such as is described above.
V.

Conclusion

For all of the foregoing reasons, we respectfully submit that the County cannot
lawfully approve the proposed zoning text amendment. The Project would result in
intensification of use of rural lands countywide. The DEIR is deeply flawed and fails to
inform the public of the full impacts of the Project. It therefore cannot support the
findings required by CEQA. We urge the County to revise the zoning text amendment to
ensure that traffic and noise impacts are minimized and to preserve the character of rural
and agricultural areas of the County.
Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Amy Bricker

Carmen J. Borg, AICP
Urban Planner
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Shirlee I. Herrington
June 10, 2019
Page 17
Attachments:
Attachment A:
cc:

Placer County Active CEQA Projects

Sierra Club Mother Lode Chapter
Public Interest Coalition

807

808

Environmental Coordination Services

cdraecs@placer.ca.gov

CEQA Active Projects
June 2019
Sorted by Project Name - Alphabetical

NEW PROJECTS SINCE 5/1/2019
PLN19-00138
PLN19-00131

GATEWAY COMMONS SUBDIVISION
KINGS BEACH INDUSTRIAL CORE AND SHELL

BELCARA SUBDIVISION

PSUB 20080156

Lead:

Alex Fisch

Status:

The Board of Supervisors took action continuing to an open date to allow for modification consideration of
subdivision viewshed. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The Belcara Subdivision is a proposed planned development on a 169.2-acre site in the Foresthill area. The
proposed project consists of 39 single-family residential lots ranging from .83 acres to 6.35 acres, though most
homes will be on 1 to 1.5 acre lots, with three open space lots. The project will be developed in phases and will
require a tentative map, final map(s), grading/improvement plans and building permits. Revisions to the plan may
occur in response to public comments or additional analysis.

Applicant:

King Russell

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Foresthill Divide Community Plan

MAC Area:

Foresthill Forum Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Dutra Properties, Llc

APN
078-191-060-000

078-191-062-000
078-191-064-000

Address

18395 FORESTHILL RD, FORESTHILL

Zoning
RF-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.44

Acres
22.20

RF-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.44
RF-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.44

22.70
124.30
169.20

BICKFORD RANCH MARKETPLACE

PLN18-00521

Lead:

Christopher Schmidt

Status:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being prepared. Release of NOP for public
review and comment is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

N/A

Applicant:

Mark Skreden

Supervisor
District:

District 3

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice

Planning_CEQA_Active_Projects
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Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

Mark Skreden

APN
031-106-001-000

Address

Zoning
F-B-X-DR 10 AC. MIN.; F-B-X 10 AC. MIN.

Acres
10.00

10.00

BRADY VINEYARD SUBDIVISION GPA/RZN

PLN18-00234

Lead:

Patrick Dobbs

Status:

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) public review period ended 02/28/2019; Draft EIR
being prepared. Release of Draft EIR for public review and comment forthcoming. No change since last update

Project
Description:

The proposed project would include subdivision of the project site to develop a total of 119
single-family lots and various associated improvements, including, but not limited to, parks, trails, landscaping,
and utility installation. Circulation system improvements would include a new gated entry at Brady Lane, which
would connect to an internal system of private roadways. In addition, the project would include widening of Brady
Lane and Vineyard Road along the project frontages. The proposed project would require approval from the
County for a General Plan/DCWPCP amendment, a rezone, a Vesting Tentative Map, a Design Exception
Request, annexation into the Dry Creek Fire Zone of Benefit (County Service Area 28, Zone of Benefit 165) for
provision of fire protection services, and annexation into the Placer County Service Area 28, Zone 173, for sanitary
sewer service. A Section 404 Nationwide Permit (or Letter of Permission) from the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) – Central Valley Region – would also be required.

Applicant:

Dave Cook

Supervisor
District:

District 1

Community
Plan:

Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan

MAC Area:

West Placer Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Sukhbir Brar, Et Al

APN
473-020-002-000

Address
0 EAST DR, ROSEVILLE

473-020-013-000

Zoning
F-DR 4.6 AC. MIN.; O; RS-AG-B-20

Acres
17.90

RS-AG-B-20

15.97
33.87

BROCKWAY CAMPGROUND

PLN15-00294

Lead:

Stacy Wydra

Status:

On hold per Applicant. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The project proposes a wide range of camping options, up to 550 campsites, and associated amenities on 104
acres of a 120.4-acre property near Brockway in the north Lake Tahoe area.

Applicant:

Crew Tahoe, Llc

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

North Tahoe Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Sierra Pacific Industries

APN
110-050-029-000

Address
8512 WELLSCROFT CT, TRUCKEE

Zoning
TPZ

110-050-030-000
110-050-031-000
110-051-043-000
110-051-044-000
110-051-048-000

8512 WELLSCROFT CT, TRUCKEE
8512 WELLSCROFT CT, TRUCKEE

TPZ
TPZ

Acres
235.20
54.20
10.60

4699 NORTHSHORE BLVD, TRUCKEE
300.00

BROWN MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN19-00076

Lead:

Bennett Smithhart

Status:

County comments on the 1st submittal were sent on 05/31/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 2nd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

PROPOSING TO DIVIDE A 1.55 ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE PARCELS OF APPROX 20,000 SQ FT EACH.

Applicant:

Pat Druding

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Brown Craig S

APN
052-043-020-000

Address

052-043-021-000

Zoning
RS-B-20-AO PD = 2

Acres
1.20

RS-B-20-AO PD = 2

0.00
1.20

COLWELL MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00272

Lead:

Bennett Smithhart

Status:

The Parcel Review Committee adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approved the project at its 05/16/19
Hearing; a Notice of Determination was filed 05/16/19.

Project
Description:

REQUESTING TO SPLIT THE EXISTING APN 032-191-033-000 OF 21.85 ACRES INTO 4 LOTS

Applicant:

Andregg Psomas

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn CP

MAC Area:

Horseshoe Bar-Penryn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Colwell Richard E Tr Et Al

APN
032-191-033-000

Address

Zoning
RA-B-100 PD = 1

Acres
21.93

21.93

DOUBLE S RANCH SUBDIVISION

PLN17-00324

Lead:

Alex Fisch

Status:

Application deemed complete. Initial Study Checklist is being prepared. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Develop 37 single-family residential lots on 37.4-acre parcel.

Applicant:

Fritz Harris-Glad

Supervisor
District:

District 1

Community
Plan:

Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan

MAC Area:

West Placer Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

William Sawtell Et Al

APN
474-080-001-000

Address
0 VINEYARD RD, ROSEVILLE

Zoning
RS-AG-B-40 PD = 1

Acres
37.28

37.28

DUNCAN MINOR LAND DIVISION
Lead:

Delanie Farnham

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 01/10/19. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

PROPOSAL TO DIVIDE 20 ACRE PARCEL INTO TWO 10 ACRE PARCELS

Applicant:

Gka Giuliani & Kull

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Rural Lincoln Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Duncan Jacob R & Duncan Evin

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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APN
020-167-024-000

Address
3600 MCCOURTNEY RD, LINCOLN

Zoning
F-B-X 10 AC. MIN.

Acres
20.00

20.00

FORESTHILL RACING COMPANY CAMPGROUND

PLN18-00133

Lead:

Patrick Dobbs

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 05/09/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

102 dry campsites on 13 of the 80 acres, at a maximum density of eight campsites per acre, with the remaining 89
acres left undisturbed.

Applicant:

John Peters

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Foresthill Forum Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Grant George K & Geraldine J

APN
063-270-031-000

Address

Zoning
TPZ

Acres
120.00

120.00

FOWLER ROAD SUBDIVISION

PLN17-00204

Lead:

Nikki Streegan

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 07/31/17. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The requested entitlement is for a major subdivision to subdivide the existing 81-acre parcel into eight lots each
with a minimum of ten acres.

Applicant:

Andi Panagopoulos

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Rural Lincoln Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Dwayne Nash

APN
031-351-002-000

Address
1275 FOWLER RD, LINCOLN

Zoning
F-B-X 10 AC. MIN.

Acres
80.00

80.00

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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FOX HILL LANE ESTATES MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00116

Lead:

Kally Kedinger-Cecil

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 05/22/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 3rd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

THREE-LOT MINOR LAND DIVISION.

Applicant:

Swec, Inc. (Dan Wilson And Cynthia Mitchell)

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Newcastle/Ophir Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Mitchell Cynthia A

APN
031-161-006-000

Address

031-161-007-000
031-470-020-000

Zoning
F-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.22

Acres
12.20

F-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.22
F-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.22

13.70
9.80
35.70

FULFER MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN19-00045

Lead:

Amy Rossig

Status:

County comments on the 1st submittal were sent on 04/05/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 2nd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

APPLICANT SUBMITTING FOR A MINOR LAND DIVISION TO DIVIDE AND EXISTING PARCEL INTO A 2.4 ACRE
PARCEL & A 4.2 ACRE PARCEL.
APPLICANT IS SUBMITTING JUST THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONAIRE AND SITE PLAN AT THIS TIME.

Applicant:

Fulfer Richard S & Kelly

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Weimar/Applegate/Clipper Gap CP

MAC Area:

Weimar/Applegate/Colfax Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Fulfer Richard S & Kelly

APN
073-220-007-000

Address
740 SUNDANCE PL, APPLEGATE

Zoning
RA-B-100

Acres
6.68

6.68
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GATEWAY COMMONS SUBDIVISION

PLN19-00138

Lead:

Christopher Schmidt

Status:

Applicant’s 1st submittal was received on 05/10/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee
(ERC).

Project
Description:

18 UNIT SUBDIVISION

Applicant:

Larry Farinha

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Haldeman Homes Inc Et Al

APN
052-043-010-000

Address
0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, AUBURN

Zoning
CPD-Dc-AO

Acres
2.70

2.70

GRANITE BAY CONGREGATE LIVING HEALTH FACILITY

PLN18-00314

Lead:

Christopher Schmidt

Status:

Applicant 3rd submittal received on 03/27/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC).

Project
Description:

The project proposes a Rezoning, Conditional Use Permit, and Variance in order to allow the operation of Granite
Bay Congregate Living Health Facility, an extended care home with up to 18 residents, located on a 4.11 acre site
at 3140 Spahn Ranch Road in Granite Bay. The site contains a 5,800 square foot single-family residence,
detached garage/carport (that will be demolished), pool house, and in-ground pool.
The property is currently zoned RS-AG-B-40 (Residential Single Family, combining Agriculture, minimum building
site of 40,000 square feet). A rezoning to RA-B-40 (Residential Agriculture, minimum building site of 40,000 square
feet) is proposed. Medical Services - Hospitals and Extended Care is allowed in the RA zoning district with a CUP.
The applicant proposes to convert the existing residence into a congregate living health facility. 2,700 sq.ft. of
additions are planned. Also planned is grading for the driveway widening and vehicle turn-around, trenching and
digging for underground utilities and infrastructure, landscaping, and widening of the creek crossing. A Variance
has been requested to allow a reduction in the required parking from 18 to nine spaces.

Applicant:

421 San Juan Llc

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

421 San Juan Llc

APN

Address

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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467-090-009-000

3140 SPAHN RANCH RD, ROSEVILLE

RS-AG-B-40

4.11
4.11

GRANITE BAY MEDICAL OFFICE COMPLEX

PLN14-00152

Lead:

Kally Kedinger-Cecil

Status:

On hold per Applicant. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The Granite Bay Medical Office Complex project includes the construction of two medical office buildings (7,955 SF
each), associated parking, and circulation areas on two separate parcels (APN 048-081-056 and 057) that
comprise approximately 2.13 acres total. The project site is located on the northwest corner of the intersection of
Douglas Boulevard and Berg Street. Currently zoned RS-B-20, this application includes a request to ReZone to
Office/Professional (OP) and a General Plan Amendment by the Placer County Board of Supervisors and the
Placer County Planning Commission. Within OP Zoning, this type of proposed use requires a Zoning Clearance,
also to be part of this application. This application also includes a Minor Boundary Line Adjustment so that each
building will be on a separate lot.

Applicant:

Ron Wood

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Fit Family Development Lp

APN
048-081-056-000

Address

048-081-057-000

Zoning
RS-B-20

Acres
1.00

RS-B-20

1.00
2.00

HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT STABILIZATION DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

PLN15-00209

Lead:

Allen Breuch

Status:

Mitigated Negative Declaration public review ended 11/28/16; Grading Permit pending approval. No change since
last update.

Project
Description:

The project proposes several different approaches to placing and stabilizing native fill in summer 2015 to formalize a
protocol and set of criteria for future fill projects in Homewood Mountain Resort.

Applicant:

Pr Design & Engineering , Inc

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

West Shore Area General Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Jma

APN
097-050-058-000

Address

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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7.30

HOUIN & PALMER MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN19-00021

Lead:

Nick Trifiro

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 03/05/19. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

PROPOSAL TO DIVIDE 44 ACRE PARCEL INTO 3 TEN AND 1 FOURTEEN ACRE PARCELS.

Applicant:

Mathis Land Surveying

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Houin Adam & Palmer Jenelle

APN
038-290-027-000

Address
1005 COLLINS DR, AUBURN

Zoning
Acres
F 4.6 AC. MIN.; F 4.6 AC. MIN. PD = 0.44; RA-B-100 44.00

44.00

HOUSING STRATEGY & DEVELOPMENT PLAN

PLN18-00320

Lead:

Shawna Purvines

Status:

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being prepared. Release of the NOP for
public review and comment is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

Zoning Text Amendment.

Applicant:

N/A

Supervisor
District:

N/A

Community
Plan:

N/A

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

N/A

HUNTER MINOR LAND DIVISION
Lead:

PLN16-00021

Amy Rossig

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Status:

The Parcel Review Committee adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approved the project at its 05/16/19
Hearing; a Notice of Determination was filed 05/17/19.

Project
Description:

The proposed project involves the subdivision (minor land division) of a 22.1-acre parcel into three parcels
consisting of 5.75 acres (Parcel 1), 6.06 acres (Parcel 2) and 10.2 acres (Parcel 3).

Applicant:

Shawn Bowling

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Ophir General Plan

MAC Area:

Newcastle/Ophir Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Hunter Ronald S Et Al

APN
031-092-001-000

Address
8600 CRATER HILL RD, NEWCASTLE

Zoning
F 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
22.10

22.10

KHAN/KABIR MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00110

Lead:

Patrick Dobbs

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 05/09/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Minor Land Division creating 3 parcels ranging from 4.9 TO 5.1 acres.

Applicant:

Khan Muhammad A Et Al

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Rural Lincoln Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Khan Muhammad A Et Al

APN
021-180-043-000

Address
145 WEST WISE RD, LINCOLN

Zoning
F 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
14.00

14.00

KINGS BEACH CENTER

PLN18-00415

Lead:

Heather Beckman

Status:

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) required; Contract and scope of work for preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is being prepared/finalized. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Proposed redevelopment of numerous parcels. Propose 120 unit (key) hotel, 20 single family residential condos
and retail/mixed use. Pre-Development process determined that this will require an EIR (joint EIS with TRPA).

Applicant:

Wyatt Ogilvy

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Tahoe Basin Area Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Placer County

APN
090-126-021-000

Address
8679 SALMON AVE, KINGS BEACH

Zoning
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)

Acres
0.00

0.00

KINGS BEACH INDUSTRIAL CORE AND SHELL

PLN19-00131

Lead:

Allen Breuch

Status:

Applicant’s 1st submittal was received on 05/03/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee
(ERC).

Project
Description:

NEW 19625 SF INDUSTRIAL BUILDING

Applicant:

Pr Design & Engineering,Inc.

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Tahoe Basin Area Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Veeder View Llc

APN
090-092-042-000

Address

Zoning
Commercial and Industrial

Acres
0.00

0.00

LAKESIDE REDEVELOPMENT

PLN17-00247

Lead:

Allen Breuch

Status:

The public review period to accept comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration ends on 06/14/19. A Planning
Commission public hearing will be scheduled thereafter.

Project
Description:

The proposed redevelopment is a mixed-use commercial project on 1.8 acres (parcels #1-6) of lakefront land
located within the Kings Beach Community Plan Area: Special Area #2 in Kings Beach, CA. The
proposed project will include a 5,343 SF (approx.) lakefront amenity building (Participant Sports Facility), 1,600 SF
(approx.) of street front retail and 10 second home residential units.

Applicant:

Brian Helm

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Tahoe City Area General Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Owner:

Laulima Kings Beach, Llc

APN
090-072-006-000

Address
8194 LAKE BLVD, KINGS BEACH

Zoning
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)

Acres
0.00

090-072-009-000
090-072-027-000
090-072-028-000
090-073-005-000
090-073-006-000
090-073-007-000

8226 LAKE BLVD, KINGS BEACH
8200 LAKE BLVD, KINGS BEACH
8258 LAKE BLVD, KINGS BEACH
8178 BROCKWAY VISTA AVE, KINGS BEACH
8200 BROCKWAY VISTA AVE, KINGS BEACH
8216 BROCKWAY VISTA AVE, KINGS BEACH

Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)

0.00
0.26
0.42
0.00
0.21
0.00
0.89

LOCKSLEY LANE INDUSTRIAL PARK

PLN18-00239

Lead:

Bennett Smithhart

Status:

County comments on the 3rd submittal were sent on 06/03/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 4th submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

Development of five commercial buildings including industrial warehouse, manufacturing, support offices.

Applicant:

Gary Hall

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Carter Pierce

APN
052-020-042-000

Address
12335 LOCKSLEY LN, AUBURN

Zoning
INP-Dc-AO

Acres
2.50

2.50

LUCKY'S TRAVEL PLAZA MAINTENANCE PAD AND NEW SHOP
Lead:

Steve Buelna

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 02/01/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Upgrade existing maintenance pad and construction of 1,860sf steel building.

Applicant:

Gary Heinz

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Donner Summit Municipal Advisory Council

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Owner:

Rbs Holdings Llc

APN
066-070-045-000

Address
100 CISCO RD, EMIGRANT GAP

Zoning
Acres
FOR-AO 160 AC. MIN.; HS-Ds; RF-B-X 2.5 AC. MIN. PD
93.50
= 0.4; RF-B-

93.50

MASON TRAILS SUBDIVISION

PLN19-00077

Lead:

Nick Trifiro

Status:

County comments on the 1st submittal were sent on 4/23/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant's 2nd submittal is forthcoming. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The Mason Trails Subdivision is a proposed residential subdivision in the Riolo Vineyards specific plan area that will
subdivide 78.41 acres into 170 single family residential lots.

Applicant:

Steve Greenfield

Supervisor
District:

District 1

Community
Plan:

Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan

MAC Area:

West Placer Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Walker Elliott Family Partnership

APN
023-221-005-000

Address
0 P F E RD, ROSEVILLE

Zoning
RS-AG-B-20-DR PD = 2

Acres
77.00

77.00

MILL CREEK

PLN16-00103

Lead:

Christopher Schmidt

Status:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) public review ended on 08/01/18. Application on hold. No change since
last update.

Project
Description:

Residential community of 308 homes with threeparks, open space and trails on a 110.1 acres site on the south
side of PFE Road at Antelope Road in West Placer. Applicant is requesting a GPA, Rezoning, and Variance to lot
coverage.

Applicant:

Rob Wilson

Supervisor
District:

District 1

Community
Plan:

Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan

MAC Area:

West Placer Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Purett Robert J Jr Et Al

APN
474-120-017-000

Address
0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, ROSEVILLE

Zoning
OP-Dc

Acres
44.90

474-130-007-000
474-130-009-000

9700 ANTELOPE RD, ROSEVILLE
0 P F E RD, ROSEVILLE

RS-AG-B-20
RS-AG-B-20

19.00
5.00

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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474-130-010-000
474-130-017-000
474-130-018-000
474-130-022-000
474-130-024-000

2755 P F E RD, ROSEVILLE
0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, ROSEVILLE
2751 P F E RD, ROSEVILLE
2901 P F E RD, ROSEVILLE

RS-AG-B-20
RS-AG-B-20
RS-AG-B-20
RS-AG-B-20
RS-AG-B-20

4.00
1.50
6.40
2.00
24.70
107.50

NEVADA STREET ARCO AM/PM

PLN18-00226

Lead:

Bennett Smithhart

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 07/12/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The proposal calls for the demolition of the existing improvements and the construction of a new 3,000-square-foot
am/pm convenience store, an 18- by 70-foot automatic car wash facility (1,260 square feet), and a 42- by 116-foot
fuel canopy (4,872 square feet) with eight (8) Multi-Product Dispensers (MPDs) that results in a total of sixteen (16)
Vehicle Fueling Positions (VFPs). The fueling facility will require the installation of two (2) Underground Storage
Tanks (USTs), one 25,000-gallon UST for the storage of regular unleaded fuel, and a second 22,000-gallon UST
split between premium unleaded (12,000 gallons) and diesel (10,000 gallons). Additional site improvements will
include freestanding and wall signage, asphalt paving and striping, new curb cuts, lot lights, perimeter landscaping,
surface parking for 19 vehicles, utility connections, and vacuum stations.

Applicant:

Marc Strauch

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Csm Ventures Auburn Llc

APN
038-124-001-000

Address
895 GRASS VALLEY HWY, AUBURN

Zoning
C2-Dc

Acres
0.95

0.95

NORTH SHORE GAS STATION MODIFICATION

PLN18-00100

Lead:

Allen Breuch

Status:

Applicant’s 4th submittal was received on 05/20/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee
(ERC).

Project
Description:

MODIFING BUILDING PROPOSAL BY ADDING TWO DWELLING UNITS ON TOP OF COMMERCIAL GAS
STATION. SECOND STORY LEVEL WAS TO BE COFFEE SHOP ORIGNALLY INSTEAD OF RESIDENTIAL.

Applicant:

Steve Sutton And Leah Kaufman

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Tahoe Basin Area Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Owner:

Grant Wolf Inc

APN
090-192-061-000

Address
8755 LAKE BLVD, KINGS BEACH

Zoning
Mixed-Use (North Tahoe East)

Acres
0.37

0.37

OLSEN MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00217

Lead:

Alex Fisch

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 07/20/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No changes since last update.

Project
Description:

The applicant is requesting approval of a Minor Land Division to subdivide an approximately 12.07 acres into two
parcels consisting of 6.05 acres (Parcel 1) and 6.02 acres (Parcel 2). Each parcel would be served by a well for
potable water and by a private septic system with a leach field. Each parcel would take access from Hungry Hollow
Road.

Applicant:

Jaime Costo

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Rural Lincoln Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Olsen Carl Et Al

APN
021-250-029-000

Address
1440 HUNGRY HOLLOW RD, LINCOLN

Zoning
F 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
11.99

11.99

PETRIK MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN17-00417

Lead:

Amy Rossig

Status:

Application deemed complete. An Initial Study Checklist is being prepared.

Project
Description:

THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTING APPROVAL OF A MINOR LAND DIVISION TO SUBDIVIDE A 2.43 ACRE
PARCEL INTO TWO PARCELS CONSISTING OF 1.12 ACRES AND 1.31 ACRES. THE PROJECT SITE WILL BE
ACCESSED VIA EAGLE VIEW LANE AND THE PARCELS WILL BE SERVED BY PUBLIC SEWER AND
WATER. THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN GRANITE BAY, APPROXIMATELY 450 FEET EAST OF THE
INTERSECTION OF EAGLE VIEW LANE AND AUBURN FOLSOM ROAD.

Applicant:

Anthony Cocchi

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Lina Petrik

APN
035-031-041-000

Address
7960 EAGLE VIEW LN, GRANITE BAY

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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Acres
2.40
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2.40

PLACER COUNTY CONSERVATION PLAN (PCCP)

PEIR 20050226

Lead:

Gregg McKenzie

Status:

Draft EIR/EIS being prepared. Release of the DEIR for public review and comments is forthcoming. No change
since last update.

Project
Description:

The Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is intended to be a wide-ranging program that will meet the
requirements of various State and Federal regulatory programs. The permit will span a 50-year time frame, with
implementation and land protection measures managed in perpetuity. The intent of the permit is to cover direct and
indirect impacts to natural resources resulting from urban growth and infrastructure expansion.

Applicant:

Placer County Planning Department

Supervisor
District:

N/A

Community
Plan:

N/A

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

N/A

PLACER GOLD INDUSTRIAL PARK CUP AND TM MODIFICATION

PLN19-00109

Lead:

Nick Trifiro

Status:

County comments on the 1st submittal were sent on 05/31/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 2nd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

Modification of Conditional Use Permit and Tentative Subdivision Map from 9 lots to 11 lots.

Applicant:

Cp3500 Cincinnati Llc

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Sunset Industrial Area Plan

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

Cp3500 Cincinnati Llc

APN
017-063-060-000

Address
0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, ROCKLIN

Zoning
INP-Dc

017-063-062-000
017-063-063-000

0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, ROCKLIN
3500 CINCINNATI AVE, ROCKLIN

INP-Dc
INP-Dc

Acres
108.40
74.50
8.90

191.80

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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PLACER RETIREMENT RESIDENCE

PLN16-00298

Lead:

Kally Kedinger-Cecil

Status:

The Board of Supervisors certified the EIR and approved the project at its 05/28/19 Public Hearing; a Notice of
Determination was posted on 05/28/19.

Project
Description:

One multi-story building containing 145 congregate care residential suites on an 8.93-acre site.

Applicant:

Sam Thomas

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Cierra Auburn Llc

APN
468-060-038-000

Address

468-060-052-000

3905 OLD AUBURN RD, ROSEVILLE

Zoning
RS-AG-B-100

Acres
8.20

8.20

PLUMPJACK SQUAW VALLEY INN CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT MODIFICATION

PLN18-00205

Lead:

Steve Buelna

Status:

Project on hold.

Project
Description:

proposing to modify the PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn Project to reprogram the hotel portion of the project. Rather
than the approved 60-room hotel, the reprogramming would include up to 64 for-sale condos containing up to 21
lock-off rooms, which would allow an owner to lock-off a portion of the condo to rent out to guests while still
occupying the other portion of the condo. The condominium/hotel building would retain most of the ground floor
commercial uses. The exterior design of the hotel building would remain largely unchanged but would include
adding more exterior deck/patio spaces. The two previously proposed residential condominium buildings along
Squaw Peak Road would not be modified. Whereas the previously approved project would have included 60 hotel
rooms and 34 residences, the modified project would include up to 64 residences including up to 21 lock-off rooms.

Applicant:

Merijack, Llc

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Squaw Valley Community Plan

MAC Area:

Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Plumpjack Sport Llc

APN
096-020-023-000

Address
1920 SQUAW VALLEY RD, OLYMPIC VALLEY

Zoning
VC

Acres
3.14

3.14

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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QUARRY RIDGE PROFESSIONAL OFFICE PARK

PLN16-00157

Lead:

Jennifer Byous

Status:

On 05/09/19, the Planning Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors certify the EIR and approve
the project. The Board of Supervisors public hearing is scheduled for June 11, 2019.

Project
Description:

General Plan Amendment and Re-Zone from low density residential to commercial and from RS-B-20 to OP-DC.
Also, a 4 lot parcel map and a conditional use permit for an office park. The Quarry Ridge Professional Office Park
would include one 3,200 SQ. FT. office building, and three one-story medical offices (4,020 - 4,530 - AND 5,510
SQ. FT. respectively for a total of 17,260 SQ. FT.) and 91 parking stalls. The property is located on the northeast
corner of the intersection of Douglas Boulevard and Berg Street.

Applicant:

Neil Doerhoff, Doerhoff Family Trust

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Rose Donald E & Glenda C Et Al

APN
048-084-030-000

Address
8495 BERG ST, GRANITE BAY

Zoning
RS-B-20

Acres
2.80

2.80

RAINBOW LODGE BULK WATER SALES

PLN19-00017

Lead:

Stacy Wydra

Status:

County comments on the 2nd submittal were sent on 05/31/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 3rd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

Proposal for the commercial collection, storage, and transport of spring water from a natural spring located on the
subject property.

Applicant:

Justin Fike

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Donner Summit Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Swift Real Estate

APN
066-120-035-000

Address
50080 HAMPSHIRE ROCKS RD, EMIGRANT GAP

Zoning
RES-Ds; RF-B-X 40 AC. MIN.; RS-AG-B-40 PD = 1

Acres
72.00

72.00

RED DOG LIFT REPLACEMENT CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT MODIFICATION
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice

Planning_CEQA_Active_Projects

PLN18-00280
Page 18 of 29

826

Lead:

Stacy Wydra

Status:

The Planning Commission approved an Addendum to the previously-adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration and
approved the project at its 05/23/19 Hearing; a Notice of Determination was posted on 05/23/19.

Project
Description:

Modification to existing CUP #20120215 to realign ski lift.

Applicant:

Squaw Valley Llc

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Squaw Valley Community Plan

MAC Area:

Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Squaw Valley Llc

APN
096-221-012-000

Address
0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, OLYMPIC VALLEY

Zoning
VC

Acres
0.00

096-221-019-000
096-221-038-000

0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, OLYMPIC VALLEY
1733 SQUAW VALLEY RD, OLYMPIC VALLEY

FR; HC
FR; HC

10.30
80.70
91.00

REGIONAL UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT

PLN14-00185

Lead:

Jennifer Byous

Status:

The Board of Supervisors approved an Addendum to the previously-certified EIR and approved the project at its
05/14/19 Hearing; a Notice of Determination was posted on 05/14/19.

Project
Description:

The applicant requests to amend the approved Regional University Specific Plan (“RUSP”) policy, Development
Standards and Design Guidelines documents, and the Amended and Restated Development Agreement to reflect
proposed revisions to certain residential and commercial land uses (with no increase in the 2008 approved 4,387
residential units), parks and recreational amenities, roadway improvements and timing and obligations for
construction of public facilities.

Applicant:

Kt Communities

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

Placer 2780

APN
017-090-047-000

Address
5205 BREWER RD, PLEASANT GROVE

017-090-048-000
017-090-049-000
017-090-050-000
017-090-057-000
017-090-058-000
017-101-045-000
017-150-085-000
017-151-001-000
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Zoning
SPL-RUSP

Acres
119.50
119.50
119.50
119.50
110.60
259.50
162.50
128.80
128.80

SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
SPL-RUSP
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017-152-001-000
1,268.20

SCHAFFERS MILL GPA/REZONE/CUP-SUB MOD

PLN19-00114

Lead:

Stacy Wydra

Status:

County comments on the 1st submittal were sent on 06/03/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 2nd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

N/A

Applicant:

Lydia Altick

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Martis Valley Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

New Martis Partners Llc

APN
080-061-030-000

Address

Zoning
Acres
O; O-AO; RS-B-X-AO 20 AC. MIN. PD = 1.5; RS-B-X 20
98.19
AC. MIN. PD

107-040-041-000

9060 HEARTWOOD DR, TRUCKEE

O-AO

18.20
116.39

SEHR WINERY

PLN18-00469

Lead:

Nikki Streegan

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 12/24/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Winery

Applicant:

Jim Bob Kaufmann

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Ajs Enterprised, Llc

APN
035-050-068-000

Address
6635 CAVITT STALLMAN RD, Granite Bay

035-050-073-000

6645 CAVITT STALLMAN RD, GRANITE BAY

Zoning
RA-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
78.70

78.70

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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SIERRA COLLEGE DOUGLAS DUTCH BROTHERS AND SELF STORAGE
Lead:

Christopher Schmidt

Status:

County comments on the 3rd submittal were sent on 05/31/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 4th submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

Dutch Bros Coffee kiosk and Superior Self Storage facility.

Applicant:

Mckinney & Sones, Lp And Sierra College Doughlas Partners

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Mckinney & Sones, Lp And Sierra College Doughlas Partners

APN
048-030-073-000

Address
8455 SIERRA COLLEGE BLVD, GRANITE BAY

048-030-084-000

PLN18-00354

Zoning
CPD-Dc

Acres
1.70

CPD-Dc

1.10
2.80

SIERRA COLLEGE PARTNERS MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00091

Lead:

Nick Trifiro

Status:

Applicant’s 2nd submittal was received on 05/13/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee
(ERC).

Project
Description:

PROPOSAL TO DIVIDE 21 ACRE LOT INTO 4 PARCELS

Applicant:

Larry King

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

Sierra College Partners Llc

APN
032-010-023-000

Address

Zoning
F 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
21.00

21.00

SILVER SAGE - RIOLO VINEYARD SPECIFIC PLAN PHASE 3
Lead:

PLN18-00333

Nick Trifiro

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Status:

County comments on the 2nd submittal were sent on 05/31/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 3rd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

270 residential lot subdivision located within 113.9 acres of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, including trails and
open space.

Applicant:

N/A

Supervisor
District:

District 1

Community
Plan:

Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan

MAC Area:

West Placer Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Jen California 8 Llc

APN
023-200-031-000

Address
5520 P F E RD, ROSEVILLE

023-200-055-000
023-200-072-000
023-200-089-000

Zoning
SPL-RVSP

Acres
0.00

SPL-RVSP
SPL-RVSP

93.90
85.70

179.60

SIMPSON MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN16-00374

Lead:

Kally Kedinger-Cecil

Status:

County comments on 4th submittal sent 05/22/19. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 5th submittal due.

Project
Description:

Proposal to divide a 7.6 acre property into three parcels.

Applicant:

Kim Poiesz

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn CP

MAC Area:

Horseshoe Bar-Penryn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Simpson Michelle R Et Al

APN
042-193-010-000

Address

Zoning
RA-B-100

Acres
7.30

7.30

SQUAW VALLEY / ALPINE MEADOWS BASE-TO-BASE GONDOLA

PLN15-00398

Lead:

Heather Beckman

Status:

On 05/30/19, the Planning Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors certify the EIR and approve
the project. The Board of Supervisors public hearing is tentatively scheduled for July 23, 2019.

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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Project
Description:

Squaw Valley Ski Holdings LLC proposes to install, operate, and maintain the Gondola connecting the Squaw and
Alpine base areas to improve skier experience and reduce impact on road traffic

Applicant:

Squaw Valley Resort Llc

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

West Shore Area General Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Squaw Valley Resort Llc

APN
095-190-005-000

095-280-030-000
095-280-033-000
095-290-022-000
095-290-024-000
095-290-025-000
095-290-026-000
095-290-027-000
095-290-028-000
095-290-029-000
096-010-026-000
096-020-027-000

Address
2600 ALPINE MEADOWS RD, ALPINE MEADOWS

Zoning
RS PD = 8

RS-B-20 PD = 2

Acres
640.00
144.50

O
FR
FR

205.50
36.90
46.80

FR
VC

547.20
7.40

2400 ALPINE MEADOWS RD, ALPINE MEADOWS

0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, OLYMPIC VALLEY
1960 SQUAW VALLEY RD, OLYMPIC VALLEY

1,628.30

SQUAW VALLEY OLYMPIC MUSEUM AND WINTER SPORTS HERITAGE CENTER
Lead:

Allen Breuch

Status:

County comments on 2nd submittal sent 04/16/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 3rd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Construction of a 10,000 SF Olympic Museum.

Applicant:

Gary Davis

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Squaw Valley Community Plan

MAC Area:

Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Placer County Of

APN
096-290-056-000

Address
101 SQUAW VALLEY RD, OLYMPIC VALLEY

PLN16-00349

Zoning
FR

Acres
25.80

25.80

SQUAW VALLEY TIMBERLINE TWISTER
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Lead:

Steve Buelna

Status:

Application deemed complete. Initial Study Checklist is being prepared. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

Bobsled-like ride mounted on tracks with a 1,370 foot long up-track and a 3,380 foot long down-track,
approximately 440 feet in height, serving approximately 350-400 riders per hour from 7am to 10pm, 365 days per
year.

Applicant:

Mike Livak

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Squaw Valley Community Plan

MAC Area:

Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Squaw Valley Resort, Llc

APN
096-221-019-000

Address
0 NO ADDRESS ON FILE, OLYMPIC VALLEY

Zoning
HC

Acres
10.30

096-221-038-000

1733 SQUAW VALLEY RD, OLYMPIC VALLEY

HC

80.70
91.00

STARR MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00401

Lead:

Patrick Dobbs

Status:

County comments on 1st submittal sent 11/05/18. Additional information is required before environmental
determination can be made. Applicant 2nd submittal due. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

PROPOSING TO SPLIT AN EXISTING 5.37 ACRE PROPERTY ZONED RA-B-100 INTO TWO PARCELS (2.87
ACRES AND 2.45 ACRES) IN ORDER TO CONSTRUCT AN ADDITIONAL SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING.

Applicant:

Starr Donald E

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn CP

MAC Area:

Horseshoe Bar-Penryn Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Starr Donald E

APN
037-093-070-000

Address
3525 HOLLY HILL LN, LOOMIS

Zoning
RA-B-100

Acres
5.30

5.30

STONERIDGE AND WESTWOOD FAMILY CELLARS

PLN16-00139

Lead:

Kally Kedinger-Cecil

Status:

On 05/23/19, the Planning Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and approve the project. The Board of Supervisors public hearing is tentatively scheduled for July 9,
2019.

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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Project
Description:

The project proposes a Tentative Subdivision Map to create 8 lots ranging in size from 2.5 to 9.4 acres; a Rezone
of proposed parcels 2-8 to RA-B-2.3 Ac. Min. from RA-B-4.6 Ac. Min.; and an Administrative Review Permit to
operate a small winery and to host six wine club dinners annually. The proposed project would be phased, with
Phase 1 consisting of the subdivision and associated improvements and Phase 2 consisting of a 6,000 square foot
winery and associated improvements. Each lot would be planted with a small vineyard within vineyard easements.
The site would be accessed by a new 50-foot, two-lane road from Indian Hill Road. A gate is proposed between lots
1 and 2 on the internal roadway. The encroachment onto Indian Hill Road would be improved to a Plate 116
standard. The project would be served by public water from PCWA. Each site would be served by onsite sewage
disposal systems. The project would also relocate and encase an existing PCWA canal and relocate the
associated pump house. An existing abandoned barn would be demolished as part of the project.

Applicant:

Mike Anderson

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Placer County General Plan

MAC Area:

Newcastle/Ophir Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Lucille Westood Ltd

APN
040-340-008-000

Address

Zoning
RA-B-X 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
37.90

37.90

SUMAN MINOR LAND DIVISION

PLN18-00051

Lead:

Patrick Dobbs

Status:

County comments on the 2nd submittal were sent on 05/07/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 3rd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

PROPOSAL TO DIVIDE 22 ACRE PARCEL INTO 4 PARCELS CONSISTING OF 5.17, 5.14, 6.22 & 5.75 ACRES
EACH.

Applicant:

Suman Christian & Felicia & Sherman Just

Supervisor
District:

District 3

Community
Plan:

Ophir General Plan

MAC Area:

Newcastle/Ophir Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Suman Christian & Felicia & Sherman Just

APN
031-081-041-000

Address
9010 WISE RD, AUBURN

Zoning
F 4.6 AC. MIN.

Acres
22.30

22.30

SUNDANCE - SELF STORAGE II

PLN19-00044

Lead:

Bennett Smithhart

Status:

Applicant’s 2nd submittal was received on 05/16/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee
(ERC).

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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Project
Description:

SELF STORAGE FACILITY - 96,250 SF FACILITY WITH MANAGERS UNIT, 7 BOAT AND 6 RV STORAGE
SPACES.

Applicant:

Timoth Alatorre

Supervisor
District:

District 2

Community
Plan:

Sunset Industrial Area Plan

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

Hwy 65 Self Storage Llc

APN
017-064-003-000

Address

Zoning
BP-Dc; BP-Dc-FH

Acres
6.20

6.20

SUNSET AREA PLAN UPDATE/PLACER RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

PLN16-00341

Lead:

Crystal Jacobsen

Status:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) public review ended 02/22/19. Final EIR being prepared. No change since
last update

Project
Description:

Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Sunset Area Plan (SAP) and the Placer Ranch Specific Plan
(PRSP).

Applicant:

N/A

Supervisor
District:

N/A

Community
Plan:

N/A

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

N/A

TPA WAREHOUSES
Lead:

Nick Trifiro

Status:

County comments on the 2nd submittal were sent on 04/23/19. Additional information is required before an
environmental determination can be made. Applicant’s 3rd submittal is forthcoming.

Project
Description:

Two new 14,400sf warehouses with parking, landscaping and street improvements.

Applicant:

Michael Kent Murphy

Supervisor
District:

District 1

Community
Plan:

Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
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MAC Area:

West Placer Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Pavel Tyukeyev

APN
473-040-023-000

Address
1770 BOOTH RD, ROSEVILLE

Zoning
IN-UP-Dc-SP

Acres
2.30

2.30

TRUCKEE RIVER CORRIDOR ACCESS PLAN

PCPJ 20130206

Lead:

Public Works

Status:

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) required. Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
being prepared. Release of NOP for public review and comment forthcoming. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

The proposed Truckee River Access Plan will provide a continuous and coordinated system of preserved lands and
habitat, with a connecting corridor of walking, in-line skating, equestrian, bicycle trails, and angling and boating
access from Lake Tahoe to the Martis Valley. The project area, consisting of the Truckee River and its major
tributaries, including Martis Creek, is located within the Truckee River watershed in eastern Placer and Nevada
counties.
The Access Plan will respect the natural waterways and protect the wide variety of ecological and cultural
resources found throughout the Truckee River floodplain, provide compatible recreational opportunities that do not
damage sensitive areas, and provide a continuous and coordinated system of preserved lands and enhanced
access with a connecting corridor of trails.

Applicant:

N/A

Supervisor
District:

N/A

Community
Plan:

N/A

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

N/A

WHITE WOLF SUBDIVISION

PLN16-00433

Lead:

Stacy Wydra

Status:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) being prepared. Release of NOP for public
review and comment forthcoming. No change since last update.

Project
Description:

38 single-family residential lots (.5-acre to 1.5-acre in size); 10,360sf clubhouse/lodge, ski resort facilities, warming
hut, and ski lift on approximately 74 acres of a 460-acre property owned by applicant.

Applicant:

Troy Caldwll

Supervisor
District:

District 5

Community
Plan:

Alpine Meadows Community Plan

MAC Area:

North Tahoe Municipal Advisory Council

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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Owner:

Caldwell Llc

APN
095-190-005-000

Address
2600 ALPINE MEADOWS RD, ALPINE MEADOWS

095-190-018-000
095-280-030-000
095-290-022-000

Zoning
RS PD = 8

Acres
640.00
94.00
158.00
205.50

O
RS-B-20 PD = 2
O

1,097.50

WHITEHAWK I (GRANITE BAY 17)

PLN15-00300

Lead:

Christopher Schmidt

Status:

The Board of Supervisors certified the EIR on 04/23/19. There will be Public Hearings scheduled to consider the
project at future dates.

Project
Description:

The applicant is requesting approval of a General Plan and Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map, and a Conditional Use Permit to construct a 24 unit Planned Residential Development
on 18.1 acres. The project site is currently vacant.
A General Plan amendment to change the designation of the site from Rural Low Density Residential (.9 to 2.3
acres per dwelling unit) and Rural Residential (2.3 to 4.6 acre minimum) to Low Density Residential (0.4 to .9
acres per dwelling unit). The applicant is also requesting a rezoning of a portion of the site from RA-B-100 PD =
0.5 (Residential Agricultural, minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet combining Planned Residential
Development of 0.5 units per acre) to RA-B-20 PD = 1.4 (Residential Agricultural, minimum Building Site of 20,000
square feet combining Planned Residential Development of 1.4 units per acre) to permit construction of 24
residential dwelling units. A 3.96 acre portion of the site along Douglas Boulevard would be rezoned to O (Open
Space).
Detached, single-story residences would be constructed within individual building envelopes of approximately 4,500
to 4,875 square feet each (60’ x 75’ and 65’ x 75’), including garages. A total of 83 off-street parking spaces are
proposed, of which, 24 spaces are visitor parking spaces in four parking bays dispersed throughout the site and
two or three spaces in each residence’s driveway.
The project includes a 300-foot scenic setback along the south side of Douglas Boulevard along the northern edge
of the site. The proposal includes 11.79 acres of open space, or 65 percent of the project site, including a .33-acre
private park. The open space areas along Strap Ravine and in the scenic setback area will be encumbered by an
open space protection easement. Access to the site will be from a private, gated road extending south from
Douglas Boulevard, over Strap Ravine, and through the site.
It is anticipated that site development will involve partial clearing and grading of the site, trenching and digging for
underground utilities and infrastructure, and ultimately the construction of new roadways, trails/pathways,
driveways, buildings, and landscaping.

Applicant:

Brian Bombeck

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Folsom Oak Tree Ltd

APN
048-151-001-000

Address

Zoning
RS-AG-B-X-20

Acres
17.10

17.10
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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WILSON PARCEL MAP

PLN19-00123

Lead:

Delanie Farnham

Status:

Applicant’s 1st submittal was received on 05/01/19 and is being reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee
(ERC).

Project
Description:

PROPOSAL TO DIVIDE 3.28 ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE 1+ ACRE PARCELS

Applicant:

Swift Engineering

Supervisor
District:

District 4

Community
Plan:

Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area:

Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council

Owner:

Pilling Jeanne

APN
035-151-011-000

Address
7420 VOGEL VALLEY RD, GRANITE BAY

Zoning
RS-AG-B-40 PD = 1

Acres
3.20

3.20

WINERY ORDINANCE ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT

PCPJ 20130151

Lead:

Nikki Streegan

Status:

The Draft EIR was released for public review and comment on 4/19/19. The Planning Commission accepted
comments on the DEIR at its meeting on 5/23/19. The Public Review Period ends on 6/10/19. No change since last
update.

Project
Description:

The Placer County Winery Ordinance was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 26, 2008. Since the
existing Winery Ordinance was adopted in 2008, additional concerns have been raised pertaining to issues
associated with events and tasting activities that take place at wineries/breweries. Some of these issues were
addressed through an update of the Event Center Ordinance, adopted on August 26, 2014. The two primary goals
of the currently proposed Ordinance are to clarify what activities would be allowed in conjunction with
winery/brewery uses and to streamline the permit process. To that end, the proposed Winery/Brewery Ordinance
will address events and tasting activities associated with these land uses.

Applicant:

N/A

Supervisor
District:

N/A

Community
Plan:

N/A

MAC Area:

N/A

Owner:

N/A

https://www.placer.ca.gov/2479/Environmental-Coordination-Services
Project description subject to change without notice
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Shirlee Herrington
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Leslie Warren <lesliewarren52@gmail.com>
Saturday, February 8, 2020 9:10 AM
Shirlee Herrington
Fwd: Winery Ordinance DEIR

>
> Dear Shirlee
> There are many concerns w the gigantic DEIR for the Brewery and Winery Ordinance.
The EIR concentrates its analysis on a small region of the County when wineries and breweries will, over time, be
established across the County.
The EIR fails to analyze wildlife impacts to night feeding species who will be unable to detect prey movement when
there is ambient noise from entertainment venues.
The allowance for non agricultural commercial enterprises in agricultural districts is a violation of State of Ca Farm
preservation efforts and policy.
> The EIR fails to consider the impacts to rental housing stock when rental units are converted to high return Air B and
B’s to accommodate transients. The economic impacts to retail businesses as permanent residents are replaced by
transients is also not addressed.
> The traffic analysis does not consider VMT from regions outside of Placer. I have had first hand experience helping my
niece nail down a wedding venue recently. She lives in Oakland sought out a venue in Sonoma Co. where 149 permitted
venues (and a comparable number of non‐permitted) host events four days a week commanding $12,000+ for a half day
use. We were hard pressed to find a site one year out on a Thursday! It is hard to imagine at this moment that Placer
will draw folks from the Bay Area and Sacramento for wedding and commercial events‐but it will‐because Sonoma and
Mendocino are booked‐out (Napa forbids these venues).
> The anguished expressed at the 1/28 Board Meeting by the woman who lives next to the skeet shooting facility will
play out innumerable times if this Ordinance is adopted. The 10 PM curfew is unenforceable, as are decibel limits and
the prohibition of parking on rural roadways. It is simply a big Pandora’s Box that will bring many unanticipated impacts.
It is a wonderful thing to crawl into bed and hear the owls call. Rural Placer County residents have a right to peace and
quiet. It will be lost if this Ordinance is enacted. Sonoma is evidence of that.
> Thanks for your attention.
> Leslie Warren
>
>
> Sent from my iPhone

1
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ATTACHMENT E

MEETING DATE: February 13, 2020
ITEM NO.: 2
TIME: 10:15 AM
TO:

Placer County Planning Commission

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

February 2, 2020

SUBJECT:

WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZTA
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT (PCPJ 20130151)
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2015072019)
ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

GENERAL / COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Placer County General Plan and All Community Plans
ZONING: Commercial Planned Development (CPD), Neighborhood Commercial (C1), General Commercial
(C2), Heavy Commercial (C3), Highway Service (HS), Resort (RES), Airport (AP), Business Park (BP),
Industrial (IN), Industrial Park (INP), Residential Agriculture (RA), Residential Forestry (RF), Agricultural
Exclusive (AE), Farm (F), Forestry (FOR), and Timberland Production (TPZ) zone districts.
STAFF PLANNER: Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner
LOCATION: Unincorporated Placer County
PROPOSAL
The Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is a County-initiated update to the existing Winery
Ordinance that regulates wineries located in unincorporated Placer County. The existing zoning text consists
of Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030 (Definitions) of the Placer County Code. In order to
reflect the addition of farm breweries to this regulating ordinance, Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) is now
proposed to reference both Wineries and Farm Breweries in its title. Generally, the proposed amendments
include the following changes: increase agricultural planting minimum to two acres; redefine the term
Promotional Events; amend “Winery” definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control
(ABC) license; add definition of the terms Farm Brewery, Tasting Room and Stand-Alone Tasting Room;
modify the minimum parcel size requirements for production-only facilities and tasting rooms; create a table
outlining special event allowances, maximum capacity, and use permit requirement; clarify the hours of
operation; update the standards for potable water and waste disposal; update the standards for access; and
add “Accessory Use – Restaurant” as an allowable use subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS
Public notices were mailed to all persons and parties that commented on the Notice of Preparation and
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). In addition, notice was sent to the Community Development
Resource Agency staff, the Department of Public Works, Facilities Management, Environmental Health
Division, Air Pollution Control District, Municipal Advisory Councils, and all other responsible agencies.
Comments from County staff have been addressed in this report and the attached documents.
Correspondence received subsequent to the circulation of the FEIR are included as Attachment D.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND
On January 14, 2016, a proposed Zoning Text Amendment to the Winery Section of the Zoning Ordinance
(Section 17.56.330) was presented to the Planning Commission. At that time, staff had prepared a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
for the project. However, in response to public comment received on the MND, staff identified the need
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to comply with CEQA. Subsequently, working with a
task force of internal staff members from various disciplines within the Community Development
Resource Agency, Department of Public Works and Facilities, and Environmental Health Division, as well
as the Economic Development Director and Agricultural Commissioner, the Winery and Farm Brewery
zoning text was refined and a revised project description was presented to the Planning Commission at
a workshop on June 8, 2017. Following the workshop, staff and the EIR consultant team began
preparation of an EIR for the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment. To that end, the Final
EIR reflects the June 8, 2017 project description.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would update the existing Winery Ordinance and establish
regulations for farm breweries. All of the existing wineries, as well as current farm breweries, are located
in the western-central portion of the County. While the zoning text applies to all unincorporated portions
of Placer County, the geographic study area analyzed in the EIR is appropriately focused on the areas
of western Placer County where wineries and farm breweries are currently concentrated and where the
Farm zone district is predominant. See Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-3 of the EIR (under
separate cover) for a map showing the future anticipated winery and farm brewery growth area. This map
identifies the primary growth area based on soils, climate, access, and the existing area of synergy within
the wine and farm beer industry and can be found as Attachment A.
The policy focus of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is to preserve and protect farmland while
also enhancing the economic viability of Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the
tenets of agri-tourism, which is a type of tourism that brings visitors directly to a farm or ranch. The
Zoning Text Amendment is intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups and support
the core principle that the primary use of the property is to cultivate and process agriculture in order to
make a locally grown and value-added product.
The existing Winery Ordinance consists of Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030
(Definitions) of the Placer County Code. As noted previously, generally, the proposed amendments
include the following substantive changes: increase the agricultural planting minimum to two acres; define
the term Farm Brewery, redefine the term Events; modify the minimum parcel size; create a table outlining
special event allowances and maximum capacity at certain types of events; clarify the hours of operation;
update the standards for potable water and waste disposal; update the standards for access; and add
“Accessory Use – Restaurant” as an allowable use subject to a CUP. Those changes are summarized
briefly below, and a detailed project description can be also found in Chapter 3, Project Description, of
the EIR.
1. Amend minimum agricultural standard
The Placer County Agricultural Department has played an important role in the development of the
Zoning Text Amendment. As such, the Agricultural Commission provided feedback on the agricultural
minimum required to develop a winery and a tasting room. As a result of the increased event allowances
it was determined that the threshold for agricultural planting would increase from one acre (either planted
or sourced locally) to two planted acres of vineyard or hopyard. This new minimum is aimed at grounding
the farming aspects of the land use fundamentally in crop production and is further supported by General
Plan policies to preserve agriculture.
2. Add definition of Farm Brewery to zoning text
In recent years, the Community Development Resource Agency has seen an increasing interest in the
farm brewery industry and has been asked to make a determination that farm breweries are the
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functional equivalent of wineries. From a land use perspective, these facilities function very similarly. The
agricultural product is grown and then processed on-site, the public may come to the site to sample and
drink the product, and the venue may host promotional events to sell their product. The land use would
be required to meet the same development standards as a winery, including parking, access, hours of
operation, noise regulation, lighting, food facilities, tasting facilities, provision of water, and waste
disposal. Events would be regulated under the same standards and guided under similar General Plan
policies to promote agricultural operations and permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing
activities for county-grown products in agricultural zone districts. For the purposes of acknowledging this
niche within the growing craft beer industry, the following definition is proposed to be added to the zoning
text:
“Farm brewery” means a facility, for the manufacturing and packaging of beer that
produces less than 1,500 barrels of product per year and grows hops onsite and
agricultural products necessary for making the beverage. A farm brewery is bonded
through the Alcohol, Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau and has a current California Alcohol
Beverage Control (ABC) License Type 23 Small Beer Manufacturer License.”
The above definition would be added to Section B (Definitions) within Section 17.56.330. The intent
of limiting the definition to this section is to acknowledge a regulatory framework needed for a Farm
Brewery and distinguish this use from other brewery-type uses that are allowed in other zone districts
under the “Restaurants and Bars” and “Food Products” land uses.
3. Amend “Winery” definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC)
license
The current winery definition cites the types of activities that occur at a winery, which is the agricultural
processing facility for grapes and other fruit juices that are converted to wine. According to the State of
California Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC), products such as wine, mead, and cider are regulated under
the Type 02 license. As such, a reference to the license is now included in the winery definition.
Agricultural minimums for those product types (e.g., mead and cider) would still be required under the
development standards noted in Section D.1.a. of the zoning text.
4. Add definition of “Tasting Room”
A “Tasting Room” definition has been added to the Zoning text to make it clear that a tasting room is only
allowed in Residential (Residential Agricultural (RA) and Residential Forest (RF)) and Agricultural and
Resource (Agricultural Exclusive (AE), Farm (F), Forest (FOR)) zone districts if production takes place
on-site. A tasting room without on-site production may be allowed in Commercial and Industrial zone
districts subject to the permit requirements specified in Table 1 of Section C of the proposed Zoning text.
This will be referred to as a stand-alone tasting room. The proposed tasting room definition is as follows:
“Tasting room” is accessory to a winery or farm brewery, typically located on the premises
of a winery or farm brewery’s production facilities, at which guests may sample the winery
or brewery’s products. A tasting room is only allowed in residential, agriculture and
resource zone districts if production takes place on-site. (See also “stand-alone tasting
room.”)
5. Add definition of “stand-alone tasting room”
A “stand-alone tasting room” definition has been added for tasting rooms that are allowed in Commercial
and Industrial zone districts where no on-site production or agricultural planting is required. The
proposed definition is as follows:
“Stand-alone tasting room” is a tasting room without on-site production, allowed only in
commercial and industrial zone districts. See section C below.
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6. Modify Promotional Event Definition
The proposed definition clarifies that events with fewer than 50 people at one time, and where only the
maker’s product is sold, could be considered promotional in nature. The redefinition of “Promotional
Event” under the proposed amendments now distinguishes between Agricultural Promotional Events
and Special Events, as follows:
“Agricultural promotional event” is directly related to the education and marketing of wine
and craft beer to consumers including but not limited to winemaker/brewmaster dinners,
pick-up parties, release parties, and membership club parties. An agricultural promotional
event accommodates 50 people or less at one time (excluding staff). If greater than 50
people are in attendance at one time, those events shall be regulated in the same manner
as a special event. See Table 3.
“Special event” is an event of greater than 50 people at one time (excluding staff) where
the agricultural-related component is subordinate to the primary purpose of the event.
Included in this definition are events such as private parties, fundraisers, concerts, social
or educational gatherings where outside alcohol may be allowed, and events where the
property owner is compensated in exchange for the use of the site and facility (referred
to as a facility rental). Special events do not include industry-wide events, the normal
patronage of a tasting room, and private gatherings of the owner where the general public
does not attend.
Whereas the currently adopted zoning text restricts the number of promotional events at each facility to
six per year, subject to first securing an Administrative Review Permit (ARP), the proposed project
redefines a “Promotional Event” to distinguish between Agricultural Promotional Events and Special
Events. A Special Event would be limited in number, similar to the current zoning text. Agricultural
Promotional Events, on the other hand, would not be limited in number, though each event must not
exceed 50 attendees at any given time.
7. Define New 10- Acre Minimum Parcel Size
According to Section E.1. of the current zoning text, the minimum parcel size for establishment of a
winery in the Residential (RA and RF) and Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zone districts is 4.6
acres. There is no parcel size minimum for the other zone districts where wineries are currently allowed.
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment proposes two sets of minimum parcel size requirements, as they
relate to production facilities and tasting rooms.
Production-only Facilities
• The 4.6-acre minimum parcel size remains the same for the Residential and Agricultural and
Resource zoning districts for wine and farm brewery production.
• Net change: A 10-acre minimum parcel size is now proposed for large winery production (20,000+
cases annually), whereas the existing zoning text establishes no minimum for large winery
production facilities.
Tasting Rooms
• The minimum parcel sizes for establishment of a tasting facility in the AE, F, FOR, and RA and RF
zone districts are set forth in Table 1 below.
• Net change: For the AE, F, and FOR zoning districts, the minimum parcel size has increased from
4.6 acres to 10 acres for any new production facility with a tasting room to be established without a
use permit.
It is important to note that wineries in RA and RF zones are currently subject to an ARP; and under the
proposed project, wineries and farm breweries in these residential zones would be subject to a Minor
Use Permit (MUP) or a CUP. As wineries in these two residential zones (RA and RF) are only allowed
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with a permit approval that also requires subsequent environmental clearance, they are not analyzed in
the EIR. See Table 1 below.
Table 1
Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting Facilities in Residential and Agricultural
Resource Zone Districts
Residential

Agriculture and Resource

Parcel Size (Acres)

RA

RF

AE

F

FOR

4.6 to Less than 10

CUP

CUP

MUP

MUP

MUP

10+

MUP

MUP

C

C

C

Notes:
C = Zoning Clearance (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
CUP = Conditional Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
MUP = Minor Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)

8. Create Table Outlining Event Allowances, Max Capacity, and Use Permit Requirement
Under the proposed project, maximum attendance at winery and farm brewery special events is now
limited based upon parcel size (see Table 2). The number of Agricultural Promotional Events with
attendance greater than 50 at one time is also limited based upon parcel size. As shown in the table,
parcel sizes for wineries and farm breweries are characterized as either small (4.6 to less than 10 acres),
medium (10 to less than 20 acres), or large (20 acres or larger).
Table 2
Maximum Special Events Allowed Per Year1
Parcel Size (Acre)

Max Attendees at One Time Max Special Events
(Excluding Staff)
/ Year

Use Permit
Requirement

4.6 to Less than 10
(small)

As determined by use permit

6

MUP2

10 to Less than 20
(medium)

100

6

C

20+ (large)

200

12

C

Notes:
1
Agricultural Promotional Events with attendance greater than 50 at one time are limited per this Table.
2
A MUP is required for a winery or farm brewery for parcels 4.6 to less than 10 acres in size in Zone Districts where
allowed by the Land Use and Permit Table (Section 17.06.050). This use permit will consider conditions for events as
limited by this table.
C = Zoning Clearance (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
CUP = Conditional Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)
MUP = Minor Use Permit (Placer County Code Section 17.06.050)

9. Update Food Regulation, Potable Water, and Waste Disposal Section
This section clarifies several existing standards implemented in accordance with the California Health
and Safety Code (CHSC) by the Environmental Health Division. The CHSC states that if a water system
regularly serves at least 25 people, 60 days or more out of the year, then it must comply with the
requirements of a public water system. There are three ways to determine the requirement for a public
water system: 1) The building occupancy exceeds 24 people, 2) The project description states the
intention to serve more than 24 people daily, and 3) The facility plans to prepare food on-site. This
information is reviewed during the land use entitlement process or during the review process for a
building permit.
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Additionally, standards pertaining to food regulation and waste disposal are also updated in this section.
These standards include: 1) Requirements for a domestic well versus a public well, 2) Need for separate
septic system intended for commercial use, and 3) Need for waste discharge permit or waiver of waste
discharge by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
10. Update Access Standards Section
Safety standards pertaining to public access have been updated to reflect the requirements of the
Engineering and Surveying Division, the Department of Public Works, Facilities Management, as well
as local fire standards. Facilities that are open to the public that access from a County maintained
road are required to construct to a paved commercial encroachment standard per the County Land
Development Manual engineering design plates. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment requires a
commercial paved encroachment for County maintained roads, including a reference to meet current
County and local fire standards. This is intended to be completed prior to occupancy of the winery or
brewery structure or the facility being opened to the public. Furthermore, Fire District requirements
for on-site circulation and turnaround have historically been addressed too late in the process.
Codifying the requirement for a minimum width access driveway to the structure and per Fire District
requirements would help clarify this requirement earlier in the process. The proposed change also
helps define the driveway width at the encroachment, so that adequate width for simultaneous
entering and exiting of the site by two vehicles is provided, improving the public’s ability to safely
move on and off of the site to enter or exit with the flow of traffic on County roadways.
11. Clarify Hours of Operation
Typical tasting hours occur between 10am and 6pm, while special extended tasting hours or other events
continue into the evening and end by 8pm Sunday-Thursday and 10pm Friday-Saturday. Codifying
tasting hours are one way to limit evening operation for tasting. The following is proposed:
Hours of Operation. All wineries shall be allowed to conduct normal tasting hours from 10
a.m. to 6 p.m. Events shall be allowed 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. Friday and Saturday and from 10
a.m. to 8 p.m. Sunday through Thursday. If a winery or farm brewery is required to have a
minor use permit or conditional use permit by this ordinance or has an existing permit and
is lawfully operating, limits on hours of operation will be in accordance with the conditions
placed on those entitlements.
12. Add Winery Production (Zero to 20,000 cases) as Allowable Use in Resort Zone District with an
ARP
The current zoning text allows wholesale and retail sales of wine and grape products, as well as wine
tasting in the Resort (RES) Zone District. This zone district accommodates commercial land uses and
is typically found in mountainous areas, water-oriented areas, or other areas with commercial
recreation potential. The Zoning Text Amendment proposes to allow production of wine (0-20,000
cases) in RES-zoned properties subject to an ARP.
13. Add “Accessory Use - Restaurant” as Allowable Land Use with CUP
Restaurants are described as a land use in the Section 17.04.030 – Definitions of the Placer County
Zoning Ordinance. According to Section 17.06.050 – Land Use and Permit Tables, Restaurants are not
currently allowed in Residential, Agricultural, Resource, or Open Space land uses. Specifically, the
proposed change refers to the Residential Agriculture, Residential Forest, Agricultural Exclusive, Farm,
and Forest zone districts. The project proposes that an “Accessory Use - Restaurant” would be allowed
in the Residential Agriculture, Residential Forest, Agricultural Exclusive, Farm, and Forest zone districts
as long as the food preparation and service is subordinate to the primary use on a property as a winery
or farm brewery, and subject to a CUP.
Zoning Text Amendment Refinements since June 8, 2017 Planning Commission Workshop
Since the June 8, 2017 Planning Commission workshop, a number of refinements were made to the
proposed Zoning Text Amendment based on comments received on the Draft EIR and based on
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continued review and input from the County’s internal task force. The Zoning Text Amendment
refinements have been analyzed in the EIR and are described below.
Removal of Boutique Winery definition
The Boutique Winery definition was designed to regulate winemakers who begin as home winemakers
and intend to commercially produce and taste wine at a small scale. The intent of the definition served to
incubate wineries (limited by square footage, building type, and further by case production) without
triggering the full suite of development standards that would typically apply. However, staff has found that
the regulations being proposed were not one-size-fits-all for start-up businesses, and as such, removed
the definition. This start-up model is otherwise regulated under “Small Wineries” and staff will continue to
consult with interested entrepreneurs to serve their specific needs and apply development standards
fittingly.
ARP requirement for winery in Resort zone district
The Planning Commission recommended including zoning clearance for wineries proposed in the Resort
zone district, where currently they are not allowed. In consultation with aforementioned task force, it was
determined that the use would be allowed subject to an ARP and therefore subsequent environmental
analysis. The change was made because the analysis for every Resort zoned parcel in the county would
have required study beyond the intended scope of this EIR.
Agricultural Promotional Events analyze 50 people “at one time” to recognize rolling nature of events
The main purpose of an Agricultural Promotional Event is to showcase the product made for local
agriculture to consumers. The EIR recognizes that some Agricultural Promotional Events have different
attendance characteristics. While the majority of the events are anticipated to have relatively finite
attendance, such as winemaker dinners and membership club parties, a smaller subset would recognize
attendees coming and going over the course of the event, such as a quarterly pick-up or release party. The
nature of these events are different, and as such, they have been termed “rolling” events in the EIR in order
to capture their unique characteristics.
Accessory Use – Restaurant allowed subject to CUP
Preparation and service of food has been discussed in conjunction with winery and farm brewery uses,
typically in association with events and agricultural promotion. Preparation and service of food has
generally been limited to catered food, pre-packaged food, and food trucks. Under today’s ordinance,
this service can occur as part of normal operations or a promotional event. Restaurants are described as
a land use in the Section 17.04.030 – Definitions of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance and cite food
preparation and service as the types of activities that occur in conjunction with the Restaurant land use. As
such, there is no path in the current zoning text to allow food preparation and service. In response, the use
was proposed to accommodate changing trends pertaining to relatively small scale facilities. Examples of
the scale of preparation include a panini press or pizza oven. Nonetheless, the preparation and service of
these small-scale foods requires proper facilities for food preparation, waste disposal, etc. Assurance of
compliance with Environmental Health standards would be achieved with a use permit requirement.
Additionally, the size and scale of food preparation and service would be further analyzed and conditioned
through a use permit, including a determination that the use was accessory and subordinate to a permitted
winery or farm brewery.
DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
Event Noise
The Draft EIR evaluated both project level (i.e. existing facility) and cumulative (i.e. existing facilities plus
future facilities) impacts. It should be noted the only net new allowance for existing facilities is the
allowance for weddings. In addition, while promotional events are currently allowed subject to an ARP,
under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment promotional events would be allowed by right.
Project level analysis (existing facilities) – For the project level analysis, the EIR assumed that events
occurring at existing facilities would continue to be required to comply with the County’s Noise Ordinance,
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just as is currently required. However, it should be noted that for facilities within the Auburn/Bowman
Community Plan, existing facilities would comply with the Community Plan’s more restrictive daytime
standard, which would also ensure compliance with the Noise Ordinance. With regard to the EIR’s noise
analysis, although the Zoning Text Amendment would allow for Agricultural Promotional Events to occur
with greater frequency than could otherwise occur under the existing Winery Ordinance, there are no
additional impacts from this additional allowance. Noise generated from Promotional Events is less
intensive than noise generated from wedding receptions where amplified music and speech tend to
generate higher noise levels. Accordingly, no noise mitigation for Agricultural Promotional Events is
suggested beyond the existing required compliance with the County’s Noise Ordinance, however the EIR
does identify mitigation for weddings. Table 9-11 in the Draft EIR outlines the distances required to
attenuate typical event noise as related to meeting the standards in the Noise Ordinance (such as a
wedding). As such, the project-level mitigation requires that prior to existing facilities holding weddings,
either a minimum setback shall be met, or a noise analysis shall be conducted to demonstrate how the
new allowance for wedding Special Events will comply with the standards in the Noise Ordinance.
Cumulative level analysis (existing facilities plus future facilities) – For the cumulative analysis, it was
also assumed that due to the relatively small size and nature of Agricultural Promotional Events, it is
unlikely that events such as a winemaker dinner would include amplified music similar to that of a
wedding. As noted above, with 50 attendees or less at one time, it is unlikely that any amplification or
public address system would be required for the speaker to be heard at these types of events.
Accordingly, the cumulative environmental analysis for noise included an assessment of the distance
required to attenuate sound levels associated with weddings and other Special Events to the County’s
established noise level standards. Typical sound levels for a range of activities comparable to what might
occur at Special Events of sizes such as those allowed by the proposed Zoning Text Amendment are
outlined in Table 9-10 in the Draft EIR. The data includes a combination of noise measurement results
conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. and other published sources. This substantial evidence
is important because it illustrates typical noise levels for typical types of events. Additionally, Table 1212 in the Draft EIR also outlines the distances required to attenuate typical event noise as related to
meeting the standards in the Noise Ordinance. As such, the mitigation under cumulative conditions is to
either meet the setback standard or to conduct a noise analysis to prove that the Noise Ordinance
standard can be met.
Notwithstanding the above, since release of the Draft EIR for public review, the County has duly
considered public comments related to noise concerns. The County has considered outdoor amplified
music in general because of the concerns. In a review of existing permits for promotional events, outdoor
amplified music and speech is allowed, and in all circumstances, is conditioned to follow the standards
outlined in the Noise Ordinance. Additionally, other Special Events with outdoor amplified music are not
considered a net new use (with exception to weddings), given that they can and do already occur under
the existing Winery Ordinance with an Administrative Review Permit. The CEQA analysis reasonably
assumed that Agricultural Promotional Events were smaller and therefore limited as far as sound
generation, however, in the interest of comprehensively covering compliance with the Noise Ordinance,
the mitigation measure has been written to be more generally focused on all events that have amplified
music or speech. While the mitigation under the cumulative analysis applies to future facilities, it has
been modified in the proposed code to apply to all facilities proposing events with outdoor amplified music
or speech. The following proposed standard would be located in Section 17.56.330(E)(4) (Development
and Operational Standards) pertaining to Noise:
Prior to hosting events with amplified speech or music and weddings, the owner/operator
shall submit a site plan to the community development resource agency. The site plan
shall identify the proposed outdoor location of the event and the distance to the nearest
residential receptor property line. If the distance between the proposed sound source
and nearest sensitive receptor property line is greater than those shown in Table 5,
below, then additional acoustical analysis shall not be required. If the distance between
the proposed sound source location and nearest sensitive receptor property line is less
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than those shown in Table 5 below, a site-specific noise analysis shall be required to
evaluate compliance with the Placer County Code Chapter 9, article 9.36 (Noise
Ordinance).
Table 5: Distances required to attenuate noise
Event / Activity
Setback Required (feet)
Auburn / Bowman
Community Plan

Other Community
Plan Areas

1,225

750

Amplified music / speech at event on 10 to less than 20

925

550

Amplified speech

450

275

Amplified music / speech at event on 20+ acres

For clarity, the Planning Services Division would identify weddings and concerts (i.e. an event whereby
tickets are sold specifically for entertainment) as Special Events. However, other music such as ambiance
or background music associated with Agricultural Promotional Events that may have amplified music or
speech, would still be required to meet this standard. Noted further below in the Discussion of Issues on
code compliance and in the section pertaining to public outreach, noise is a topic raised by many
constituents. Compliance with the noise standard requires knowledge and education of the standard and
its implications. Property owner education and verification of noise impacts requires comprehension of
noise measurement practices as well as on-site data collection with a noise meter. As such, the standards
outlined above are designed to encourage compatibility between neighboring land uses and achieve
compliance with the Noise Ordinance.
Agricultural Promotional Event Limitations
As noted in the CEQA Alternatives section of the Draft EIR, the reduced intensity alternative proposes a
limitation on the number of Agricultural Promotional Events that could occur in a year of operation. The
limitation is tied to the State’s public water system requirements. In brief, if the limitation is not otherwise
proposed then a public water system in accordance with the State standards is required for all wineries
and farm breweries as a county development standard because the unlimited event allowance prompts
the requirement. To avoid installation of a public water system, any combination of daily operations,
industry-wide events, temporary outdoor events, agricultural promotional events, and special events
could not exceed 59 times per year if 24 or more people visited the facility in a single day. As such, in
addition to the restrictions on the number of special events permitted per year under the proposed zoning
text, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would limit the total number of event days permitted at each facility
to 38 per year (59 was otherwise analyzed in the Draft EIR to showcase the worst-case scenario).
While this standard is shared throughout the State of California, including in neighboring wine regions,
the event allowance may create a barrier to entry for start-up wineries. The costs for permitting,
construction, and maintenance of a public water system are greater. Because the industry in Placer
County is relatively nascent, staff identified this alternative to eliminate the State standard from the county
development standards. Otherwise, as stated above, there are provisions in the proposed ordinance that
allow for an alternative description of operations that are otherwise below this threshold, and a path is
afforded for those operations through the Minor Use Permit process.
Food Service, Defining Accessory Use
Comments were made on the Draft EIR pertaining to the provision for an “Accessory Use – Restaurant.”
The comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, this topic is a policy consideration
for the Commission and is discussed below.
Preparation and service of food are activities that are often associated with winery and farm brewery uses
and seen industry-wide, typically related to winery and farm brewery events and general promotion of
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agriculture. In such instances, preparation and service of food has been limited to catered food, prepackaged food, and food trucks. Restaurants are described as a stand-alone land use in Section 17.04.030
(Definitions) of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, which cites food preparation and service [to order] as
the types of activities that occur in conjunction with the Restaurant land use. Currently the Zoning Ordinance
does not specifically address the preparation and service of food [to order] as related to winery and farm
brewery uses.
As noted in the Land Use and Planning Chapter of the Draft EIR, General Plan policies encourage crop
production, value-added production, tasting and other activities that support agriculture as outlined in Table
8-6 on page 8-21. Increasingly, the service of wine or craft beer is seen as an important component of
marketing that helps support other locally grown agricultural products and diversifies the agricultural sector.
As an example, General Plan Policy 7.C.3 provides support and reads as follows:
The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities for Countygrown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are authorized.
A winery or farm brewery can be established based on the definitions for these facilities and by meeting
specific development standards as outlined in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. These standards
are predicated upon zoning, minimum parcel size, vineyard or hopyard acreage, parking, access, hours
of operation, etc... Accordingly, to recognize accessory food preparation and service, a regulatory provision
for “Accessory Use –Restaurant” is proposed as outlined in the proposed zoning text. The “Accessory Use
– Restaurant” use would be allowed with approval of a CUP. The very purpose of a CUP is to allow for
consideration of a use which may not otherwise be allowed as a matter of right within a zoning district.
The size and scale of food preparation and service would be evaluated and conditioned through the CUP,
including a determination that the use was accessory and subordinate to a permitted winery or farm
brewery. First and foremost, meeting the definition and establishing a winery or farm brewery would be
a requirement for CUP approval to ensure that a winery or farm brewery is in operation. Verification of
agricultural minimums, State and Federal licensing, proper building permits, and other development
standards would occur as part of the CUP review process. Additionally, certain backstops are proposed
to prevent wineries and farm breweries from operating similarly to a bar or restaurant. As an example,
hours of operation are stated in the proposed zoning text from 10-6pm and support for a CUP would be
predicated on these hours.
Additionally, Section 17.04.030 (Definitions) describes an accessory use that sets a three-part evaluation
for any winery or farm brewery proposing an “Accessory Use – Restaurant.” A “Use, Accessory” is defined
as follows,
“Accessory Use” means a use accessory to any principal use and customarily a part
thereof, which is clearly incidental and secondary to a principal use, is significantly smaller
in area than the principle use and does not change the character of the principal use.
As such, any facility proposing the use would need to meet this definition by demonstrating the use is 1)
clearly incidental and secondary to crop production and beer/wine production, 2) smaller in area as
compared to the principal use, and 3) would not change the character of the principal use. This reasoning
would be outlined as part of the analysis and findings under a CUP for all wineries or farm breweries
proposing accessory restaurant uses.
Start-up Wineries
Comments have been received pertaining to accommodations in the zoning text for start-up operations
and steps the County is taking to support future operators through the permitting process to open a smallscaled winery and tasting room. At the onset of this Zoning Text Amendment process, the objective was
to accommodate a shifting business model for wineries predicated on winemaking and tasting and to
allow events with greater flexibility than afforded under the existing zoning text. The objective of the
Zoning Text Amendment focused primarily on allowing a greater number of events without a use permit
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process. As such, the zoning text proposes to allow unlimited Agricultural Promotional Events under 50
people at one time and 6-12 special events per year dependent on the property size. As a result of the
additional event allowances, there are proposed changes to amend the existing standards because of
the additional event allowance by-right. As described above, those include a greater standard for
agricultural planting and an increase in parcel size from 4.6 to 10 acres for the use by-right. Staff has
reviewed comments from various industry organizations, described below, and has included a discussion
of each issue:
•

Comment/Issue: The increased acreage and requirement to plant on-site may create a cost
burden for some start-up operations.
The Agricultural Commission took the Zoning Text Amendment under consideration during
regular meetings between July 2014 and April 2015. The Agricultural Commission made a
recommendation to increase the agricultural minimum standard. Under the current zoning text,
one acre of vineyard or hopyard is required to be planted on-site or sourced locally from
agricultural lands as delineated in the Food and Agriculture Code as grape pricing District 10. On
April 13, 2015, the Agricultural Commission determined that on-site planted agriculture should be
required. As such, the new minimum standard requires two total acres of agriculture on-site. The
determination aligns well with the General Plan policy support for wineries, which aims to facilitate
agricultural production in agriculturally designated areas.

•

Comment / Issue: The change from 4.6 acres to 10 acres for by-right tasting rooms increases the
initial investment into parcel size, thereby adding a cost burden.
Staff did not conduct an analysis of land costs within the Farm zone district, however, at the 2017
Planning Commission workshop staff presented an analysis of land availability within the Farm
zone district. Specifically, this analysis identified 2,738 parcels and 133,866 acres of 10-acre
properties and greater throughout western Placer County, predominantly in locations where largeacreage and agriculturally productive land already exist. Protecting and preserving these lands
was at the forefront of the policy recommendation, in addition to encouraging the use on larger
properties, which would encourage larger vineyards and hopyards, as well as buffer impacts such
as noise from events proposed to be afforded by-right.

•

Comment / Issue: The new use permit process for tasting rooms on 4.6 to less than 10-acre
properties in the Farm, Agricultural Exclusive and Forest Zone Districts adds an unnecessary step
in the process for properties that are otherwise afforded a by-right allowance today.
It is important to note that crop production and the production of wine or craft beer would still be
allowed by-right on properties 4.6 to less than 10 acres according to the proposed ordinance.
While the business model for wineries and farm breweries does require bringing a product to
market, the underlying uses of crop production and wine or craft beer production underpins the
ability to taste the product onsite. While many factors may be at play given the growing state of
the Placer County wine industry, it is understood that bringing a product to market is necessary.
As noted above, staff’s analysis of 10-acre properties and greater in the Farm zone district
establishes an adequate amount of parcels and acreage for by-right allowance. Additionally, the
requirement for a use permit is not necessarily a hindrance and by working with staff well-versed
in winery and farm brewery permitting this may allow a future business owner to discuss and
shape their ideas for a start-up winery.

•

Comment / Issue: Unlimited event allowances trip the State requirement for a public well,
administered by the Environmental Health Division, and adds a costly upfront investment.
When connection to an existing treated water supply is not feasible, a public well and public water
system permit shall be required if the facility serves at least 25 individuals daily, 60 days or more
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out of the year per the California Health and Safety Code Section 116275(h). In some instances,
this standard applies based upon daily operations and the Environmental Health Division is
required, in accordance with the State law, to enforce it. There are provisions in the proposed
ordinance that allow for an alternative description of operations that are otherwise below this
threshold. As such, a path is afforded for those operations through the Minor Use Permit process.
•

Comment / Issue: Placer County winery and farm brewery operators have been building a unique
brand of small and intimate experiences as compared to other wine regions. Fostering these startup operations is important now, and in the years to come.
Placer County Planning Services works closely with the Economic Development Department in
order to foster business development for all industries within Placer County. Emerging industries
present a unique set of opportunities and challenges to design a set of regulations and framework
for their installation and operation. Given the very nature of land use planning, it is fundamentally
important for the use to achieve the goals of General Plan policies and create compatibility
between land uses. Given these objectives, staff feels the regulatory framework under the
proposed zoning text is a fair balance between economic development and land use compatibility.

Nonconforming Uses
The current zoning text addresses applicability of Minor Use Permits approved before the 2008 Zoning
Text Amendment in Section 17.56.330, subsection (E). The proposed zoning text also includes a
modification that recognizes and addresses existing use permits and uses and allows them to continue
so long as they are operating lawfully and are not expanding their uses. The provision essentially
reiterates the existing requirements of Section 17.60.120 (Legal Non-Conforming Uses), which permits
existing non-conforming uses to continue operation until such time an expansion is proposed. At that
time, they would be required to comply with the adopted zoning text. The modification affirms the existing
requirements, and therefore merely clarifies and amplifies what is already in existence.
Code Compliance and Monitoring
Several comments were made in the Draft EIR pertaining to code compliance. The comments are not
related to the environmental analysis and instead pertain to the enforceability of the zoning text as well
as clarification of the code compliance process and its efficacy. As such, the explanation below outlines
the code compliance process in an effort to address some of these concerns.
Placer County Code Compliance Services assists other County departments by enforcing violations of
the County Code. Complaints are received via written complaint forms, online complaints submitted via
Placer County Connect, and referrals from other agencies. The process for responding to issues related
to wineries and farm breweries is the same as other land uses that may be out of compliance with Chapter
17 of the County Code. After a complaint is received, the first step in the process is to send a courtesy
notice to the property owner and/or tenant. Contact with the property owner is made and the Code
Compliance Officers follow up with a field inspection to identify whether a violation of the Code exists. In
instances where a violation has not occurred, the complaint is considered unfounded. If a violation is
found, enforcement is pursued in accordance with Article 17.62 (Zoning Enforcement), which outlines the
fee schedule for administrative citations in addition to other legal mechanisms for pursuing compliance.
Code compliance issues pertaining to wineries and farm breweries are typically related to noise. Issues
pertaining to noise are enforced under Article 9.36 (Noise) and are addressed through a cooperative
effort between the Sheriff’s Office and Community Development Resource Agency Code Compliance
Services. Both agencies have noise meters to collect data to determine if the source of noise is outside
the specifications of Article 9.36 of the County Code. A joint policy between the agencies exists and
specifies the days, times, and activities that may generate the noise, in addition to the authority required
to respond. The joint policy can be found as Appendix A in the Final EIR. Generally, the Sheriff’s Office
will respond to noise issues on weekends and in the evenings when Code Compliance staff are
unavailable. The policy specifies that chronic or on-going sources of noise affiliated with a commercial
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land use will be handled by the Code Compliance Services. A noise violation observed by either agency
will begin with issuance of a warning citation followed by a fine that progressively increases if compliance
is not reached. Section 9.36.100 (Administrative citations) outlines the citation process specific to noise
violations. The Code Compliance Services handles collection of fines and schedules appeals for the
citation process, if necessary.
A review of compliance issues over the past several years has shown fewer and fewer complaints either
related to noise or unpermitted events, most notably in 2019. Staff attributes this to efforts by the Winery
Task Force and stepped up efforts by Code Compliance officers working actively with the operator and
neighbors to investigate any issues that arise. Code Compliance staff has the ability to monitor events to
check for exceedance of noise limits and whether events have been properly permitted. Code
Compliance staff also works closely with Planning Division Staff to determine the procedural remedies to
bring the property owner into compliance. With collaborative measures like this in place, and dedicated
staff to the effort, the code compliance process can work well.
Although staff is confident that the current Code Compliance process is effective, it is also dependent on
adequate staffing. As such, staff continues to explore additional methods to actively monitor events and
noise. One such approach includes either voluntary or required participation from winery and farm
brewery operators to share details of their event schedule such as event type, estimated attendees, and
if outdoor amplified music is proposed. This information would be used by staff for evaluation and
verification purposes. The proposal could achieve the following outcomes:
•
•
•

Provide data for Placer County Code Compliance staff for compliance and verification purposes.
Enable Placer County Planning staff to evaluate the efficacy of the ordinance as it relates to
Agricultural Promotional Events, Special Events, and Industry-Wide Events.
Provide data to inform future policy decisions regarding Placer County Code Compliance.

Planning Services staff will continue to work with Code Compliance services staff to explore this
approach.
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) COMPLIANCE
The Final EIR was prepared for the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment pursuant to
CEQA and the County’s Environmental Review Ordinance. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR
was issued by Placer County on October 18, 2017 for a 30-day period that ended on November 16, 2017.
The NOP was sent to the California State Clearinghouse, federal, state, and local agencies, and members
of the public. One public scoping meeting was held on November 1, 2017 to inform interested parties
about the proposed project and to provide agencies and the public with an opportunity to provide
comments on the scope and content of the EIR.
After the close of the NOP public comment period, staff and the EIR consultants began preparation of
the Draft EIR. A Draft EIR was released on April 19, 2019 for a 40-day public comment period that ended
on June 10, 2019. The Draft EIR was made available online at the County’s website, at the Community
Development Resource Agency building, Auburn Library, City of Lincoln Public Library, and the County
Clark’s Office. During the public comment period, a Planning Commission meeting was held on May 23,
2019 to accept public comments. The County received 14 public comment letters on the Draft EIR during
the public review period.
On January 31, 2020 the County released the Final EIR, which included responses to comments received
on the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR and the Final EIR together constitute the Final EIR for the Winery and
Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment. The Planning Commission will be asked to consider and make
a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on certification of the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning
Text Amendment Final EIR, Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program.
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Framework of Analysis
This EIR has been prepared as a program-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. As a
result, the analysis takes into consideration physical environmental effects in a number of resource
categories. The EIR analyzes both the expansion of allowable use from events for existing winery and
farm brewery facilities as well as facilities expected to be developed within a 20-year horizon. The types
of impacts that could occur are generalized based on the proposed project, which mainly considers the
type and quantity of events that would be allowable by right at existing and future facilities. The
Framework of Analysis is further explained in the Project Description of the Draft EIR (see Chapter 3,
page 3-11).
Revisions to the EIR
The Final EIR includes an analysis of the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment revisions
and determined that none of the revisions would result in new impacts that were not previously analyzed
nor would any of the revisions result in a substantial increase in the severity of impacts described in the
Draft EIR. Because the Final EIR did not result in the identification of any new significant environmental
impacts or substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, it was concluded that
recirculation of the Draft EIR was not required prior to preparation and release of the Final EIR. Revisions
to the Draft EIR are included in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.
Overview of Environmental Impacts
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a significant effect on the environment is defined
as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the
area affected by the project, including land, air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects
of historic or aesthetic significance. Although the proposed project would not result in direct development
of new wineries or farm breweries, implementation of the proposed project could cause significant
impacts related to the ability to hold events by right, as discussed above and in the Project Description
chapter of the EIR. If an impact is determined to be significant, applicable mitigation measures are
identified, as appropriate. The EIR requires mitigation measures to be implemented as part of the
proposed project to reduce potential adverse impacts to a less-than-significant level. The EIR determined
the following environmental resource areas would result in “no impact,” impacts that are “less-thansignificant,” or impacts that are “less than significant with mitigation incorporated.”
Draft EIR No Impact and Less-than-Significant Impacts
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would result in “no impact” or a “less-than-significant” impact
related to the following topics associated with the resource area indicated, as outlined in the Initial Study
(Chapter 1, Introduction, page 1-8) and as summarized in Table 2-1 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary,
of the Draft EIR:
• Aesthetics
• Geology and Soils
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials
• Hydrology and Water Quality
• Mineral Resources
• Housing and Population
• Public Services
• Recreation
• Utilities and Service Systems
• Agriculture and Forest Resources (Chapter 4)
• Air Quality (Chapter 5)
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Chapter 12)
• Land Use and Planning (Chapter 8)
• Transportation and Circulation (Chapter 10)
• Utilities and Services (Chapter 11)
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Draft EIR Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would result in “potentially significant” impacts to the
environmental resource areas noted below. These resource areas include impacts that would be “less
than significant” with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, summarized in
Table 2-1 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR:
• Biological Resources (Chapter 6)
• Cultural Resources (Chapter 7)
• Noise (Chapter 9)
Draft EIR Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment will result in potentially significant
impacts that can be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, there is also one significant and
unavoidable impact. According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b), an EIR must include a
description of impacts identified as significant and unavoidable, should the proposed action be
implemented. When the determination is made that either mitigation is not feasible or only partial
mitigation is feasible, such that the impact is not reduced to a less-than-significant level, such impacts
would be considered significant and unavoidable. Additionally, when an impact occurs outside of the
county’s jurisdiction and the proposed mitigation is outside of the county’s control, such an impact is also
considered significant and unavoidable. The final determination of the significance of impacts and the
feasibility of mitigation measures would be made by the County Board of Supervisors as part of the
County’s certification of the Final EIR.
The Draft EIR has one significant and unavoidable project impact, which is listed below.
•

Cumulative Impacts – Transportation and Circulation (Chapter 12)
o Result in intersection operations that conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system in the
cumulative scenario.
 State Route (SR) 49/Cramer Road intersection
Based on the analysis, impacts to all study intersections under Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions would be less than significant with the exception of the State Route
49/Cramer Road intersection. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable,
even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, because any
improvement to the State Route 49/Cramer Road intersection would be subject to
approval by Caltrans. While future study facilities may contribute their fair share to the
cost of any improvements to State Route 49 by paying into the Traffic Impact Fee
Program, Placer County cannot guarantee that improvements to the State Route
49/Cramer Road intersection would occur. As such, in the absence of feasible mitigation
beyond payment into the Traffic Fee Program, the projects incremental contribution to
the cumulatively considerable impact to State Route 49/Cramer Road would be
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

ALTERNATIVES
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives that meet most or all project objectives while reducing the magnitude of or avoiding one or
more significant environmental effects of the project. In determining what alternatives should be
considered in the EIR, it is important to consider the objectives of the project, the project’s significant
effects, unique project considerations, and the feasibility of proposed alternatives.
The following summary provides a brief description of the three alternatives to the proposed project that
are evaluated in the Draft EIR. For a more thorough discussion of project alternatives, please refer to
Chapter 13, Alternatives Analysis.
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•

Alternative 1 – No Project
The County has decided to evaluate a No Project Alternative, which assumes that the County
would not approve the proposed Zoning Text Amendment and the currently adopted zoning text
would not be altered. The adopted Zoning Text Amendment would continue to apply to existing
and future wineries within Placer County but would not explicitly address farm breweries. A total
of six promotional events per year would continue to be permitted at the existing facilities with an
ARP. An ARP requires review by Planning Division staff and the Zoning Administrator, who must
be able to make the findings set forth in Section 17.58.140(A) of the County Code. In addition,
the minimum parcel size for establishment of a winery in the Residential (RA and RF) and
Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zoning districts would continue to be 4.6 acres. Large
production wineries (20,000+ cases annually) would not require a 10-acre minimum parcel size.
Furthermore, because the zoning text would not be updated to include clarified hours of operation,
existing and future wineries within the County would continue to operate with unrestricted hours.
Because the No Project Alternative would not increase the minimum requirement of on-site
planted vineyards from one acre to two acres for future wineries, future wineries developed within
the County would not be required to provide the same focus on production of agricultural goods
as would be required under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. In addition, because the No
Project Alternative would not require a 10-acre minimum parcel size for by-right development of
new wineries within the Residential and Agricultural and Resource zoning districts, potential
incompatibilities with existing agricultural operations could continue to occur. Thus, the No Project
Alternative would not meet the project objectives.

•

Alternative 2 – Conditional Use Permit for Weddings
Under the Wedding CUP Alternative, all of the changes included in the proposed Zoning Text
Amendment would still apply, with the exception of the inclusion of weddings as a category of
Special Event. Weddings would not be permitted by-right at wineries/farm breweries within the
County. Rather, each facility would be required to obtain discretionary approval of a CUP by the
Planning Commission, which would ensure site-specific review of the facility. For facilities which
are granted a CUP to conduct weddings, such weddings would still be subject to all applicable
restrictions included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.

•

Alternative 3 – Reduced Intensity
The Reduced Intensity Alternative is tied to the State’s public water system requirements.
Pursuant to Section 116275 of the California Health and Safety Code, a public water system is
required if a facility serves more than 24 people daily, 60 days or more per year. Such standards
currently apply to all wineries and farm breweries within Placer County. The type of public water
system required is a Transient-Noncommunity (TNC) water system, which includes restaurants,
campgrounds, small wineries, motels and other non-residential facilities. Consequently, existing
and future study facilities seeking to host more than 24 people daily, 60 days or more per year,
as a result of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, would be required to install a public water
system and obtain a permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Any new
public water wells would need to be constructed in accordance with the California Department of
Water Resources Bulletin 74-81, “Water Well Standards, State of California.” In addition to the
restrictions on the number of Special Events permitted per year under the proposed project, the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would limit the total number of event days permitted at each study
facility to 59 per year. The other changes included in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would
still apply. By restricting the number of event days permitted annually to 59 total; events at existing
and future study facilities within the County would not necessitate the installation of new public
water wells and associated improvements, and any associated environmental effects would be
avoided.
To further clarify this alternative, in order to avoid installation of a TNC water system, any
combination of daily operations, industry-wide events, temporary outdoor events, agricultural
promotional events, and Special Events could not exceed 59 times per year if 24 or more people
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visited the facility in a single day. The zoning text would take into account the typical sum of these
events and state a cap of 38 agricultural promotional events.
•

Environmentally Superior Alternative
CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified. Generally, the
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would cause the least damage to the
biological and physical environment. In this case, the environmentally superior alternative is the
Wedding CUP Alternative because it would slightly reduce the potential for impacts in some of
the resource areas evaluated and would not increase the potential for any impact. As discussed
in Chapter 13 of this EIR, the Wedding CUP Alternative and Reduced Intensity Alternative would
result in generally similar impacts, neither alternative is clearly environmentally superior to the
other. However, due to the fact that the Wedding CUP Alternative would result in fewer quantity
impacts such that mitigation measures identified for the proposed project related to noise would
not be necessary, whereas the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still require all the same
mitigation measures as the proposed project, the Wedding CUP Alternative would be considered
the environmentally superior alternative.

PUBLIC OUTREACH
Stakeholder Outreach
Between 2014 and 2020, Planning Division staff held a number of stakeholder meetings with Placer
County Vintners Association and other special interest groups. These meetings have covered a wide
variety of topics such as proposed amendments and impacts on existing facilities, environmental analysis
and potential impacts, and community concerns.
Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs)
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment was presented by Planning Division staff to MACs (with the
exception of North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council, Squaw Valley, and Donner Summit due to
geographic location and lack of farmland for crop production) from March 2015 through May 2015. More
recently, Planning Division staff presented the Zoning Text Amendment to the MACs between July and
September 2019. The item was presented after the Draft EIR comment period closed and while
responses to comments were being prepared. Based on input from the various MACs, there are several
policy concerns from the community and many of them were included in the response to comments within
the Final EIR. The main issues expressed at the MAC meetings were noise generated from facilities in
association with the additional event allowance, as well as the ability for the county to enforce compliance
with the Noise Ordinance. Opposition expressed at the MACs was centered on the overall compatibility
of wineries and tasting rooms within the County’s rural landscape, including compatibility issues
pertaining to the allowance for events without any level of discretion.
Agricultural Commission
This item was presented to the Agricultural Commission on September 8, 2014 and March 9, 2015, and
the Agricultural Commission made a formal recommendation on April 13, 2015. Planning Division staff
presented the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment to the Placer County Agricultural
Commission as an action item on May 8, 2017. The purpose of this presentation was to seek input on
the Zoning Text Amendment project description prior to its review under the CEQA process. More
recently, the item was presented for information at the September 9, 2019 Agricultural Commission
meeting. The Commission’s discussion included concerns over regulation and high cost of compliance,
specifically for potable water standards, CalFire requirements, and shared access off of private roads.
Public comment at this meeting voiced concern regarding impacts to neighbors including traffic safety,
noise associated with events, and lack of enforcement.
Airport Land Use Commission
Placer County requested the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review the proposed
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment to determine whether the amendments comply with
the 2014 Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). On September 25, 2019, the
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ALUC determined that the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment was consistent subject to
parcels located in the Compatibility Zones A and B1 meeting the ALUCP requirements. Application of
land use allowances and standards for those zones is applied as a matter of course, and as such, the
ALUC’s review was completed.
SUMMARY
In processing the Zoning Text Amendment, staff has conducted research of trends in other wine regions,
a comparative analysis of policies and regulations from other jurisdictions, analysis of consistency with
existing county regulations for public health and safety, as well as an analysis of environmental effects
from the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with
General Plan policies as they relate to the preservation and protection of agriculture. General Plan
policies supporting the zoning text has been cited throughout the Draft EIR and Final EIR, including
measures to enable operators to conduct agricultural business on their property. The project provides
increased opportunity for agricultural owners and operators to attract visitors to winery and farm brewery
sites thereby helping to promote local agriculture. The project’s allowance for on-site events at wineries
and farm breweries enhances sales and promotional activities of agricultural products grown and/or
processed in Placer County. Promotional events provide education and marketing opportunities for local
wineries and farm breweries, which support the growth and development of the winery and farm brewery
industry and helps to provide stability of the agricultural sector in Placer County. Additionally, wine and
farm brewery tourism within Placer’s rural landscape offers customers with an authentic experience of
place. Allowing visitors onsite to experience the winery and/or farm brewery helps the consumer make a
connection to the landscape and will educate customers about the importance of agriculture in Placer
County.
Overall, the proposed amendments would provide a regulatory framework intended to address land use
compatibility between residential uses and winery and farm brewery uses in the rural communities of
Placer County.
RECOMMENDATION
The Development Review Committee recommends the Planning Commission forward a recommendation
to the Board of Supervisors for approval of the following:
1) Adopt a resolution to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2015072019) prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement
of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program supported by the findings
set forth in said resolution and attachments (Attachment B) and the following statements:
a. The Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared as required
by law and in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and the
document as adopted reflects the independent judgment and analysis of Placer County, which has
exercised overall control and direction of the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report.
b. The custodian of records for the Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report is
the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140, Auburn, CA 95603.
2) Adopt an ordinance to approve the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (Attachment
C) supported by the findings below and in said ordinance:
a. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the Placer
County General Plan and implements the following policies:
i. Policy 1.N.1. The County shall promote economic expansion based on Placer County’s
unique recreational opportunities and natural resources.
ii. Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to
accommodate uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
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iii. Policy 7.A.7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes to retain viable
farming units.
iv. Policy 7.A.10. The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing agricultural
service uses (i.e., commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturally designated areas
if they relate to the primary agricultural activity in the area.
v. Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market agricultural
products grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets) as part of the
economic development activities of local agencies.
vi. Policy 7.C.4. The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities
for County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are authorized.
b. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the land use
and natural resource objectives outlined in the Auburn-Bowman Community Plan based on the
following policies:
i. Open Space – Policy 1.n. Maintain large parcel sizes in agricultural areas to both preserve
and protect agricultural activity.
ii. Open Space – Policy 1.p. Strive to minimize negative impacts of development on the existing
agricultural operations.
iii. Natural Resources – Policy 8. Discourage the conversion of land designated for agricultural
uses to non-agricultural uses by encouraging Williamson Act Preserves, by maintaining large
minimum parcel standards in agricultural areas in order to prevent fragmentation of land
ownership patterns that lead to the loss of open space and economic agricultural units, and
by supporting an agricultural buffer zone which would result in directing urban and suburban
uses into areas appropriately zoned for such uses.
c. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is an allowable land use
consistent with the provisions outlined in the Section 17.64.110 (Williamson Act), which serves to
do the following:
i. The Placer County Williamson Act Lands Program is established in compliance with Chapter
7, Part 1, Division 1 of Title 5 of the Government Code (Section 51200 et seq.), otherwise
known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 and referred to in this article as the
“Williamson Act” or as the “Act.” The purposes of the Program are to protect agricultural lands
for the continued production of agricultural commodities, and to protect certain other lands
devoted to open-space uses, in compliance with the Williamson Act. The county does not
intend for the placement of a Williamson Act contract on land within the county to preclude
the placement of conservation easements on that same land, as long as such easements
recognize the agricultural nature of the property and do not preclude such activity.
d. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the following
objective outlined in the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Program:
i. Maintain a viable agricultural segment of the economy.
e. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment provides greater allowance
with regard to Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events that may occur at existing and
future wineries/farm breweries, and would help increase the financial viability of winery/farm
brewery agricultural operations within Placer County where such operations are compatible with
the Placer County Code.
Respectfully,

_________________________
Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Anticipated Winery and Farm Brewery Growth Area Map
Attachment B – Resolution to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2015072019)
Exhibit 1: Draft Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover)
Exhibit 2: Final Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover)
Exhibit 3: Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
Exhibit 4: Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program
Attachment C – Ordinance to approve the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
Exhibit 1: Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
Attachment D – Correspondence
OTHER ATTACHMENTS PROVIDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER:
Winery and Farm Brewery Draft Environmental Impact Report (April 2019)
Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report (January 2020)
cc:

Steve Pedretti, CDRA Director
EJ Ivaldi, Planning Director
Crystal Jacobsen, Principal Planner
Josh Huntsinger, Agricultural Commissioner
Sherri Conway, Economic Development Director
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
Clayton Cook, County Counsel
Tim Wegner, Building Services Division
Brian Skehan, Placer County Fire
Dave Bookout, Placer County Fire
Mohan Ganapathy, Environmental Health Division
Laura Rath, Environmental Health Division
Danielle Pohlman, Environmental Health Division
Rebecca Taber, Engineering & Surveying Division
Michelle Lewis, Engineering & Surveying Division
Ken Grehm, Department of Public Works
Stephanie Holloway, Department of Public Works
Amber Conboy, Department of Public Works
All Municipal Advisory Councils
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ATTACHMENT F

MEETING DATE: April 23, 2020
ITEM NO.: 4
TIME: 11:00 AM
TO:

Placer County Planning Commission

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

April 10, 2020

SUBJECT:

WINERY AND FARM BREWERY ZTA
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT (PCPJ 20130151)
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2015072019)
ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS
CONTINUED FROM FEBRUARY 13, 2020

GENERAL / COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Placer County General Plan and All Community Plans
ZONING: Commercial Planned Development (CPD), Neighborhood Commercial (C1), General Commercial
(C2), Heavy Commercial (C3), Highway Service (HS), Resort (RES), Airport (AP), Business Park (BP),
Industrial (IN), Industrial Park (INP), Residential Agriculture (RA), Residential Forestry (RF), Agricultural
Exclusive (AE), Farm (F), Forestry (FOR), and Timberland Production (TPZ) zone districts.
STAFF PLANNER: Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner
LOCATION: Unincorporated Placer County
PROPOSAL
The Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is a County-initiated update to the existing Winery
Ordinance that regulates wineries located in unincorporated Placer County. The existing zoning text consists
of Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030 (Definitions) of the Placer County Code. In order to
reflect the addition of farm breweries to this regulating ordinance, Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) is now
proposed to reference both Wineries and Farm Breweries in its title. Generally, the proposed amendments
include the following changes: increase agricultural planting minimum to two acres; redefine the term
Promotional Events; amend “Winery” definition to reference appropriate California Alcohol Beverage Control
(ABC) license; add definition of the terms Farm Brewery, Tasting Room and Stand-Alone Tasting Room;
modify the minimum parcel size requirements for production-only facilities and tasting rooms; create a table
outlining special event allowances, maximum capacity, and use permit requirement; clarify the hours of
operation; update the standards for potable water and waste disposal; update the standards for access; and
add “Accessory Use – Restaurant” as an allowable use subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS
Public notices were mailed to all persons and parties that commented on the Notice of Preparation and
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). In addition, notice was sent to the Community Development
Resource Agency staff, the Department of Public Works, Facilities Management, Environmental Health
Division, Air Pollution Control District, Municipal Advisory Councils, and all other responsible agencies.
Comments from County and agency staff have been addressed in this report and the attached documents.
Correspondence received subsequent to the circulation of the FEIR are included as Attachment D.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND
On January 14, 2016, a proposed Zoning Text Amendment to the Winery Section of the Zoning Ordinance
(Section 17.56.330) was presented to the Planning Commission. At that time, staff had prepared a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
for the project. However, in response to public comment received on the MND, staff identified the need
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to comply with CEQA. Subsequently, working with a
task force of internal staff members from various disciplines within the Community Development
Resource Agency, Department of Public Works and Facilities, and Environmental Health Division, as well
as the Economic Development Director and Agricultural Commissioner, the Winery and Farm Brewery
zoning text was refined and a revised project description was presented to the Planning Commission at
a workshop on June 8, 2017. Following the workshop, staff and the EIR consultant team began
preparation of an EIR for the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment. Accordingly, a Final
EIR was completed and released on January 31, 2020. The Final EIR reflects the June 8, 2017 project
description.
Following release of the Final EIR, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on February
13, 2020 to consider the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance. At the February 13, 2020 Planning
Commission hearing, the Commission received a report from staff, accepted public comment, continued
the hearing, and directed staff to return to the Commission within 60 days to address concerns related to
the following:
•
•
•
•

Explore refinements to the ordinance that support existing facilities;
Ensure that the ordinance is start-up friendly to help foster the agricultural industry;
Clarify language pertaining to large wineries on large acreage;
Address or explore code compliance concerns.

Accordingly, staff is returning to the Commission just over the 60-day period due to the COVID-19
pandemic and brings forward refinements to the Zoning Text Amendment that do not otherwise impact
the EIR nor require recirculation. A memo to this effect has been provided by the County’s CEQA
consultant in Attachment B, Exhibit 5.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would update the existing Winery Ordinance and establish
regulations for farm breweries. All of the existing wineries, as well as current farm breweries, are located
in the western-central portion of the County. While the zoning text applies to all unincorporated portions
of Placer County, the geographic study area analyzed in the EIR is appropriately focused on the areas
of western Placer County where wineries and farm breweries are currently concentrated and where the
Farm zone district is predominant. See Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-3 of the EIR (under
separate cover) for a map showing the future anticipated winery and farm brewery growth area. This map
identifies the primary growth area based on soils, climate, access, and the existing area of synergy within
the wine and farm beer industry and can be found as Attachment A.
The policy focus of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is to preserve and protect farmland while
also enhancing the economic viability of Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the
tenets of agri-tourism, which is a type of tourism that brings visitors directly to a farm or ranch. The
Zoning Text Amendment is intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups and support
the core principle that the primary use of the property is to cultivate and process agriculture in order to
make a locally grown and value-added product.
The existing Winery Ordinance consists of Section 17.56.330 (Wineries) and Section 17.04.030
(Definitions) of the Placer County Code. As noted previously, generally, the proposed amendments
include the following substantive changes: increase the agricultural planting minimum to two acres; define
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the term Farm Brewery, redefine the term Events; modify the minimum parcel size; create a table outlining
special event allowances and maximum capacity at certain types of events; clarify the hours of operation;
update the standards for potable water and waste disposal; update the standards for access; and add
“Accessory Use – Restaurant” as an allowable use subject to a CUP.
A complete description of the proposed Zoning Text Amendments, along with a comprehensive
discussion of issues pertaining to the proposal can be found in the February 13, 2020 Planning
Commission staff report contained in Attachment E of this report. The Zoning Text Amendment project
description can be also found in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the EIR.

FEBRUARY 13, 2020 PLANNING COMMISSION DIRECTION / KEY TOPICS
At the direction of the Planning Commission, staff has further evaluated the comments that were received
in testimony and writing at the February 13, 2020 hearing and addressed the Commission’s questions
and concerns related to key topics. As noted above, the Commission’s concerns centered around the
following:
•
•
•
•

Exploring refinements to the ordinance that support existing facilities
Ensure that the ordinance is start-up friendly to help foster the industry
Clarify language pertaining to large wineries on large acreage
Address or explore code compliance concerns

Accordingly, the table below, followed by a discussion of the key topics, summarizes proposed
refinements that have been made to the Zoning Text Amendment in response to the Commission’s
direction:
1

In Section B. (Definitions), list additional types of events in Agricultural Promotional Event
definition.

2

In Section B. (Definitions), clarify that tasting room patrons were not intended to be included in
either the Agricultural Promotional Event or Special Event definition.

3

In Section E.2. (Access), add reference language to private roads and clarify driveway access
standards.

4

In Section B. (Definitions), amend "Tasting Room" definition to allow tasting of product made offsite but under same ownership within Placer County, and as allowed by State law.

5

In Section D. 3. b. Table 2 (Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting Facilities in
Residential and Agricultural Zone Districts), amend use permit type in Residential Agricultural and
Residential Forest zone districts, from CUP to MUP; and in Agricultural Exclusive, Forest, and
Farm zone districts, from MUP to ARP.

6

Consistent with change in #5, amend use permit types to allow small winery production in
Residential-Agricultural and Residential-Forest zone districts from MUP to ARP.

7

In Section D. (Winery and Farm Brewery Uses) 3. (Tasting Room), allow both wine and beer sales
from only Placer County producers, as products permitted through the Conditional Use Permit for
an Accessory Use - Restaurant.

8

In Section D.4. (Agricultural Promotional and Special Events), clarify that events shall be allowed
"on-site" as an accessory use.

9

In Section D.4.a. (Agricultural Promotional Events), add provision to allow additional attendees at
Agricultural Promotional Event for large wineries and if property is 40+ acres, permitted by
Conditional Use Permit.
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10

In Section D.4.b. (Special Events), amend Table 3 to reference Administrative Review Permit or
Minor Use Permit, consistent with change #8.

11

In Section D.4.b. (Special Events), add footnote 3 to allow additional attendees and greater event
frequency for large wineries on 40+ acres, permitted by Conditional Use Permit.

12 In Section E.1. (Parking), amend to refer to local fire serving district standard.
13 In Section E.3. (Hours of Operation), allow additional hours to be specified by use permit.
14

In Section E.7. (Potable Water), retain permit to certify that a public well and small water system
is not needed, but amend MUP to ARP.

15

In Section 17.56.340 (Community center, commercial event center, agricultural event center), add
provision to state that Accessory Use - Restaurant at a winery and farm brewery is allowed.

Summary of Key Topics / Proposed Refinements to Zoning Text Amendment
The following expands upon the table above and provides additional information pertaining to each of the
proposed refinements to the Zoning Text Amendment. The proposed refinements (additions shown in
bold/italics below), made in response to the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission, are reflected in
the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment strikethrough/redline version contained in
Attachment C, Exhibit 1 of this staff report. It should be noted, that each item presented below also
correlates with a CEQA memo, found in Attachment B, Exhibit 5, prepared by the Winery and Farm
Brewery EIR consultant, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. The memo was written to evaluate the
additional suggested changes to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment, which
align with the input received at the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission hearing. The memo
demonstrates that the proposed amendments are consistent with the environmental analysis conducted
for the Zoning Text Amendment and do not necessitate recirculation of the EIR.
1 and 2. Modification to Section B. (Definitions): List additional types of events in the Agricultural
Promotional Event definition and clarify that tasting room patrons were not intended to be included in the
maximum limits specified in the Agricultural Promotional Event or Special Event definition.
Agricultural promotion has been broadly discussed as the type of event that supports the brand and
marketing of an agricultural product. The original intent of listing events in the definition of “Agricultural
Promotional Event” was to list types of events without being exhaustive. As such, to convey this broad
intent, additional language regarding event types and gatherings are proposed in the refined zoning text.
A refinement is also proposed to clarify that tasting room patrons are not included in the maximum
attendee limits. As noted in the memo from Raney Planning and Management, Inc. (Attachment B, Exhibit
5), with respect to existing winery and farm brewery facilities evaluated in the EIR, given that normal
patronage of a tasting room is an ongoing activity occurring at the time the CEQA review began, the dayto-day patronage was treated as part of the existing environmental baseline. With respect to future
anticipated winery and farm brewery facilities, the EIR focused on the “net new” operational activities that
could occur by right and as a result of the proposed Ordinance changes.
The following has been proposed in Section B. (Definitions) pertaining to Agricultural Promotional Events:
“Agricultural Promotional Event” is directly related to the education and marketing of wine
and craft beer to consumers including but not limited to winemaker/brewmaster dinners,
pick-up parties, release parties, membership club parties, and any parties, professional
events or gatherings that support the promotion of the agricultural product. An
Agricultural Promotional Event accommodates 50 people or less at one time (excluding
staff and tasting room patrons). If greater than 50 people are in attendance at one time,
those events shall be regulated in the same manner as a Special Event. See Table 3.

862

Additionally, the following change is proposed in Section B. (Definitions) pertaining to the Special Event
definition:
“Special Event” is an event of greater than 50 people at one time (excluding staff and
tasting room patrons) where the agricultural-related component is subordinate to the
primary purpose of the event.
3. Modification to Section E.2. (Access): Add reference language to private roads and clarifying
driveway access standards.
In a comment letter received by the Placer County Vintners Association dated February 11, 2020, the
letter raised concern for the fair application of access standards and the ability of staff to apply flexibility
and right-scale improvements for winery operations. The originally proposed language does offer
flexibility to accommodate a variety of size and scaled operations, including very small start-ups that are
just beginning to commercially produce wine at a scale of 1000 cases or less, to large-scale facilities with
capacity for 20,000+ case production. This text is designed to accommodate a range in operation without
proposing a prescriptive standard that is not one-size-fits-all. The overarching intent of this section is to
cite standards for public safety, which are already prescribed in the Placer County Code and Placer
County Land Development Manual. As written, it also continues to provide by-right allowance (where
permitted by Section C. Permit Requirements for Wineries and Farm Breweries) and enables staff to
apply right-scaled improvements.
While the text could remain the same as originally written, staff is proposing a refinement to clarify the
flexibility. The refinement emphasizes this flexibility by highlighting and referencing the minimum safety
standards by the local fire serving district and emphasizing the determinations that can be made by the
county without prescription.
In Section E.2.c., the following refinement is proposed:
c. Access roads to a winery or farm brewery shall comply with County Code, State and
local Fire Safe Standards, as determined by the County and the serving fire district.
Unless otherwise determined by fire serving district, driveway shall have a
minimum access width of 20 feet to the facility structure, provide adequate turnaround,
and be either paved or surfaced with an approved alternative all-weather material, or
as required by the serving fire district. Access roads to a winery or farm brewery shall
comply with County Code, State and local Fire Safe Standards as determined by the
County and the serving fire district.
The PCVA letter also addressed the requirements for driveway encroachment standards, which are
necessary improvements applied to many land uses, including wineries. The improvements are applied
with public safety in mind and vary depending on the intensity of the land use as well as site-specific
needs. The standards are designed to provide safe vehicle sight distance for turning movements,
adequate length deceleration and acceleration tapers based on connecting roadway speed, proper width
for two cars to pass on the encroaching roadway to keep traffic moving at the connection point, proper
roadside drainage conveyance, and to address County road maintenance operations.
On a case by case basis, County staff can identify and consider design exception requests to the
elements of the encroachment standard, upon applicant request. This exception, however, is justified
based on physical design constraints and must be prepared by a Professional Civil Engineer. This
departmental process is cited in the originally proposed text and further clarified in the proposed
refinement to emphasize the utility based on design rather than financial constraint.
In Section E.2.d., the following is proposed, refined to add reference to “consideration of physical
constraints”:
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c. A Design Exception Request prepared by a Professional Civil Engineer registered in
the State of California may be submitted and reviewed by the ESD and DPW on a
case-by-case basis for modification to the County standards, dependent upon
justification for a deviation to the standard(s), a review of alternatives, consideration
of physical constraints, and meeting minimum safety requirements.
Additionally, the Engineering and Surveying Division has added language to clarify that any reference to
non-county maintained roads refers to private roads. Those refinements are now reflected in Section
E.2.b., which now reference, “Non-County Maintained Roads (Private Roads).”
4. Modification to Section B. (Definitions): Include in the "Tasting Room" definition that a tasting room
is allowed in Residential, Agricultural and Resource zone districts if production takes place on-site or at
another facility with the same ownership within Placer County, and as allowed by State law.
Tasting rooms in Residential, Agricultural, and Resource zone districts are allowed in conjunction with
crop production and wine or beer production. In some instances, commercial operations for producing
take place with third part crushing facilities or even at other more appropriate sites (Farm, Commercial,
Industrial, or other) for production. The provision was not intended to preclude the ability to sell wine from
a winery under the same ownership, and as such, this would be allowed subject to State law
requirements.
As a result, the following has been proposed in Section B. (Definitions) pertaining to Tasting Rooms:
“Tasting Room” is accessory to a winery or farm brewery, typically located on the premises
of a winery or farm brewery’s production facilities, at which guests may sample the winery
or brewery’s products. A tasting room is only allowed in Residential, Agriculture and
Resource zone districts if production takes place on-site (see also “stand alone tasting
room”), or at another winery or farm brewery facility with the same ownership within
Placer County, and as allowed by State law.
5. Modification to Section D. 3. b. Table 2 (Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting
Facilities in Residential and Agricultural Zone Districts): Require use permits for public tasting rooms
on 4.6 to less than 10 acres, but amending use permit types as follows: In Residential Agricultural and
Residential Forest zone districts, change Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to Minor Use Permit (MUP). In
Agricultural Exclusive, Forest, and Farm zone districts, change MUP to Administrative Review Permit
(ARP).
In a comment letter dated, February 11, 2020, the Placer County Vintners Association recommended
retaining the right to public tasting on 4.6 to less than 10 acres by-right. Under the current ordinance, the
parcel minimum for a tasting room by-right is 4.6 acres. Under the proposed ordinance, and specifically
because of the proposed event allowance by-right, staff recommended a new parcel minimum of 10
acres. Under the proposed ordinance, all tasting rooms on 4.6 to 10 acres would be required to apply for
a MUP for approval. Events would be defined and analyzed under that MUP, and as with many
discretionary use permits, analyzed for consistency with the zoning code, evaluated for environmental
impacts, and conditioned based on the project description.
Protecting and preserving agricultural land was at the forefront of the code recommendation to increase
the minimum parcel size for by-right allowances from 4.6 to 10 acres. This justification included an
analysis of the available 10-acre properties in Agricultural Exclusive and Farm zoning, in addition to the
benefits of encouraging the use on larger properties, which would in turn support larger vineyards and
hopyards, as well as buffer impacts such as noise from events proposed to be afforded by-right.
After review of the February 11, 2020 Placer County Vintners Association proposal, staff is proposing to
require an ARP rather than MUP for a public tasting room in the Agricultural Exclusive, Forest, and Farm
zone districts and a MUP rather than CUP in the Residential Agricultural and Residential Forest zone
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districts. In all cases, discretion still resides with the county. The whole of the project would be described
in the project description, including a proposal for events, and would be analyzed in accordance with the
proposed code. The proposed modifications to the use permit types would not result in events being
allowed by-right. As such, additional discretionary review and environmental analysis would be required
for these future tasting rooms.
As a result, the following has been proposed for Table 2 in Section D.3.b. (Minimum Parcel Size):
Table 2: Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting Facilities in Residential and
Agricultural Resource Zone Districts
Residential

Agriculture and Resource

Parcel Size
(Acres)

RA

RF

AE

F

FOR

4.6 to less
than 10

CUP MUP

CUP MUP

MUP ARP

MUP ARP

MUP ARP

10+

MUP

MUP

C

C

C

6. Modification to Section C. (Permit Requirements for Wineries and Farm Breweries): Amend the
use permit type to allow small winery production in Residential-Agricultural and Residential-Forest zone
districts from MUP to ARP.
At the February 13, 2020 hearing, the Planning Commission made comments about creating
requirements that are supportive of existing facilities and future start-ups. In parallel with change #5 noted
above, the change from an MUP to ARP for production-only facilities (no public tasting allowed) facilitates
this support for start-up operations. These facilities would not be afforded a tasting room or events under
this use permit. Rather, they would only have the opportunity to begin making commercially salable wine
under State law. Accordingly, the following has been proposed for Table 1: Permit Requirements:
Table 1: Permit Requirements
Residential

Agriculture and Resource

RA

RF

AE

F

FOR

MUP ARP [1]

MUP ARP [1]

C[1]

C[1]

C[1]

[1] 4.6 acre minimum required.

7. Modification to Section D.3.a. (Wine and Beer sales): Allow the sale of both wine and beer from
only Placer County producers, as products permitted through Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory
Use – Restaurant, as allowed by State law.
In reviewing public comment related to larger winery facilities, which could accommodate food
preparation and service, staff has evaluated the proposal to serve both wine and beer products produced
in Placer County under the analysis outlined in a Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Use –
Restaurant, contained in the February 13, 2020 staff report. While properties are otherwise permitted by
State law to serve wine and beer products under current licensing, this additional provision in the local
code would allow the service of wine and beer through a Conditional Use Permit, when an Accessory
Use – Restaurant is proposed. The merits of this proposal include support for products that are grown
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and made in Placer County, as well as enhancement and diversification of agricultural products offered
at facilities.
Additionally, a refinement is proposed consistent with the change in #4 above, addressing the definition
of a Tasting Room, to reference that the location of production and sale shall be in accordance with State
law.Accordingly, the addition of the following is proposed to Section D.3.a (Wine and Beer Sales):
a. Wine and Beer Sales. The tasting room is primarily for the marketing and sale of the
agricultural products produced at the facility. Wine products shall be limited to those
produced, vinted, cellared or bottled by the operator in accordance with State law.
Wine products sold at the facility may also be grown on the premises and custom
crushed at another facility for the operator. Beer sales shall be limited to those
manufactured and packaged in accordance with State law. Incidental sales of wine
and beer-related merchandise and food shall be allowed subject to the requirements
of California State Law. Accessory use – Restaurants may serve wine and/or beer
produced by other Wineries and/or Farm Breweries located in Placer County
subject to compliance with State law and the permit requirements outlined in
Section 17.56.330 (C).
8. Modification to Section D.4. (Agricultural Promotional and Special Events): Clarify that events
shall be allowed "on-site" as an accessory use, not simply in the tasting room.
In a comment letter from a potential large winery facility, a clarification was requested regarding
specifically where events could take place on parcels. As proposed, the language was not clear and may
have implied that the interior of the physical tasting room was the only location where events could occur.
The intent of this language was not meant to imply that events could only take place in a tasting room,
but rather, on a property with a tasting room. As such, staff supports the proposal as a clean-up /
clarification to the text and the following language is proposed:
4. Agricultural Promotional and Special Events. Agricultural Promotional and Special
Events shall only be allowed on-site as an accessory use to a tasting room at a
production facility where grapes, hops, or agricultural products necessary for making
the beverage are grown on-site.
9. Modification to Section D.4.a. (Agricultural Promotional Events): Add a provision to allow
additional attendees at an Agricultural Promotional Event for large wineries (20,000+ cases), if property
is 40+ acres, permitted by Conditional Use Permit.
In a comment letter received from a potential large winery facility, a request to add additional attendees
allowed for Agricultural Promotional Events, subject only to a Conditional Use Permit was made. Although
this scale of operation was not originally envisioned because of the lack of large wineries in Placer
County, the proposed change would be supportive of the overall project objectives. As long as the primary
use as a winery is recognized through the establishment of a vineyard and development of a production
facility, the ability to host events further promotes the objectives of the project, and is supportive of the
preservation of farmland while enhancing the economic viability of agricultural operations.
Staff does believe that a large winery on large acreage could support a greater number of events. While
the requested event allowances may be similar to the Agricultural Event Center Ordinance, which
requires a CUP (contained within Section 17.56.340 of the Zoning Ordinance), the primary use would be
established as a winery. Additionally, further analysis would be required through a CUP, and therefore
any proposal requesting additional Agricultural Promotional Events, beyond what is otherwise allowed by
right, would be required to conduct project-specific environmental analysis. It is important to note that
the EIR evaluated the potential physical environmental impacts associated with activities that could occur
by-right, as a result of the proposed text changes to the Ordinance. Potential future activities that require
discretionary review do not necessitate analysis within the EIR because such discretionary review
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requirement shows that approval of this change to the proposed Ordinance would not commit the County
to a future course of action (i.e., allowing a greater number of attendees).
As such, the following change is proposed to Section D.4.a. (Agricultural Promotional Events):
a. Agricultural Promotional Events. Tasting rooms may include agricultural
promotional events sponsored by a winery or farm brewery, intended for the promotion
and sale of the facility’s product, as defined in Subsection B. above. Agricultural
promotional events are not limited in number. For large wineries located on 40 acres
or greater, additional attendees may be permitted subject to a Conditional Use
Permit.
10-11. Modifications to Section D.4.b. (Special Events): Add a footnote in Table 3 to allow additional
attendees and greater event frequency for large wineries on 40+ acres, permitted by Conditional Use
Permit. Additionally, amend table to reference ARP or MUP, which are consistent with change #5.
In a comment letter received from a potential large winery facility, a request was made to add additional
Special Events per year and attendees subject to a Conditional Use Permit. As stated above, a large
winery on 40+ acres may characteristically have more capacity to hold events than a small winery. For
the same reasons, the tenets of this proposed change can be supportive of the original project objective,
including the ability to support agriculture and agricultural processing in Placer County.
Accordingly, the proposed amendment to Table 3 to reference both an ARP or MUP is proposed and
maintains consistency with the proposed modifications noted in #5 (see # 5 above for proposed changes).
In addition, the following changes are proposed in Section D.4.b. (Special Events):
Table 3: Maximum Special Events Allowed Per Year [1]
Parcel Size (Acres)

Max Attendees at one time
(excluding staff)

4.6 to less than 10 (small) As determined by use permit

Max Special
Events/Year

Use Permit
Requirement

6

ARP or MUP[2]

10 to less than 20
(medium)

100

6

C

20+ (large) [3]

200

12

C

[1] Agricultural Promotional Events with attendance greater than 50 at one time are limited per this Table.
[2] An Administrative Review Permit or Minor Use Permit is required for a winery or farm brewery for parcels 4.6 to less
than 10 acres in size in Zone Districts where allowed by the Land Use and Permit Table (Section 17.06.050) and Table 2:
Permit Requirements for Wine and Beer Tasting Facilities in Residential and Agricultural Resource Zone Districts.
This use permit will consider conditions for events as limited by this table.
[3] For large wineries on 40 acres or greater, additional attendees and number of special events may be permitted
by Conditional Use Permit.

12. Modification to Section E.1.c. (Parking): Remove specificity of on-site parking requirement to
support 75,000-pound vehicle. Include only a reference to local fire serving district standards.
This proposed change represents a clean-up in the Parking standards section, which was identified in
the comment letter from the potential large winery. The intent of this section is to defer to the county
standards and local fire serving district standards as it relates to parking.
As such, the specificity related to the vehicle weight is unnecessarily detailed and is proposed to be
removed and replaced with a reference to the fire standards. The following change to Section E.1.c. is
proposed:
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c. On-site parking may be an aggregate base all weather surface. The circulation aisles
shall be capable of supporting that can support a 75,000 pound vehicle loading as
approved by the serving fire district.
13. Modification to Section E.3.a. (Hours of Operation): Allowance of hours to be specified by use
permit, if one is required.
In a comment letter received from a potential large winery facility, a request was made to amend hours
of operation to accommodate additional event hours. The proposed provision would apply to both normal
tasting hours and event hours to provide the maximum amount of flexibility. The provision would only
apply if the use required a discretionary permit, but otherwise remains a standard for those uses that are
allowed by-right. Accordingly, the following change to Section E.3.a. (Hours of Operation) is proposed:
a. All facilities shall be allowed to conduct normal tasting hours from 10am-6pm, and
events shall be allowed from 10am to 10pm on Friday and Saturday and from 10am
to 8pm Sunday through Thursday, or as specified by use permit. If a winery or farm
brewery is required to have a Minor Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit by this
ordinance or has an existing permit and is lawfully operating, limits on hours of
operation will be in accordance with the conditions placed on those entitlements.
14. Modification to Section E.7. (Potable Water): Retain permit to certify that a public well and small
water system is not needed, but amend MUP to ARP.
Public wells and small water systems are required for facilities that serve more than 24 people, 60 days
or more per year, as required by California Code of Regulations Title 17 and Title 22 of the California
Safe Drinking Water Act. The provision was originally included because of the proposal for unlimited
events. Similar to #5 and #6 discussed above, based on the Planning Commission comments regarding
creating requirements that are supportive of existing facilities and future start-ups, a change is proposed
that retains county discretion through a use permit process but also helps to foster small scaled
operations and start-ups to describe their operations at a threshold that does not otherwise require
meeting a public well standard. As such, the proposal is made to change the MUP to an ARP. The
following is proposed to Section E.7.a.i.:
i. The facility owner certifies that the well will not serve more than 24 people, 60-days or
more per year through an Administrative Review Permit Minor Use Permit.
15. Modification to Section 17.56.340 (Community center, commercial event center, agricultural
event center): Add provision to state that Accessory Use - Restaurant at a winery and farm brewery is
allowed.
The community center, commercial event center, and agricultural event center land use is regulated by
Section 17.56.340. Section 17.56.340 was adopted by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on August
26, 2014 and includes standards related to Food Regulations, as outlined in sub-section E.11. Food
regulations for agricultural event centers cite allowance as specified by the conditional use permit and if
the commercial kitchen is used in conjunction with events. Further, it cites that restaurants are not allowed
as part of an agricultural event center. The refined language establishes the difference in regulation
between this land use and the winery and farm brewery land use to clarify that wineries are entitled to
Accessory Use – Restaurants.
While wineries and farm breweries can hold events, they are a distinct land use from agricultural event
centers as defined by Chapter 17 of the Placer County Code. The primary distinction is that wineries and
farm breweries are regulated in accordance with State and Federal law, and their primary operation in
Placer County is dependent on State and Federal licensing. If a facility is determined to primarily be a
winery or farm brewery, then they may be entitled to an Accessory Use – Restaurant through the
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Conditional Use Permit process. As such, the following amendment is proposed in order to reconcile
confusion between the section regulating wineries and farm breweries and agricultural event centers.
11.

Food Regulations.
a. Community center: as specified by the conditional use permit.
b. Commercial event center: as specified by the conditional use permit.
c. Agricultural event center: as specified by the conditional use permit and if a
commercial kitchen is approved with the event center it shall only be used in
conjunction with on-site events. Restaurants are not allowed as part of an
agricultural event center, unless otherwise permitted as an Accessory Use Restaurant through Section 17.56.030 as a Winery or Farm Brewery.

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
Original issues already discussed pertaining to event noise, agricultural promotional event limitations as
tied to public well standards, food service, start-up wineries, nonconforming uses, and code compliance
were discussed in the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission staff report found in Attachment E of this
report. Those aforementioned issues remain an important part of consideration; however, in light of the
comments received during the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission hearing, the following issues are
further discussed.
Code Compliance and Monitoring
As noted in the February 13, 2020 staff report, many comments have been made in the Draft EIR
pertaining to code compliance. The comments are not related to the environmental analysis and instead
pertain to the enforceability of the zoning text as well as clarification of the code compliance process and
its efficacy. At the direction of the Planning Commission, staff was asked to consider code compliance
options addressing the following:
•
•
•

Reinforce the policy between Code Compliance and the Sheriff’s Office;
Create a mechanism for tracking compliance issues, including reinstating a complaint line;
Consider requirement for disclosure of events, including signage.

Placer County Code Compliance Services assists other County departments by enforcing violations of
the County Code. Complaints are received via written complaint forms, online complaints submitted via
Placer County Connect, and referrals from other agencies. The process for responding to issues related
to wineries and farm breweries is the same as other land uses that may be out of compliance with Chapter
17 of the County Code. After a complaint is received, the first step in the process is to send a courtesy
notice to the property owner and/or tenant. Contact with the property owner is made and the Code
Compliance Officers follow up with a field inspection to identify whether a violation of the Code exists. In
instances where a violation has not occurred, the complaint is considered unfounded. If a violation is
found, enforcement is pursued in accordance with Article 17.62 (Zoning Enforcement), which outlines the
fee schedule for administrative citations in addition to other legal mechanisms for pursuing compliance.
Code compliance issues pertaining to wineries and farm breweries are typically related to noise. Issues
pertaining to noise are enforced under Article 9.36 (Noise) and are addressed through a cooperative
effort between the Sheriff’s Office and Community Development Resource Agency Code Compliance
Services. The joint policy referenced by the Planning Commission specifies the days, times, and activities
that may generate the noise, in addition to the authority required to respond. The joint policy can be found
as Appendix A in the Final EIR. The policy specifies that chronic or on-going sources of noise affiliated
with a commercial land use will be handled by the Code Compliance Services. As a matter of course, a
noise violation observed by either agency will begin with issuance of a warning citation followed by a fine
that progressively increases if compliance is not reached. Section 9.36.100 (Administrative citations)
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outlines the citation process specific to noise violations. The Code Compliance Services handles
collection of fines and schedules appeals for the citation process, if necessary.
A review of compliance issues over the past year has shown few complaints related to noise or
unpermitted events in 2019. Staff attributes this to efforts by the Winery Task Force and stepped up
efforts by Code Compliance officers working actively with the operator and neighbors to investigate any
issues that arise. When necessary, Code Compliance staff has the ability to monitor events to check for
exceedance of noise limits and whether events have been properly permitted. Code Compliance staff
also works closely with Planning Division Staff to determine the procedural remedies to bring the property
owner into compliance. With collaborative measures like this in place, and dedicated staff to the effort,
the code compliance process can work well.
Although staff is confident that the current Code Compliance process is effective, it is also dependent on
adequate staffing. As such, staff has explored other methods to actively monitor events and noise. One
such approach includes either voluntary or required participation from winery and farm brewery operators
to share details of their event schedule such as event type, estimated attendees, and if outdoor amplified
music is proposed. This option was discussed in the February 13, 2020 staff report, however, after further
discussing this option with the Code Compliance Division, it has been determined not to incorporate code
compliance language into this Zoning Text Amendment. The drafting of regulatory provisions to address
code compliance related to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance is an effort that would
require additional time and coordination to vet internally and to ensure meaningful stakeholder input.
Accordingly, at this time, staff is not proposing any specific changes to the code related to compliance or
to require reporting of events. Following adoption of the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, staff will
work with the Code Compliance Division to monitor the efficacy of and compliance with the Ordinance,
and if event complaints begin to increase, a solution to address compliance can be explored. Any effort
to modify the code to address compliance would be a stand-alone work program and would be done in
collaboration with the Code Compliance Division. As such, the Code Compliance Division’s existing
process (tracking and monitoring complaints through the normal code compliance process) remains in
place.
Nonconforming uses
The current zoning text addresses applicability of existing MUPs approved before the 2008 Zoning Text
Amendment in Section 17.56.330, subsection (E). The proposed zoning text also includes a modification
that recognizes and addresses existing use permits and uses, and allows them to continue so long as
they are operating lawfully and are not expanding their uses. The provision essentially reiterates the
existing requirements of Section 17.60.120 (Legal Non-Conforming Uses), which permits existing nonconforming uses to continue operation until such time an expansion is proposed. If an expansion of such
uses is proposed, they would be required to comply with the adopted zoning text. The proposed Zoning
Text Amendment affirms the existing Zoning Ordinance requirements pertaining to nonconforming uses,
and therefore clarifies what is already in existence.
Existing Operations and Small Start-ups
Many of the comments received at the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission were regarding the
burden that existing operations and small start-up operations experience related to the costs associated
with various regulatory provisions in the Ordinance. It has been noted that many of the regulatory
provisions in the Ordinance are scaled to fit larger or more established facilities and that the proposed
ordinance should provide flexibility for smaller facilities and start-up operations. The Planning
Commission found merit with these concerns and requested staff explore opportunities to provide
flexibility that would help to foster the agricultural industry related to wine and farm breweries. As outlined
in this report, the proposed refinements (3, 5, and 6) are intended to address this concern. It is staff’s
opinion that these refinements are consistent with the objectives of the project and helps implement the
following General Plan policies:
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•
•

Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to accommodate
uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market agricultural products
grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets) as part of the economic
development activities of local agencies.

Large Wineries
As noted in the staff presentation on February 13, 2020, the County was approached by a property owner
looking to construct a large winery (20,000 cases or more) on a property greater than 40 acres. Their
comments submitted on February 13, 2020 and revised on March 30, 2020, looked at adding provisions
for additional events and additional attendees specifically for large wineries (20,000 cases or more) on
at least 40 acres or greater. Their request included some clarifications to the development standards, but
also specific requests to accommodate additional events and attendees that staff believes may be
accommodated by a larger facility on larger acreage. As such, the provisions specifically related to items
1-2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10-11, 12, and 13, outlined and discussed above, pertain to providing that clarification and
flexibility through additional language or the Conditional Use Permit process. It was determined that a
Conditional Use Permit should be required to provide additional environmental review to address issues,
disclose the effects of the project, and protect the public interest.
The items specifically pertaining to the Conditional Use Permit process, which have been outlined and
discussed above, create the following flexibility:
•
•
•
•
•

Additional attendees in excess of the currently proposed 50 at agricultural promotional events;
Additional attendees in excess of the currently proposed 200 people for special events;
Special events in excess of 12 per year;
Hours of operation in excess of what is stated in the standards;
Flexibility to describe service of beer or wine from Placer County producers under the Conditional
Use Permit for an Accessory Use – Restaurant.

While the requested changes are centered on elements of a land use that are similar to what would
otherwise be considered an Agricultural Event Center (Section 17.56.340), staff is supportive of these
revisions given that the proposed changes are supportive of the overall project objectives. As long as
the primary use as a winery is recognized through the establishment of a vineyard and development of a
production facility, the ability to host events further promotes the objectives of the project, and is
supportive of the preservation of farmland while enhancing the economic viability of agricultural
operations.
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) COMPLIANCE
An overview of the project’s compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act can be found in the
original staff report dated February 13, 2020, found in Attachment E. In addition, please see Attachment
B, Exhibit 5, a CEQA memo prepared by the Winery and Farm Brewery EIR consultant, Raney Planning
and Management, Inc., which provides additional information related to how the proposed refinements
described in this report consistent with the environmental analysis conducted for the Zoning Text
Amendment, and that the changes to the Zoning Text Amendment made in response to input received
at the February 13, 2020 Planning Commission hearing, do not necessitate recirculation of the EIR.
CONCLUSION
In processing the Zoning Text Amendment, staff has conducted research of trends in other wine regions,
a comparative analysis of policies and regulations from other jurisdictions, analysis of consistency with
existing county regulations for public health and safety, as well as an analysis of environmental effects
from the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with
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General Plan policies as they relate to the preservation and protection of agriculture. General Plan
policies supporting the Zoning Text Amendment has been cited throughout the Draft EIR and Final EIR,
including measures to enable operators to conduct agricultural business on their property. The project
provides increased opportunity for agricultural owners and operators to attract visitors to winery and farm
brewery sites thereby helping to promote local agriculture. The project’s allowance for on-site events at
wineries and farm breweries enhances sales and promotional activities of agricultural products grown
and/or processed in Placer County. Promotional events provide education and marketing opportunities
for local wineries and farm breweries, which support the growth and development of the winery and farm
brewery industry and helps to provide stability of the agricultural sector in Placer County. Additionally,
wine and farm brewery tourism within Placer’s rural landscape offers customers with an authentic
experience of place. Allowing visitors onsite to experience the winery and/or farm brewery helps the
consumer make a connection to the landscape and will educate customers about the importance of
agriculture in Placer County.
Overall, the proposed amendments, including the proposed refinements contained in this report, would
provide a regulatory framework intended to address land use compatibility between residential uses and
winery and farm brewery uses in the rural communities of Placer County.
RECOMMENDATION
The Development Review Committee recommends the Planning Commission forward a recommendation
to the Board of Supervisors for approval of the following:
1) Adopt a resolution to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2015072019) prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement
of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program supported by the findings
set forth in said resolution (Attachment B, Exhibits 1-5) and the following statements:
a. The Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared as required
by law and in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and the
document as adopted reflects the independent judgment and analysis of Placer County, which has
exercised overall control and direction of the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report.
b. The custodian of records for the Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report is
the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140, Auburn, CA 95603.
2) Adopt an ordinance to approve the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment (Attachment
C) supported by the findings below and in said ordinance:
a. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the Placer
County General Plan and implements the following policies:
i. Policy 1.N.1. The County shall promote economic expansion based on Placer County’s
unique recreational opportunities and natural resources.
ii. Policy 1.N.5. The County shall encourage flexibility in development standards to
accommodate uses that provide substantial economic benefit to the community.
iii. Policy 7.A.7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes to retain viable
farming units.
iv. Policy 7.A.10. The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing agricultural
service uses (i.e., commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturally-designated areas
if they relate to the primary agricultural activity in the area.
v. Policy 7.C.3. The County shall support opportunities to promote and market agricultural
products grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers’ Markets) as part of the
economic development activities of local agencies.
vi. Policy 7.C.4. The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities
for County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are authorized.
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b. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the land use
and natural resource objectives outlined in the Auburn-Bowman Community Plan based on the
following policies:
i. Open Space – Policy 1.n. Maintain large parcel sizes in agricultural areas to both preserve
and protect agricultural activity.
ii. Open Space – Policy 1.p. Strive to minimize negative impacts of development on the existing
agricultural operations.
iii. Natural Resources – Policy 8. Discourage the conversion of land designated for agricultural
uses to non-agricultural uses by encouraging Williamson Act Preserves, by maintaining large
minimum parcel standards in agricultural areas in order to prevent fragmentation of land
ownership patterns that lead to the loss of open space and economic agricultural units, and
by supporting an agricultural buffer zone which would result in directing urban and suburban
uses into areas appropriately zoned for such uses.
c. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is an allowable land use
consistent with the provisions outlined in the Section 17.64.110 (Williamson Act), which serves to
do the following:
i. The Placer County Williamson Act Lands Program is established in compliance with Chapter
7, Part 1, Division 1 of Title 5 of the Government Code (Section 51200 et seq.), otherwise
known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 and referred to in this article as the
“Williamson Act” or as the “Act.” The purposes of the Program are to protect agricultural lands
for the continued production of agricultural commodities, and to protect certain other lands
devoted to open-space uses, in compliance with the Williamson Act. The county does not
intend for the placement of a Williamson Act contract on land within the county to preclude
the placement of conservation easements on that same land, as long as such easements
recognize the agricultural nature of the property and do not preclude such activity.
d. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the following
objective outlined in the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Program:
i. Maintain a viable agricultural segment of the economy.
e. The proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment provides greater allowance
with regard to Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events that may occur at existing and
future wineries/farm breweries, and would help increase the financial viability of winery/farm
brewery agricultural operations within Placer County where such operations are compatible with
the Placer County Code.

Respectfully,

_________________________
Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Anticipated Winery and Farm Brewery Growth Area Map
Attachment B – Resolution to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2015072019)
Exhibit 1: Draft Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover)
Exhibit 2: Final Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover)
Exhibit 3: Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
Exhibit 4: Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program
Exhibit 5: April 10, 2020 Raney Planning & Management Memorandum “Suggested
Changes to the Proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text”
Attachment C – Ordinance to approve the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
Exhibit 1: Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment
Attachment D – Correspondence
Attachment E – February 13, 2020 Planning Commission Staff Report
OTHER ATTACHMENTS PROVIDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER:
Winery and Farm Brewery Draft Environmental Impact Report (April 2019)
Winery and Farm Brewery Final Environmental Impact Report (January 2020)

cc:

Steve Pedretti, CDRA Director
EJ Ivaldi, Planning Director
Crystal Jacobsen, Principal Planner
Josh Huntsinger, Agricultural Commissioner
Sherri Conway, Economic Development Director
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
Clayton Cook, County Counsel
Tim Wegner, Building Services Division
Brian Skehan, Placer County Fire
Dave Bookout, Placer County Fire
Mohan Ganapathy, Environmental Health Division
Laura Rath, Environmental Health Division
Danielle Pohlman, Environmental Health Division
Rebecca Taber, Engineering & Surveying Division
Michelle Lewis, Engineering & Surveying Division
Ken Grehm, Department of Public Works
Stephanie Holloway, Department of Public Works
Amber Conboy, Department of Public Works
All Municipal Advisory Councils
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ATTACHMENT G

TO:

Planning Commissioners

FROM:

Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Staff supported modifications – April 23, 2020

Following the review of public correspondence received since the February 13, 2020 Planning
Commission meeting and a subsequent meeting with the Winery and Farm Brewery Task Force,
staff is requesting that the Commission consider two changes or refinements to the ordinance
that support existing facilities and also ensure that the ordinance is more conducive to start-up
facilities while promoting the agriculture industry. These are numbered as additional refinements
16 and 17 and described below.
16. Planning Director determination - minimum parcel size disparity: Add footnote to
Tables 2, 3, and 5, to allow the Planning Director to make a parcel size determination when
parcel is within .50 acres of a size referenced in tables.
Parcel sizes are determined by zoning designation of the property, net and gross calculations of
the parcel, and applicable land conveyance documents. The following refinement is proposed in
response to a comment letter received by the Placer County Vintners Association on April 22,
2020 and correspondence from supporters of winery operations. The refinement allows the
Planning Director to make a parcel size determination when parcels are within .50 acres of the
minimum size referenced in Table 2 pertaining to permit requirements for tasting rooms, Table 3
pertaining to maximum special events allowed per year, and Table 5 pertaining to distance
required to attenuate noise impacts.
The following footnote is proposed for Tables 2, 3 and 5:
Parcels within .50 acre of a size referenced in this table that do not result in
either a new significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the
severity of an impact if categorized as a larger size shall be subject to a Planning
Director determination of the appropriate parcel size designation based upon: (1)
the actual size of the parcel, (2) the zoning designation for the property, and/or
(3) applicable land conveyance documents.
17. Clarity on State water standard as it applies to all operations: Streamline the
requirements for the public well by directly referencing the State law.
In a review of proposed Section E.7. of the Development and Operational Standards pertaining
to potable water, and through a discussion with the Winery and Farm Brewery Task Force on the
direction from the Planning Commission, this refinement is proposed to make the ordinance more
user-friendly and streamlined as it pertains to referencing the statute rather than outlining
components of the statute in the zoning text.
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Environmental Health Services staff applies California Code of Regulations Titles 17 and 22 of
the California Safe Drinking Water Act under the authority of the State of California law and can
apply these standards in accordance with their policies and procedures. As it relates to the use
of a residential well, it is important to note, that those standards can be applied under the authority
of the Environmental Health Services Division with or without the Administrative Review Permit
that was previously proposed. Additionally, including the statute by reference enables
Environmental Health Services staff to apply the State law without amending Chapter 17 of the
Placer County code in the event the law is amended or changed. The following is proposed:
7. Potable Water.
a. Compliance with the California Code of Regulations Titles 17 and 22 of
the California Safe Drinking Water Act shall be required.
a. A public well and small public water system annual permit shall be required
if the facility serves more than twenty-four (24) people, sixty (60) days or
more per year, as required by California Code of Regulations Titles 17 and 22
of the California Safe Drinking Water Act. The public well shall be required for
tasting facilities that allow unlimited agricultural promotional events with fifty
(50) persons and fewer. For any tasting facility with occupancy of twenty-five
(25) or more, or if food is prepared at the facility, the standard shall
automatically apply.
b. Alternatively, an approved domestic well can be used if all the following
conditions are met:
i. The Placer County health department, division of environmental
health, has documentation that the well has a twenty (20) foot 116
12 annular seal installed under permit (Department of Water
Resources Drilling Report);
ii. The Placer County health department, division of environmental
health, conducts a sanitary inspection and the water is tested to
demonstrate potability; and
iii. The facility owner certifies that the well will not serve more than
twenty-four (24) people, sixty (60) days or more per year through
an administrative review permit approval.
Note: Residential (Class I) wells cannot be converted into a public
well (Class II) due to state construction standards.
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