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Dear Supervisor Holmes, B0 AH%%%UPEHV\SDHS

1 voted for you but I am greatly disturbed by nimors of businesses like wineries,
Bed and Breakfasts and others being allowed on private roads in Placer County. As as
guardian of the citizens of Placer County [ am sure you will vote against allowing such

nonsence in Newcastle.

Yours Truly,

10235 Indian Hill Rd
Newcastle, Ca 95658




From: Sheila Strong [stronghome@surewest net]
Sent:  Monday, June 30, 2008 9:25 PM

To: Ptacer County Beard of Supervisors
Subject: VWineries in Placer

I would like to express my support in allowing our Placer County Wineries to sell the
product from their wineries. Having locally made wine is something we should be proud

of and not being able to seel at their facility will surely devastate most the the
small wineries,

Sheila Strong
Granite bay Resident
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From: Kanin Koons {mailto: karinkoons@sbcglobat.net]
Sent: Tuesday, Jufy C1, 2008 12:30 PM

To: Flacer County Enard of Supemsors

Subject: Wineries

June 30, 2008

Board of Supervisors:

It was Just recently brought o my altention that there is an ordinance that mlght be passed

that would prohibit tasting wine at wincries,

Who thoughl this one up? Placer County is surrounded by countes that welcome visitors
to taste their wine, Nevada County, Amador County, El Dorade County to name a few.
These are tounist dollars, The cleanest dollars you can get. And usually requiring an

overnight stay.

I am in the hospitality industry and here in Auburp, T find it difficult enough 10 bring
people to Auburn, We are not u destination. We have wonderful ouldoor activities to

offer tourists, but not everyone wants to do that.

Pleuse reconsider this, It will not only burt our wurist dollars but hurt the wineries that
are trying very hard to compete in the ever popuiar Napa and Sonoma Wineries.

Sincerely,

Karin Koons
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June 27, 2008 RS

t
Honorable Jim Holmes, Chair f Dt 7 X Og
!

and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors ' N

75 Fulweiler Ave PERATE / b k:%f./

Aubum, CA 93603 8, S el T

Re:  Negauve Declaration and Approval of Placer County's Propused Winery Orc:’z’rmmre
Dear Chairman Holmes and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

On behalf of our clical, Neighborhood Rescue Group, we submit the following comments on the
Placer County Wine Ordinance and the proposcd Negative Declaration for this project.

The Negative Declavation docs not mect the standards of (he California Environmental Qualiy
Act (CEQA) becausc it fails 1o sufficienty investigate and identify potentially significant
environmental effects and improperly defers mitigation of impacts. Under CEQA, the mitigation
of impacts cannot be left for future formulation without a binding commtment to mitigale a
project’s identiticd sigmficant adverse effects on the existing environment, or to assure that a
project’s sigmficant adverse impacts on the existing environment will not ocgur. The Negative
Declaration improperly delegates decision-making o other agencies and relies on uncertain and
unsupported determinations in reaching its conclusions of less than significant or no impacts.

1. THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION FAILS TO CONSIDER THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF
THE WINERY ORINANCE

Despite the Winery Ordinance's express intcit to cncourage the growth of Placer County™s wine
indusiry, the Negative Declaration fails to thoroughly evaluate the cumulative considerable
impacts this growth may have on the cxisting rural environment. The Negative Declaration
acknowledges that “the adoption of the Winery Ordinance may encourage the establishment ol
wineries and the planting of additional vineyards due to provisians that simplify the regulatory
process and address accessory uses.” (Neg. Dec., Section V, at p. 10.) Given the potential
erowlh-inducing effects of the ordinance and associated Zoning Clearances, any discussion of
nupacts is incomplete without lookimy at the collective impacis of such growth in Placer Couniy,
The potential cumulalively considerable impacts of the activities the ordinance authorizes must
be investigated and evaluated before the County can adopt a Negative Declaration and approve

the ordinance. — /47&
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11. FINDINGS OF LESS THAXN SIGNIFICANT OR NO IMPACT ARE PREMISED ON AN
LNSCPPORTED ASSUMPTION OF MINOR GROWTH

Although the ordinance actively chcourages growll, the Negative Declaration repeatedly relies
on the assumpiion that there will be little actual growth in the wime industry, contradicling the
ordimance’s staled purpose. The Negative Declaration relies on this contradictory assumption
reaching many of its findings. The assumption that the wine industry will remain on a small
scale 1s based on the County’s limited vineyard acreage. However, the ordinance seeks 1o
expand not only vineyards but also wine-tasting and processing facilitics. In certain zoning
destricts only one acre of planted vineyard is required or the “functional equivalent” as
determined by the Agricultural Commissioner (Draft Winery Ordinance, Section D(1)A, atp.3)
(or the development of a wine-processing {acibity. Moreover, the grapes used al these facilitics
are not even required to be grown in Placer County. Therefore, any assumption about the scate
of future growth bascd on vineyard acrcage 15 an unreliable eriterion considering the facl these
fucilities can be developed on very small parcels of land. Instead of placing real and tanmbie
lmints on the growth of winenes, to ensure the chmination of certain impacts, the Negative
Declaration relies on an uncorraborated belief that limiled acreage is a suificient barricr to
growlh.

[i1. AESTHETICS AND LIGHT SOURCES

The potential significant adverse impacts of additional artificial light sources are determined o
be lcss than significant based on the assumption of small growth and on the behef that winery
faciliies would be “gencerally oriented 1owards daytime public uges.” (Neg. Dec., Section ], at p.
©) Despite this unsupporled assumption, there i1s substantial contradictory evidence
demonstrating that mghttime visilor-serving activilies at existing wineries disturb neighboring
properties. {Sce from 3/1/07 letter from Neighborhood Rescuc Group at pp. 4-5, attached as
Exhibit 1 10 this leler; sec Police Call report, attached as Exhibit 2 1o this letter; sec 9/13/07
letter from Laurence A. Graves at p.1, attached as Exhibit 3 to this letler.) Moreover, there are
no actual hmitations restricling hese visitor-serving activitios to daytime hours. Rather than
setting standards in the ordinance that would Timit visitor-serving activities at winery facilities to
primarily daytime use, thercby reducing potentially sigmificant nighttime impacts to less than
signiticant levels, the Negalive Declaration inappropriately relies on the unsupported assumption
thal these visitor-serving activities are oriented towards the daytime,

IV, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE

Although it is claimed that the wine-lasting and processing facilities will benefit agriculture, the
Winery Ordinance will also increase commercial and visitor-serving uses that may significandy
interfere with other existing agricultural uses. The construction of processing and 1asting
facilities, with as little as one-acre or the “functional equivalent” of planted vineyards, may not
preserve agricultural land, Instead rural fanm lands may be further subdivided 1o support
commercial and visitor-serving operations benefiting the wine industry. (Drafi Winery
Ordimance, Scction P(1A, at p.3.) Furthermere, allowing the import of grapes not grown within
Placer County goes beyond a policy 1o support local agnculture lo encouraging commercial
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markets that scll wine and related products throughout the otherwise rural agriculiuval and rural
residential areas.

V. AIR QUALITY

The Negative Declaration concludes that there will be less than significant or no impacts on air
quality. Instcad eof examining the cumulative elfects of the ordinance on air quality 1n Placer
County, which already exceeds 1.8, Environmental Protection Agency standards for PM-10 and
ozone (Neg. Dec., Section 111, at p. 8.), the Negative Declaration only goes so far as to require
compliance with Air Pollution Control District standards. The Negative Declaration improperly
nmitigates the obhserved consequences of chemical spraying and pesticides by relyving on
enforcement of pesticide regulations by state and federal agencies, and the Placer County
Agricultural Commissioner, without explainine how these entities will be notified of the need for
tollow-up enforcement.

The Negative Declaration fails to properly consider the increased emissions and dust generaied
on the County’s dirt roads {rom an increase in traffic from visiting cars, busscs, and other
vehieles, which residents have expresscd concems over. (See 4/22/08 letter from Roger and
Irene Smuth at p.1, attached as Exhibit 4 to this letter; see 4/18/08 letter from Emie Jay al p.2,
attached as Exhibit 3 to this letter.) The Negative Declaration additionally falls to consider the
potentially significant adverse cffects of chemical and pesticide usage on the visitors who are
being encouraged to visit this agricultural area.

V1. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The assumption of small growth truncates a complete evaluation of the increased pressure for the
removal of oak woedlands to accomumodatle more vineyards and commercial operations like
wineries, tasling rooms, and associated commercial activities. The ordimance expressly
encourages the development of new vineyards, tasting rooms, and processing facilities, but fails
o discuss where these vineyards and new commercial facilities will be located and sited. The
Negative Declaration relies on the Placer County Tree Ordinance to mitigate the ordinance’s
impact on oak (rees, while admitting that the Tree Ordinance “does not apply to agricullural
uses.” (Neg. Dec., Section 1V, at p. #.) Thercfore, any mitigation relying on the enforcement of
the County’s Teee Ordinance is not {casible,

Although the Tree Ordinance docs apply lo riparian areas, the Negative Declaration defers any
mitigation [or the loss of riparian areas to regulations that may be enforced by the California
Department of Fish and Game (*CDFG™). However, the Negahve Declaration does nol provide
any information on CDFG’s ability to momtor the County’s ordinance. No additional funds arg
made available to assist CDFG’s enforcement of any mitigation strategy.

Full analvscs of the impacts of {ish and wildlife comridors are similarly missing from the
Negative Declaration. Instcad, the County delers 1o CDFG stream bed alteration permits and
County watcrcourse scthack requircmients. Impacts to wildhie corndars are dismissed because
“winerigs are dispersed m the lundscape and thus have no potential for blocking the migration of
fauna.” (Neg. Dec | Section IV, at p. 9.} This conclusion is nol suppovted by any facts in the
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ordinance or anv mformation discussed in the Negative Declaration. There are no requirements
thai vinevards and facilities be “dispersed.” Furlhermore, vineyards with netting, wire fencing to
exclude wildlife, und other equipment may posc a significant adverse umpact on native wildhife.
(Exh. 5, p. 3.) These potentially significant impacts deserve {urther investigation and analysis.

¥II. HazaRDOUS MATERIALS

Whilc the Negative Declaration admits that wineries “routingly handle harzardous materials”
(Neg. Dec., Scction VI at p. 12.), the potentially significant impacts of handling, dispersing,
and disposing of (hese materials is left to the permitling requirements and handhnyg and storage
regulations of Placer County Environmental Health Services (EHS) and the Agricultura
Commissioner. 1t 1s unelear from the information 1 the Negative Declaration that the County
has cven consulted with EHS or the Agncultural Commissioner about the handling of hazardous
raterials within facilities that encourage public use and visitation. Since the County is the lead
agency for the ordinance, the lead ageney is required 1o consult with the depariments within the
County and other responsible agencies to address this potentially sigmficant inipact.

Furthermore, public comment has raised doubts about the proper enforcement of cxisting
hazardous material regulations, throwing inte question the assumption that the inherent conflict
between increasing visitor-serving uses and handling and disposing of hazardous matenals will
be reduced or avoided by the existence of agency regulations. (Exh. 5, p. 3.) Concems have also
been cxpressed as to the possible degradation of Placer County creeks froni inadequately
disposed of chemiteal residue secping into groundwalter used for domestic water supplies. (Exh.
5.p. 3.} A more thorough analysis afthe existing use of pesticides, chemicals, and other
harardous matenials based on the existing envirenmental canditions is necessary. Thus would
allow the public and County decision-makers to understand the increased risk of exposure
created when vineyards and visitor-serving uses willhin these areas are encouraged and expanded.
An EIR is the logical document (o compare the exisling baseling conditions to future scenarios
thal increase the opportunity for handling and disposing hazardons materials adjacent io existing
rural residences and expanding visitor-serving uscs.

YIII. HYDROLOCY AND WATER QUALITY

In addressing the ordinance’s impacts on hydrology and water quality, the Negative Declaration
fails to analyze the cumulative impacts of increascd water use for vineyards, wing-processing,
and wine-tasting facilities. The ordinance’s attempt to address impacts on water quality through
the provision [or potable water i1s insufficient. A self-regulating requirement for bottied water
use 15 unlikely to be complied with and fails to address the usc of water other than fer
consumption. The possibility of groundwater depletion is avoided by specilying comphance with
the Placer County Code and the Land Development Manual. Discussion of surfuce and
groundwaler quality defers nmutigation of potential impacts by requiring the Regional Water
Quality Centrol Board to set, “where applicable,” standards for waste disposal. {Neg. Dec,,
Section VITL, at p. 14.) This docs not satisty CEQA’s requircments that changes to the project
must be iucluded in the project and made available for publie review and comment before project
approval. Here, the mitigation is illegally defeired to a future time when another public agency
might adopt [uture waler quality standards for waste disposal.
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The Negauve Declaration ails to provide any meaningful analysis of water use by the winenes.
There 15 no discussion of baseline water conditions in Placer County. Moreover, the Negative
Declaration makes no attempt 1o quantify the walter use of extsting wineries or o forecast walter
usc by prospective [ure wineries, The conclusion that the Winery Ordinance “will not
substantially deplele groundwater supplies or interfere substantially wilth groundwater recharge”
is not supported with any factual basis. (Neg. Dec., Scction V1L, at p. 16.} Requiring
construction of new wells to comply with the permitting and production requirements of the
Placer County Code and Land Develepment Manual does not sufficiently mitigate the potentially
significant adverse impacts of groundwaler depletion, Avoiding a complete evaluation of the
impacts and mitigation of waler usc 1s impermissible, especially in light of persistent stutewide
droughl conditions.

In addition, there 1s no discussion about concerns raised regarding potentially scrious impacts to
waler quality from chemical and pesticide run-off. (Exh. 4, p. 1; Exh. S at p. 3; scc 1/23/07 letter
from Mike Giles at p.2, attached as Exhibit 6 to this letter.) The contamination of the arca’s
water supply fTom a potential increase in vinevard pesticide use 15 a serious concern and deserves
further consideration of mcthods to avoid or reduce this potentially significant impact on
domestic water supplies. '

I[X. LAanD USE AND PLANNING

The statement that “no impacts 10 communilics or anticipated land uses are anticipated” openly
and inexcusably discounts the repealed and numerous problems that exisling residents have
alrcady expenenced from the few existing wineries. (Neg. Dec., Section IX, atp. 15.) Residents
have alreadv expenienced repeat disturbances from commercial wineries and have expressed
concems regarding safety, noise, and other issucs stemming from conflicting rural residential and
commercial uses. (Exh. 1 Exh. 2; Exh. 3, p. }; Exh. 6, p. 2.) An increase im these existing
problems is anticipated il the Winery Ordinance 1s adopled, since it encourages the expansion of
these commercial and visilor-serving uses. The small 4.6-acre minimum parcel size for
Residential, Resource and Agricnltural Zoming Districts is insufficient to eliminate impacts by
creating a “buffer” for the neighboring landowners adjacent to these wineries. (Neg. Dec.,
Section I, al p. 15.)

The opportunity for public input that would be allowed for Adnunistrative Review Permits and
Minar Use Pernuts for events and large winerics docs not meet CEQA’s feasibility test for
reducing ov avoiding these ideniiflted significant envirowmental impacts, since the County
ageney's discretion to modify the events or projects is rather limited. Although the
Admimistrative Review Permit gives an opportunity for public inpat, there arc no guarantecs that
the public’s concems or wishes will be acted upon, especially given the precedent that appears 10
have been established which dismisses these concems.

Neighbors of winerics have also expressed concerns about property values, which the Negative
Declaration dismisses. The Negative Declaration’s bare conclusion dismissing this impact as
merely an uncorroborated concern simply ignores the decumented opinion of an cxperienced
Novthern Californiu real estate appraiser that adjacent property values would in fact decrease.
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{Sce 7/15/03 letter from Daniel G. Cripe; attached as Exhibit 7 to this letter.} The decreasc in
property valucs, while having a direct economic effect on rural communities, may also have an
indirect physical impact on the existing environment if adjacent properties become run down and
may resuil m pressure for even more commercial development within rural County areas.

X. NoIse

The Negative Declaration inadequately analyzes potential noise wnipacts by assuming there will
be comphance with the Placer County Noise Ordinance. The determination of less than
significant of no impacts also relies on a behefl that Umiting promotional cvents to six or less per
yeoar along, with compliance with the Noise Ordinance, somehow eliminates significant impacts,
The Negative Declaration dismisses impacts claiming that winery and tasting facilities arc
historically “not high noise generators.” Limiting events to six or less per year will not ensure
compliance with the Noise Ordinance {or each event. Furthermore, the hours and succession of
Promotionsl Events and Temporary QGuidoor Events are not defined or restricted so as 10 assure a
reduction in potential noisc impacts. The Negative Declaration’s bare conclusions conflict with
the well-reporied history of non-comphiance with the Noise Ordimance by the lew existing
winerics. Residents adjacent to these few existing wineries have reported numerous complaints
of disturbances from loud music and events, with little or no enforcement of the Noise
Ordinance. (Exh. 1, pp. 4-5; Exh. 2; Exh. 3; Exh. 6, p. 2.} Many complaints have been made
regarding repeated Jate-night events. Besides creating a disturbance to residential communities,
there have z2lso been reporis of noise from wineries disturbing hvestock. (Exh. L. p. 2; Exh. 6, p.
2)

The Negative Declaration [ails to provide any quantitative analysis of noise. There 18 no
discussion of the existing background noise during any particular time of the day or night. There
15 no discusswon of the anticipated noise generated by the operation of a winery, expansion of
vincvard operations, or visitor-serving uses within the area. The County fails to provide any
information about (he increased noise associated with the allowed prometional and commercial
cvents. Finally, there 1s no information abeut the additional noise generated by tralfic visiing
the winerics and tasting rooms, or traffic going to and coming from allowed promotional and
commercial gvents.

XI. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

The Negative Declaration’s conclusions about transportation and traffic impacls again
impernissibly rely on the assunmiption that the County’s winencs will remain smail. Not only
may the level of service on County roads be alfected by the increased traffic generated by
visitor-serving uses, but there are potential safety impacts for pedestrians, cyclists, and residents.
(Exh. 1, p. 2.) Neighbors of existing wineries have already reporied incidents of winery visitors
driving up private driveways, sometinies shining headlights into private homes at night, and are
concerned about the safety of children and pets. (Exh. 3, p. 1.} Many ol the roads that are
currently used lor winerics, or might be in the future, are private roads designed for residential
use and cannot support commercial businesses. Heavy tourist tratfic on narrow, winding private
roads creales a nunisance and safety hazard for residents. (Exh. 1, p. 2; Exh. 3, p.1; Exh. 6, p. 3.}
Wihile concerns abowl drunk drivers may scem speculative, there have been reporls of existing
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winieries offering tastings that excecd the amount permitted by Department of Aleohalic
Beverage Control regulations. (Exh. 1, p. 6; Exh. 3.)

There is no bascline information on the traffic volumes on the to-be-affecled County roads.
There is no discussion of competing commercial and recreational uses on these existing rural,
lightly travelled roads. For example, there could be conflicts at certain times of the year wih
olher agriceltural operattons, Weekend visitor traffic (o wineries and wine tasting rooms may
conflict with existing local bicycle usc on these roads {or recreational use. This information
neads 1o be included und evaluated 1 the initial study before concluding thal the ordinance will
ol have a significant adverse impact on traffic and existing recreational use of these rural roads.

The Winery Ordinance requires comphance with Placer County Code Section 17 54 (60 to meet
parking needs. Perhaps better and more specific requircments should be considered, especially
eiven thal parking from the fow existing wincrics has already resulted in nuisances for
neiphboring landowners. (See 6/21/07 comments from Larry Graves, attached as Exhibit 8 to
this leter.)

The environmental impacts of gencrating dust from dirt roads caused by increased visitor waffic
should be further examined. In addition, public cominents have been expressed regarding the
cffccls of parking and crude grading of roads bordering riparian areas on walersheds and salmon
habitats. (Exh. 6, pp. 1-2.) The proposed ordinance does not address this potentially significant
adversc impact on sensilive habitats.

XI1.  SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Many residents of Placer County purchased property based on the valuc of the area’s quiet,
agricultural setting. (FExh. 1, p. 1; Exit 5, p. 6.) The existing environmental setiing is not
adequately discussed and evaluated in the Initial Study. Therefore, neither the public nor the
public's deecision-makers can adequately evaluate how the expansion of wincrics, tasting rooms,
and other associated visitor-serving facilities may affect the existing rural environmental setting.

There is a lack of quantitative information in the Negative Declaration despile residents having
repeated]y commented about the potentially significant impacts of noise, salety, dust and
pollutants, and the decreasc of their overall quality of hfe. (See 7703 Petition 10 Placer County
Zoning Admimistrator, attached as Exhibit 9 (o this letter) The Negauve Declaration states that
“[tFhe purpose of the RA zoning district is (o stabilize and protect the rural residential
characteris[t]ics of the arca and to promote and encourage a suitable cnvironment for fanuly hfe,
including agricultural uses.” (Neg. Dec., Scction [X, at p. 15.) Facilitating the expansion of
wineries and wine-tasting and processing facilities may frustrate the purposc for RA zoning
districts,

X111, CEQA RFEQUIRES THE ADDITION OF FURTHER MITIGATION MEASURES OR AN EIR
Scction 13064(g} of the CEQA Guidelines requires lead agencies, when presented with 4 fair

argument that a project may have a significant cftect on the environment, to prepare an EIR.
Furthenmore, the County, acting as the lead agency in this matter, has a duty to fully investigate
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the environmental conscquences of its proposed winecry and wane tasting ordinance, which will
expand commerctal and visilor-serving uses witlin the existing rural sctting. The County’s
failure 1o fully investigate the substantial evidence provided by existing residents of the
potentially significant adverse impacts of expanding commercial and visitor serving operalions
expands the scope of a fair argument that the ordinance as propesed may have significant
adverse impacts, indirectly or directly, on the existing rural environment.

Before the Winery Ordinance and Zoning Clearances are approved by the Board of Supervisors,
these patentially significant adverse impacts should be adequately evaluated and mitigated prior
to approving the ordinance; or, in the alternative as required by CEQA, the County should
prepare an environmental impact report to evaluate and seck 10 resolve any of the disputes that
may exist regarding the cffect of the expansion of commercial and visitor-serving, which the
County’s proposed ordinance encourages within the existing nural environment.

CONCLUSION

Because the Negative Declaration fails to meet CEQA’s environmental review and mitigation
requirements by failing to investigate and identify potentially significant environmental cffects
raised in public comment, and where miligation is suggested, improperly defers the mitigation
until after the ordinance 1s approved, on behalf of our clicnt we urge the Board to take the
ordinance off its agenda and direct County staff to conduct the proper cnvironmental
investigation and evaluation required by CEQA.

Thank you for vour constderation of our client’s position.

Sincerely,

Bill Yeut

Attacliments: Exhubits | throngh &

ce: Neighborhood Rescue Group
John Marin, Director Community Development Resource Agency
Melanic Heckel, Deputy Director Planning Department
Anthony La Bouff, County Counsel
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wlarch 1. 2007

>
To: Placer County Planning Department Zoning Administratar €
Fm: Neighborhood Rescue Group Assoclation

Re: PMPMTZI0060909, PESCATORE WINERY/DAVE WEGNER - MINOR USE PERMIT

MODIFICATION - TO MODIFY USE PERMIT TO ALLOW WINE TASTING ON A BY
APPOINTMENT BASIS.

We believe this "modified use permit to allow wing tasting” as it is now written should bz denied
for a number of reasons; some of them to be presented at this heanng, but o aumber of documents
with considerable detail are submitted today with (his letter for the Administrative Record.

The Neighborhood Rescue Group Association (the Associution} is a coalition of home owners In
Placer County that have a vested interest in this application because the pranting of this permit will
have a deleterious impact on our quality of fife. This proposed use denies us var individual rights,

These rights, for the purpose of this filing, are found in the aceepted definition of how one
individual may interact with another in society. Individual rights are distinet from human rights as
the possession of these rights does not depend on Aumanness as the source of authority, but rather
the actions of the individual who does things, atbeit on their own property that disturbs the normal
peace and quict of o very rural neighborhood, and thus violates the individual rights of others.

Qur concems are sgverg! and the years of exposuce @ the activiiies at the Dave Wegner Pescatore
Winery have abundantly shown us that those activities very often violated our individual rights.
Since the formal complaints to the County last year, at least the loud music has stopped.

We believe that we should have a nighl to peace and quite in our own yards. espeeially on balmy
summer cvenings. After all, we moved to this very area for that special quality of life,

The search for information has at times been very flrastrating because documents were not svailable
in a timelv mamner or the NRG was denied aceess 10 records that should have been provided under
the law. We will document this theroughly,

SPECIFIC COMPLAINTS (1) —The NRG tirst places on record, that onlv a pertion of the County
Stalt repost for this meeting was avatlable just two days on 2-27-07 before the hearing. The all
impaztant engineering and epvironmema! statf reports were not ready when we called ot the
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Neighborhood Rescue Group Association — Camments — Call for Denial or Continuation
PMPMT2006090Y, Pescatore Winery/Dave Wegner - Minor Use Permit Modification to
Madify Use Permit to Alow Wine Tasting on “By Appointment Basiy” - 3-1-07 - 22 of 24

it is, however, the function of staff to provide equal cansideration to the petitioners of the request

and adjacent property owners who may De adversely impacted as a result of the petitioner's
requests.

Where in all of this are any of the comments listed below from the Giles 1-23-07 filing with the

Planning Depattment on the Wegner Questionnaire? The complete Giles response document
alrcady in this record is Exhibit 3.

Here are very pertinent paragraphs in direct answer to the Staff Report to be considered

today where Mr. Fisch describes the project as -- consistent with the rural residentiai character
of the surrounding rieighborhood.

XV. Social Impact

This preject will increase. noise, traffic and dust in this quiet neighborhood. There were 4 noise

complains fited against this facility in 2006. Nmse from this taul:ty has a!ready disrupted-Tivestock
and remdents tocated adjacent to the facility.-

X¥1. Transportation/Circulation

Ridge Rd. serves countless bicyclists on weekends while Welcome Rd. is a small, private, chip and
seal road which already serves 13 residents.

Located at the juncture of Ridge Rd and Welcome is a bus stop that serves Mewcastle Elementary --
and mailboxes that serve all the local residents. Any vehicle driving to the winery has to pass,

directly past the bus stop as well as the maﬂhoxcs

The entrance to Ridge Rd from Welcome Rd has'poor visibility and a steep embankment on the
west side. Residents driving out Welcome Rd have already had close encounters with vehicies
turhing from’ Ridge Rd onto Welcome Rd,

‘The increased traffic from this project poses a threat to both Jocal residents and the public.
Headlights ftom vchicles leaving the winery pose a nuisance as they shine dircctly. into the windows
of the Jordan family located across from the winery.

Vehicles headed to the winery nmn pass the facility and drive up the driveway of local resident

-Larry Graves.

Applicant wants to sell 40 cases/480 bottles of wine per month vear round. This represents 4 very
large increase in traffic and a correspondingly large negative impact on this neighborhood.

The number of botiles of wine sold could be much greater and so can the impaci on our
nelghborhooed.
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Neighborirond Rescue Group Associgtion — Comments — Call for Denial or Continnation
PMPMT20060909, Pescatore Winery/Dave Wegner - Minor Use Permit Modification to
Modify Use Permit to Allow Wine Tasting on *By Appointment Basis” - 3-1-07 - 16 0of 24

their lives. Complainis have aiready becn filed by several individuals on this issue and the point is
well taken when they say the actions of the individual who does things, albeil on their own property
that disturbs the normal peace and quiet of a very rural neighborhocd, and thus violate the
individuas rights of others are wrong and when Placer County approves conditions that make it OK
to violate our individual rights, it is more than wrong, it is inexcusable.

I{ Placer County is so interested in enlarging the agricultural base, then it ought to be more careful
about the thousands of acres they have already given to development and not fry to force these

commercial enterprises into our rural community. To try to force these wineries into these rural
areas is wrong any way you fook at i,

SPECIFIC COMPLAINT (11} On this project thers are two other very important elements, that
we believe the County has totaily ignored. Refer back to WRG Exhibif (2}, second page to the map

of the area used in the lot split operation and took at the three way junction of Ridge Road,
Welcome Road and the driveway to the Pescatore.

The intersection of Welcome Road and Ridge Road is a bus stop for the bus that .transimrls

“children from the area, and we do not believe that this is either a healthy or ‘morally right .

thmg to bave a wine 1astmg Tacility at tl:mt iotatmn

Why should children be exposed 1o this threat and questionable influence? We have not had the

time to check the legality, but that onght not be our job anyway, it should be the job of the County
to take care of thas properly. :

The Larry Graves comments sent to Alexander Fisch were not mentioned in the Staff Report and
should have been because they were very on point, accurate and included pictures. For M, Fisch 1o

make the following comment indicates his disdain for the provisions of CEQGA which calis for
careful consideration of public input. He writes:

It is neither appropnate nor the function of staff to make a judgment as to whose version of past

events is maost accurate when providing the Zoning Administrator with a writien analysis and
recomrendation on the requested modifications to this Minor Use Permit,

Itis, however, the function of staff to provide equal considecation to the petitioners of the request

and adjacent property owners who may be adversely impacted as a resuit of the petiticner's
requests.

This flowery language might satisfy the Zoning Administrator, but we doubt that it will satisfy the
requirements of CEQA on public participation. For instance:
15131. Economic and Social Effects

Despite the implication of these sections, CEQA does not focus exclusively on physical changes,
and 1t 15 not exclusively physical in concern. For example, in Scetton 21083(¢). CEQA requires an
ageney to determine that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it will cause
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A chronology of events of Pescatore Winery
Julv 19, 2006

L H ) - - - R ; /! - -
Date of uriginal complaint -z 04 (antribers cop ’,‘;{qnizﬁ) A anin 5§

In 2005 Pescatore Winery had numerous events that sounded like Wedding receptions.
We did net bother documenting them.

ot [ bas e g f"S.- .

Usnknown date. | révorded “Brick House™ and other music from our deck in what sounded

like a wedding reception at Pescatore Winery.

March 5, 2006 Letter and photo sent to Bill Schultz and Mike Johnson complaining of
public wine tasting by Pescatere Winery, Tncluded with the letter was a photo advertising
public wine tasting.

March 9, 2006 Letter sent to Mike Harmis complaining of public wine tasting. wedding
receptions, loud rusic and soliciation for public events (on their website),

[ncloded with the fetter were phots advertising wine tasting and a copy of their wehsite
sdvertising weddings and banguets.

March 27, 2006 We receive g Ietier saving Code Enforcement has been requested o
suspend any action on gur complaint

May 20, 2006 RECORDED from- our deck what sounded like a wedding reception. Loud
music until 2330, We filed noise complaint w Sherifts #P060504232

June 6, 2006 Mike fohnson says he is going to issue a cease and desist order to Pescatory
Winery. I ask for a copy

June 20, 2006 I leave another message for Mike Johnson to call me back. | have not
received cease and desist order.
Becnrd

June 242006 Pholograph signs showing wedding reception at Pescatore Winery, Loud

_music feom reception until alter 2250 _hnu:s."u\-’e file noise complaiat with Sherifis

¥PO60505249

Jure 26, 2006 Letier with photo, website adventisements and wine tasting dates sent to
Christine Turmner {Placer Co. Ag. Commission)

Judy 5 2006 bike Joumion leaves message on our machine expiaining that he cant issue
CCAST aud desist order bveause Pescatgre Winery says their events are private, non
CORIpEnsaled ¢venis. Lounty L ounsel nas been advised,

Fl
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July 17,2004 Catled Johnson for an update. No reply
July 19, 2004 T email Mike Johnson for an update.

Dates they had sign out advertising Public Wine Tasting at their facility

4Feb 19, March 26, April 20, May 1, hay 10, May 13, May 17, May 20, Teey 2/, 700 0
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EXHIBIT 2



Pahice Call #PO6050G4232 Fage 1 or |

Detatied History for Police Call #P060504232 As of 12/07/2006 11:24:17

Privrity:d T}'pe:NUISE - NOTSE NSTURBAMNC
Locutinn 7055 RIDGY, RDNC

FoeCross:biws GOLD CREST €7 and WELCOME HD
InfpdANTERSECTION OF RIDGE REWVWELCOME LN

[€ reated: Jinsi20/2006 22:19:13]
[Entered: Jfos/z012006 22:22:37) NN
Dispatchi][0s202006 22:52:52) RN

*anute-—[;__srzﬂﬁnnﬁ11-53-35 _
{Unscenf |iUS!20:’2I]I]6 23:04: 08

r Detail

331913 CREATE Location; 7055 RIDGE R, '\'C T
RIWELCOME LN Nam oot n . ol i EEYMatia
Darea:SAL Area:131 TypeDesc: hOISE DI‘:T! RBAN( L anross bth G'Dl D CRF"E'I CT and
WELCOME RD Priority:4 Responsei IPAT Ageney:S0 MapiESB3 LocType:$

12:22:37 ENTRY  Comment:ANON RP STATES PESCATORE WINERY AT LISTED ADDRESS 1S HAVING A
WEDDING RECEPTION 1IN A BUILDING AT THE BOTTOM (OF THE PRDPERTY. RP

COMPLAINGIN OF THE NOISE AND THE LACK OF PERMIT FOR THFE BUSINESS TO)
HOLD SUCH AN EVENT.

213023 NOMORE

22:22:37 -PREMIS Comment: FPR
12:23:38 SELECT
12:24:16 YIEWED

11:.51:82 DISP 120K SR
12:52:57 -PRIU PAUK
22:53:35 *ENRTE 134K
22:56:07 *BACKER 137 |catoaeii
230408 “ONSCN 139 y
330556 ~ONSCN 13K

Agency: SO DBarca:SAl Ilmt UNTON Block:131

e A Ft” e | T e R e e = e or.

A NOIHF 1afo: l'\I'TER‘%E( l"IOi\ l.

23:22:28 MISC 131 Comment: RAINBOW VALLEY RD/ 193/GOLD HILL
23:25:29 ULA 13K Location: 160 RATNBOW VALLEY LN,NC

232540 ULA $30 Lacation:160 RAINBOW VALLEY LN RO

232818 C4 FSUK 137

234522 *CLEAR (AP

2R 33 YCLEAR UK DispocAS Copmend: MUSIC TURNED AND STOPPING SOON
234533 CLEAR

134533 ~CL.OSE

1

R L LTI LT JY RO SN B S TI006
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Police all =POBOADATY Page 1 ol

Detailed History for Police Call #P060605249 As of 12/19/2006 14:29:16

Privrity:d Tvpe:NOISE - NOISE DISTURBANC
Lountion: 70585 RIDGE RDNC
I o ross: hlwn GOLD CRESTCT :md '&'I- El. CO'VIE RD

'\.mle AT . . i
Ageney S() Darﬂ:‘i Al Bear: IIT\IU[\ Blm:k 131

i_' Detail

12:13:31 CREATE location: 7035 RIDGE RD,NC Tm., NOISE Nam o iESAEE el s
Duren:SAl Areazl3] Typelesc:NOISE DPISTURBANC anCmsx btwn GDL I) CR[ZS‘T {‘.T and
WELCOME RD Prmrlt}- 4 Response: IFAT AgeneviSO MapE5R3 LocType:S

24530 ENTRY Comment: LOUD WEDDING RECEPTION WITH LOUD 31USICL
RP WANTS TO) REMAIN ANONYMOLS,

1433 NOMORE

1430 -PREMITS Comment:FPR, PPR

56 SFLECT

(3]
[E)

Ea k3D
1= = td

22:(5:06 MISC Comment: RP REQUESTING A 10-21 WHEN THE DEPUTY CLEARS.
12:15:15 VIEWED

12:28:29 DISP L3t [)perﬂmmﬂperfﬂnmesz

22:28:29 PRIV %

214706 PRMPT 13U

12:47.06 -VIEWED (3K

22:18.34 VIEWED o

23:31:23 DIy 13t Operator SGREE OperNames ENIRIEET RSN

23:31:23 -PRIV 13010

23:23:18 ENRTE 1M

23435 *ONSCN . L3

2309727 CCLEAR 1A Dispo 0 Camment PARTY CLEARED AND ENDED AT 2300 HRS
234727 ACLEAR

234727 *CLOSE

2
(e O Tiuron P RD 73NN essape Mossase Dsplavi? him ] 3;1‘;,5'3‘1',']{1{3137/



Police Call #P080902822 Page 1 o'l

Betailed History for Police Call #P060903822 As of 12/07/2006 11:38:44

Priority:d Type:NQISE - NOISE DISTURBANC
Laeation:TD55 RIDGL RDL,NC

LucCrl:rS!i:bh\'E GOLD CRESTCT and WELCOME R

[E)nmue‘“ 0971772006 19:38:1 4]

JCiosed: _{}n9/17:2005 19:56:13

Mahe!

PrimeUnit:13L Dugu CC Type: NOISE - NOISE DISTURBANG

hone:216-063-4 108 Address: 265 WELCOME RD,NC

Agem‘v'qf) Darea:SA) Beat: UNION Block:131 [ Detail

i4: 16054 CREATE

13:19:17 ENTRY

15: 19: 17 -PREKIS
1%5:19:27 NOMORE
15:19:37 SELECT
15:19:47 5P
18:19:47 .PRIU
18:20:15 ENRTE
19:21:26 PRMPT
18:21:26 -VIEWED
18:48:24 DIsP
18.58:24 -PRIV
18:58:28 *ENRTE
{8:59:00 *RFT
19:03:56 *MISC

P3R4 "ONEC N
19:56: 13 *CLEAR

i9:56:13 -CLEAR
FRE6: 13 *CLOSE

Location:. 70585 RIDGE RDL,NC Ttpe NOISE Nam o< T
Wana :$A1 Areaif3] TypeDesc:NOISE DISTURBANC
LocCross:btwn GOLD CREST CT aad WELCOME RD Priority:d Resporse: BPAT Agency:50
hlap:ESB3 LocType:§

Comment: RE RPTD RESIDENCE AT LISTED 1020 ARE PLAYING THEIR MUSIC

EXTREMELY LOUD AND HE IS REQUESTING PCSO RESPOND AND ASK THEM T0O

QUIET DOWN. RFP I8 WILLING TGO SIGN A COMPLAINT IF NEXED BY, R WOULD
ALSO LIRE TO REMAIN ANON.

Cumment: PPR

]m
L3

13t Conn merSSRERIRE PEND FOR 4 WHILE.

134

131 Opcrﬂtur“)pnr?ﬂamus: AR

138
130,
13, CommestINQUERY QV,5MON3DEA, FCype

131, Comment: ¢ PEND REQUEST UDE T CODET. AT THE SAME TIME OF
DISPATCH

13U

131 THspo:CC Comment:5POKE WITH RP SAID ALREADY HAS CODE ENFORCEMENT
WORKING ON THY NOISE PROBLEM. HIE HAS NOT TRY TO TALK TO THE
NEIGHBOR. 1 MADE CONTACT WITH THE 1P, COULD OT HEAR THE MUSIC AWAY
FROM THE IMMEDIATE AREA, 1 TURNED MUSLC DOYN, OFF IN § MINUTES

3
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Podtee Lall PG Dugi a4 Fage 4 o) L

Detailed History for Potice Cali #P06 1000133 As of 12/07:2006 11:29:37

Princity 3 Type: NOISE - NOISE THSTURDBANC
Location: 7055 RIDGE RDNC
Lm.(’_ riss:hiwn GOLD CREST CT and '\-"r I:.LCO ME RD

- Created:J[10/01/2006 17:03: 10}{¢R
|[nlered |[Lo/017206 17:03:1 0] FR
HClosed” 1040172006 17:33: z:f| e
Primetinit: ann l‘}pt MNOISE - NOISE DISTLRB&I\C

Nameg

AQENCY: 50 Darea; S-’&l BP’H []f\lﬂ\f El!m:k I..’rl
I7:03:00 CREATE Encation:7033 RIDGE RENC Nam oSN
Address: ADRJACENT PROPERTY B§
WELCOME RD Map:ESB)

17:03:10 FNTRY  Type:None-->NOISE Nome SRR -+ CONFIDENTIAL R--> S
W'* Davea:Nome->8At Arven:None->131 TypeDesc:Nove--=N{ISE
[STURBANC Frigrity:Nope-->4 Respouse:None--=1PAT Agency:None--»S(3

Comment:LOQUDR DY ANNOUCING A WEDDING AND TIHE YIUSHC WILL START
ARYTIME - RIS CONCERNED AS THE DS SO LOUD

170510 -PREMIS Commoent PPR

17:04:19 SELECT

P7.04:25 VIEWED

TRl CHANGE Type:NOISE>NOISE Addresst ARJACENT PROPERTY--»268 WELCOME RD
Commenl:RP {5 AVAILABLE IE MEEDED

17:33:27 CAN Cumment: NG MORE NOISE

CRYST CT and

R .0cCross: hiwn GOL,

L e e AL L L I il A 6 TR N P LA B NP B TR TS AT o ol (R LT NS T
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LAURENCE A. GRAVES
6995 Ridge Road
Neweastle, CA 63658

Seprember 13, 2007

Baverazs Conmo!l Via facsimile and U. §. Maii
Fax No, 916-227-2745

Attention: MaryAnne Gilchrist
Licensing Represcntative

e, Licens=e: David and Patneia Wegner
Lecation: 7033 Ridee Road, Newzastte, CA DE65AE
YVaurFile Noo D31-373335

Tape of business: Wineny - Pescatore Vineyard & Winery

Dear Ms. Giichrisy

In responise to vour telephone caii to mie on September 7, 2007, that your office would require further
rcasons for the protest for the present application of the Pescatore Winery for winc tasting, I am
submitting the following two further conditions as well as the original protest conditions of my
November 7, 20086, letter to you as well as that by David Mackenroth in his letter of November 7, 2006,

Specifically, we protest Section 23789 in Rule 81.4 that "ABC will not license a new retail location

within 100 fect of a residence unless the applicant can establish that the operation and the proposed

" premises will not interfere with the quiet enjoyment of the property by residents.” In thig specificcase,
the winery premises and entrance driveway from the adjoining 50 foot road easement is within

approximately 40 feet of the James and Kim Jordan residence, and Mr. Jordan was onc of the protestants

at one of the hearings by Placer County in which he voiced his problems with vehicies entering and

leaving the winery entrance premiscs with noise and their lights in the evening and the dangers 1o his own |
chitdren and dogs.

Secondly, the protestants feel that the past conditions that have prevailed over the last two or three years
have, in effect, constituted a public nuisance {o fhe surrounding sixteen residential neighbors when there
have been public wine tastings, a violation of the prior ABC license, and primarily when there have been
the Placer County wine tours of 100 to 150 cars per day being on the winery premises and on the adjacent
50 foet road easement with its attendants effects on the adjoining sixteen residential neighbor owners. ;
In support of both the protestants’ position and in faimess to Pescatore winery, we wish to submit for the
ABC’s careful review in éonsideration of past maformation submitted to the County of Placer which are in
the follpwing three decuments submitted with this additional protest. -

185



: Dr.:;;'ﬁ-\{mem of Alcoholic Beverage Conu
Pager Two
Sepéermber 13, 2007

1. The entire County of Placer Plunaing Depariment Memorandum and Backup Information of August 7,
”{Jm 10 the Board ¢f Supenvisers,

P R s
HENINT ::*'.f.:.-...-h Raou

""J
T
:
L)
]

Vo Bncwrround o larrmanon o e Meghorthood Bescue Group Assooialion,
2. BRIk . x I

Afer waur carels) review of all the documentation subininted, it is requested that if the ABC allows
Pm:,nc.c VWinery is wine tasting permit thatin accordance with ABC rutes that the condilions be placed
on this permuit that there will be no more than one day of private appointmen: wine tasting limited to 15
cars and 24 pecple on any onc specified date. Further, a condition should be placed that there wili be no

outside related activities allowing more vehicles and wine tasting on any other occasions than the one
limited time retated to one dav of wine tasting, 15 vehicles and 24 persons.

ziteT, and since the
ay, Septomtber 13, 2807,

Very truly yours,

=7,

Lavurcnee AL Graves

T.AG:kd

e
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April 22, 2008

Placer Coundy

Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Rive, Suite 181
Auburn. TA 95603

Subject: Winery Ordinanee Environmental Impacts

[n reviewing the Negalive Declaration {IN0) For she new Winery Ordinance we noticed the
foHowing deficiencics:
I, AIRQUALITY
Dust generated by addittonael mraffic (1F access road 15 unpaved) is not
addressed tn the ND.

Mitigation: require a dust-free road surface (chip seal mav suffice)
2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A sceondary, but major impact of a permissive winery ordinance 1s the
Hikely construction of more vinevards, with extensive mmpact on wildlife
labitat, water quality (Doth surtace water and well water due 1o pesticide
use), soil erosion and the “natural” acsthetics of our rural areas. The NI
should address this.

Mitigation: Ensure that all new vinevards are subject to tull environmentat
review as part of County appeoval, This should include the
assessment of inpacts on neighbors™ weils, Closely control
aid monitor nesticide ese on all vineyards.

3. NOISE
Noise nmpacts arc understated in the ND — espectaily il there are neurby
neighbors (say withini002") of 2 wincry.

Miligation: Limit the davs and hours of operation of the machinery.
Also limit the operation of the tasting room, and the types of
activities allowed {e. g po wnplified music: Timits on ¢rowd
sizel.
W hope these deficiencies wili be addressed and that proper mitigation measures will be
included in the new Ordinance.

Thank you.
Sincercty,

Roger & [rene Smilh

&8
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April 18,2008

Community Development Resource Agency
Planning Department '

3091 County Center Dr.

Avbur, CA G35

RE: Negative Declaration--Winery Ordinmnee

In making our cormuents on this propesal. we respectfully submit that (1) the zoning
amendment i3 il advised or many reasons, environmental and otherwise: (2 an Environmental
Impact Report {EH must be preparad; (3) the current ordinances and Generul Plan regarding
“Agriculiural Processing” and “Roadside Stands™ are being misconstrued andqor actualty
violated with this zaning amendment. We submit that the coming amendnient Creates a de facty
restaurantbar vse which should be unaceeptabic in residential or agricultural (ag) zones.

EIR is Required

The threshold tor requiring an EIR for any discretionary action is only that any aspect of
the project “meay” have a significant effect on the environment, Court decisions have declared
several Negative Declarations {Neg Dec) to be invahd, due to the remaining potential for the
project W have a simihicant adverse eftect on the environmeni. :

The Placer Counry General Plan EIR states that an EIR is required when necessary to
examine nroject-specific effects which are peculiar to the project. Clearly, this zoning
amendment 15 inconsistent with the existing zoning,. and the etfects or impacts from this zoning
aimendment meet the eriterta for requining the preparation et an EIR.

In addition, CEQ:A states: “Subsiantial evidence shall inctude facrs, reasonable assumplions
predicated upor: facrs, and expert opinion support by facts™ Sinee it can be tairly aryued that this
zanirg amendment project could result in potentially significant environmental mpacts, an EIR
must he prepared [CEQA Guidelines, Section 13064],

Inadeguacy of the ditivated Nee Dec

A majur premise of the push 1o approve this soning amendment is anchoered in
streumnlining the process. However, expedicney at the expense of environmental degradation or
public health and salety 13 a poor bargam. Olbvieusly. to enforee the ordinance chinge, audits
will have to be performed. From what pubiic taxpaver funding saurce will the auditing expenses
be taken (rom? Or is this to be a “sell regulating™ ar self-auditing process. akin ta “trust me”
enforcement? Without proper auditing, the potential for abuse and resulting envirowmental
impacts on residentinl peighborhoods are siuniticant {oc may be sienificant).

[ 15 adeitted that the streamlining ef the process witl probably resuli i more wineries
and mare wine tasting facilities. This is a cumulative impact with far reaching significance that
is not addressed. “Maom and Pop™ or “bottigue’ operations must be sustainable within currently
suning designations, Otherwise, they weaken the intent of ordinances and sncouraoe operarions
that provide Lax write offs. fosses, and other negative cconootie impacts 1o the communty. This
Neg Dee should anabyvze the ceconomic nupacts on the county of such & lherad strewmlining of the
colny s vrdinance,




[rem [—Aesthetics: Light sources will indeed be a potential problem. Tt is irrelevant (as
well as mcorrect) to prediet thar e scale of the wine industey in Placer county 1s anticipated to
remmain relatively smath, (B i0's s0 small. then how is the propasecd ordinancc change susthified?),
This amendment would allow the smallest of winenes withow! wy, or minimal, vinevard acrease
to create tasting rooms. Thus the anterpated hight source From many more wineries 1s
siomificant.

The premise that a lack of vineyvard acreage will curtail winery growth and new light
sources 15 false. [01s much more likely 1o anticipate that every winery will (not just “may’’y have
security lighting, which has very severe and significant impacts on night hghting. To cite
daytime public usc as the criteria for lack of lighting impacts misses the entire point of new light
source impacts. We request that ar EIR be prepared.

e [-—Aericuitural Resowree: No one 15 opposed {o fegiimate agrivcultoral operations,
Howewer, 1t 18 erroncous ta conclude that the zoning armendment will result i an expansion ot
aaricultural production in Placer County when, indeed, the opposite mayv be true. To be
heneficial to agnculture, the grapes must be grown in Placer County; however, His amenderent
wlows grapes from outside the county to bo used. Thus, it may NOT bave cither a heneficial
ettect OR expansion etfect on Placer County agriculture production, ln et it may be
detrimental to the existing vineyards should grape “dumping™ from another regions oceur.

Tao clatm that the Winery Ordinance will implement several General Plan pelicics that
encourage agriculivural production 13 to hide belind General Plan policies that are not rigorously
followed m the county. The County may play Lip service to supporting agriculture and right-to-
fiarm activites, but it strongly supports conversion of ag lands to development. The ag
conynunity 1s remarkably silent when this occurs. Thus, the actions of the County do not support
a dedication 10 ag operation, and camot be used o Justhify wine tasting as a lesitimate ag activily,

HI—AT Quality: We respectfully disagree with the conclusion iu this Mitigated Neg
Dec that emissions would not gnpact air quality. Whether it s a {ire place in a wine tasting
roon, & diesel togrist bus, or aute enussions from custorners on private residential lanes. there
WILL be increased air poliution. Anyone whe grows organic produce knows full well the
potential hazards of pollution of crops from auto epussions near roudways This impact must be
analveed and mitigated; please do somoan EIR

Woe aiso disagree with the starement that vineyands that provide grapes for the wineries do
not produce substantial pollutants. With ehemical spravang, fertilizers, herbicides. pestivides,
ele.. vmeyirds are widely recomized as one of the most ecologically damaging ag activities. To
relvian part ot the state and tederal regulations and entorcentent with their reduced staff and
mereasing audpetiary cuts. is to provide nwe guarantees or even hkelibood of compliance. To rely
on the county {even before its upcoming cutbacksy to entorce any regulations s unecalistic; the
couaty cannat fultill its obligations now. The health of neighbors should not be subjected o
sughya pambic. Please prepare a full BT w cover this potentially severg impact.

Ta rely an the Regional Water Quality Control Bourd to monitor waste disposal is not a
reasonabic position or satisfactory muiteation. That agency s notorously overwhelmed aud
understaffed and cannot begin 1o adjudieate the thousinds of complaints it receives, let ulone s
backlos. It siinply cannot address any impeoper waste dusposal methods.”™ Adso, CEOQA does
not allow mitigation (o the tornt of “Let them Ganother avencyy do it Please prepase @ full ETR
to coser this potentially severe unpact,



IV —Biological Resoupees: We respectfully disagree that the proposed Winery
Ordinance in and of itsclf would not impact ouk woodlands, By making 1t easier to conduct
tustings and promotional events, oce e reasonably conclude that more wineries will be creared,
alonz with vineyards, cither on the property or off, Thus. a3 has been observed in the past. oaks
will most hkely be removed as they have in numerous instances whers wineres have been
created in the past. To put the onus of enforcement on the Plaver County Tree Ordinance {which
is the laughing stock of most tree ordinance specialists, and, except for a tow Tocal ineffective
ordinances, tops the list as useless and meaninglesst or on enforeement of Fish and Game
cegulations is unaceeptalle. Netther of these canfw:ll provide adequate protection, mitigation, or
avoidance of significant impacts. Mitigation 15 necessary and must be apecifically spelled out,
as s an EIR,

To conclude that because wineries are dispersed in the landscape that they would have nn
potential tor blocking wildlife migration commidors is erroneous. One only has to see vineyards
with nefting (devastating to birds), wire fencing. and other measures that have been utilized to
stop wildlife, More vineyards will bring additional impacts to inporlant wildhife comridors and to
predators, espectally as their increasingly namowed and segmented corridors force them Into
proximity of unnaturat habitat (1.e., neighborhoods, school vards, playgrounds, ete)). Please do
ars in-depth analysis of the impacts this erdinance smendment will have on wildlife corridors.

Until the Placer County Conservation Phun 15 either adopted or abandoned, no zoning
amendments should be considered. Teo do so would be to jeopardize and/or underniine potential
options that might be needed in the future. The PCCP is the true test of the County's dedication
to ag operations, let's see just how dedicated the county ix hefore we allow retail operations in
vesidential neighborhoads,

V1i--Hazards and Hazardous Matertals: 1018 a ghven that the zoning amendment will
result in more wingries. This widl rosult i more vineyards (even i grapes andor bottled wines
arc hrouzht in from owside Placer County). With the additional vinevards will come additional
cxposure to hazardous nukerials—air, soil, or waier born, To owr knowledge. there ts no
enforcemant ot the incorrect {or tlegal) use ot hazardous matenials untilh or unless there 1s an
unfortmate incident. To date. inappropriaie use of hacardous materials is a self-regulating
activity which means enforcement 1s practically aon-existent, For exampie, no one hus studied
the nmpacts W ground water of chemical residue seepage, but we do know Placer County crecks
ad air are bevorming more poltuted. More analvses, as well as stricter, not tooser. ordinances are
calicd tor. Please conduct a thorewgh analvsis of winerics and concomitant vinevard impacts and
prepare an EIR

MIE—Hvdrodooy & Waler Quality: Pleuse see above

To address water quality standards with the provision for potable water 15 problomatic on
wany levels, First, st isn't just the well on the winery property that may be tmpacted:
neighboring sells may be using the same groundwater table. Second. who s gotng 10 keep
count of the on-site population in a 60-day period? The owners? Again. selfregulating is
unaveeplble when economic resourees are al siake, Tlurd, bottled water 15 now knewn Lo have
health consequences that were unkuown even last vear, New disclosures are resulting in muny
cirizens abandoning ther bottled wazer, Bottied water 1s not an acceptadle provision tor potable
witer for @ winery.




Another concern is with the contamination of the groundwater thag will be a direct result
from inereased chemicals from increased winery activities. Inomany rural arcas with septic
systems, contaminaiion ot groundwater is. or may be, a reality. as it has heen in other arcas. By
the time the damage 13 recogmzed. it 1s too fute. We submit that the Placer County
Environmentad Health Division, facing cutbacks along with other County agencies, is 1n ne
position f0 be inspecting and reviewing sewage Hows, This is a critical issue that can literally
mean hife or death for citizens. This potentinlly severe nnpact must be analveed more in an EIR.

IX—Land Use & Plannine: [t is disingenuous to claimn that the Wincry Ordinance will
have no impact on land uses or divide existing conununitics. T one winery 15 suceessful, the
next step will be expansion, followed by a bed and breakfast, then a full scale restaurant, and on
to a hotef. The growth-inducing activities associated with a winery belong in commercial or
mdustrial zoned districts. and not in residential ng zoned dhstricts. This Winery Ordinances
merely exacerbates an atready intolerable Impact.

A 4.6 acre mimimum for a winery is hardly a viable size and should not quality as an ag
aperation. Tt could qualify as an ag operation for the growing of some grapes, bt not with the
creeping additions of winery, wine tasting, and whatever is coming next. The statement,
“Wineries and accessoty uses like wine tasting are elements of commercial agriculiura)
operations and are therefore appropriate and compatible uses™ 15 an insult (o legitimate ag
operalions. [s there a point at which the expansion of “accessory uses” 1s defined? Ts it ever
curtailed? Orwill it be an ever increasing nuisance to comihunities and neighbors who have the
misfuriune of having one of these in thew neighborheod? Wil these wineries stop at wine
tasting? What about erackers and cheese? Will they then make their own cheese complete with
confined animal feeding operations for daity cows? How ghout another building to make the
crackers, Commercial ag is working with the land: these accessory or value added operations
make a mockery of, and a disservice tu, legitimate commercial ag operations. Please do not foist
this egregiows amended ordinance on any Placer County neighburhoods. Analyvze all impacts for
full public review.

Itis a gross understatement to claim that “The Winery Ordinanee may encourage the
gstablishunent of addioonal wineries and vinevards...” [t will become an ag tax shelier for some
and a nuisance for others. To imply that neighborhood compatibility ssues will not unpact
adjuaeent residences is pure speculenon, Deterioration of property valoes WILL be the norm.
People live on privite. one-lane driveways for pavacy. Inomost rural areas, on private roads,
there are no public roadway services, Neighbors move 1o the rural areas w part for the privacy.
To open a wiaery 1y bud encugh; but to open a wine tasting {ncitity 1s abominabie to anyone
living on a private road. Condrary 1o what s stated in the Mitigated Neg Dece, property values
WILL deteriorate,

X1 Noiser To claim that the Winery Ocrdinance will not result in ¢xposure 1 oxeoss
noise leveds s indicative of the lack ol analysis i this proposal. There may be all of the notsc
factiry agsociated with public traffic: hom honking, strangers “pecling”out, muiflers, e, To
imply that County’s Naise Ordinance will suffice as regulation is a joke, Just rescarch the
dearee of satisfaction from County residents who have complained about noise ordinance
vielutions {neighborhiood) and seg the Tevel of nos-comphance ard NON-resolution, [t is alimost
impossible to define and entoree the Coimty™s notse ordinance unless one has tens of thousunds
of dollars ro pursue the matter in court. This tvpe of impact will foree neighibors into Jitigation,



where the burden does not belong, 1t should be the County’s responsibility to NOT create this
mightmare in the first place.

To couch excessive noise levels as somehow excusable dug ta their being “remporary™
and no more than six per year is unaceeptable. Can [run a red fight as lone as its on an
infrequent basis? The existing rules have heen created for the benetit of everyone—the common
good. This erdinance unravels that concept and 18 being created Yor the benefit ol a fow at the
cxpense of ncichbors,

Althougrh we may have missed it, we sec no discussion or analysis of the noise emanating
from the wine tasting public/potential customers. Please explain the omission of this potentially
severe impact, Many wine tasters 10 Napa and Sonomta Counties do not stop at cne winery for
one oF two tastes. Instead, they start at once and “make the rounds.”™ As cars drive into privale
lanes, residents witt not know 1F the occupants are just starting aut, or have been steadily
imbibing tor hours. Ewven shightly intoxicated adults can be oblivious to their own vouiferous
speech levels. As recently reported, some Napa and Sonoma County wine tasting facilities are
banning larue uroups due to unruliness; we can enly assuime this includes a noise element ag
well Please address inan EIR.

NI—Public Services: Common sense dictates that the General Plan did not address
public service impacts of wine tasting. Ts it assumed or anticipated that the sherift will never be
called 10 3 wing tasting establishiment {rowdiness, altercation, ete.)? How will the ABC lunit of
the aumber and size of the wine samples provided to the public be enforced? (Assuming
sumeone has been to four or five tasting rooms, will the Hmuts be cumulative? At the titth stop,
how will the tasting limits be relative?} Because the roads are private. how will viclarions be
cnforced (Jaw entorcement normmally must witness violations)? Because the county docs not
ownimaintain the private roadways. how can the coaney pass an ordinance allowing the publie
tulb use af the private deives? Pleasce analvze the public serviees impacts inan ETR and cureulate
for full public review.

XV —Transportation and Traffic: The Winery Ordinance requires that the printry
purpose of each winery 15 1o process winte grapes grown an tiw winery property or on other local
agricubural lands, As vague as the words “primary purpose’” are, the activity should be Iimited
tor processing winge grapes becawse of the potential impacts created by the amended zoning
ordinance. It s nrelevant that taere i currently ondy limited vineyard acreage; it is reasonable to
assuine {(with the stated County’™s “encoursgement”) that moere wineries and/or wine tasting
Facitities will be created. Thos, County roadwuy levels of service may be affected, but more
impartantly. pedestrian, bicyelist, and residenis in the neighborhoods will have their safaty
compromised. CEQA requires full disclosure, but we sce no roadway standirds for wine tasting
faeilities as descnibed in the Winery Ordutance, What will be the road widths, pavement
reguirerments, setbacks, ete! I paved roads are not required, how will dust be mitigated?

Please incarporate rmoadway requirements snd address and discuss them in an EIR.

Far the Winery Ordinance to NOT address parking i3 unaceeptable,. When a facility
becomes full ona private dove, the impacts t e neighbors is severely sigoificant. Property
dimazge, blocked roadways and driveways become a nuisance and may result in calls to the
shenff for “tow aways.”” acerdent. hit-and-run reports, ete. {which places more response time
Burdens enoalrendy overtased law enforcement agencies). Please provide an enforceable parking
lot reguirement and anglysis inoun E1IR.
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Many neighborhocds have “Neighborhood Wateh™ woups—aeighbors who have agreed
ta wateh out for cach other’s safety. The etfectiveness, tf not the entive concept of the
Neighborhood Watch program, will be rendercd useless with this winery ordinance amendment.
Otherwise, strangers, slowly creeping along the private drive (or racing along) wili simply go
unreported since it couid be somenne headed tor, or leaving, the winery, Neighbarhood safety
will be tmpacted and a sense of comumunity will be lost, Please address in un EIR.

Qther Considerations for NOT Adoaptine a Wine Ordinaner Zone Amendment

The Right t9 Farn. This concept briegs with it respensibility. Evervone supports
fanning and ag operations as long as they are legitimate, not a tax sham, no pose an
unacceptable nuisance to a community.  Right to Fann was never intended to allow retail
establishiments to set up shop 1o residential or resiag neighborhoods, let alane put on six
promotional events per year. Ag proponents complain about development infringing on Right to
Fare. This wine ordmance amendment creates the probiem in reverse: The Right to Live in
Peace 1 established ruralfay areas being infringed upon by nuisance wine tasting facilities. This
willeryv ordinance amendment is nothing moere than a shield for habby vintners and “bhoutiques™
to circunivent the tntention of laws and/or w take untuir advantage in the marketplace.

“Farming” and or “agriculture” are words that imply working on the land. in the din. and
are embraced by the public, Phony ag activities that become ecither nuisanuce activilics, or
“holding pattcrns until development arrives”™ (Williumson Act), are turning the public against
tradetional agricultucal operations. Ay should mean growing the grapes. It's a stretch (o take 1t
to the level of processing (winery), but the bam door was left open on that une. Now we have
the “tarm loaders™ moving in. trving to capitalize on an ordicance and laws that were not meant
tor thern at all.

Sclbing Placer County produce is allowed on the property or on the frontage public road it
it is at the site of the production. This wine ordinance throws all stipulations out the window by
(1) allowing grapes grown clsewhere to be processed and (2) allowing wine from other sowrces
o be sold. This ereates 4 deplorable situation not guly in unsuspecting res-ay zoned arcas but
also in urming the publie against ag operations.

Nutsatice Compliints. The county should plan on increased calls for services andqor
complaints from neighbors. A recent LA TIMES article tells the truth about the “booze hounds™
wlr show up ab these tasting counters, “throwing up in the shrubbery, shouting, sineing. flinging
ol germents. " Some wineries in Mapa have put out sivns, “No Hmas.”

Calitornia's vehicle codes {specdiog, driving without heense, drunk driving, ete.) are nol
gnforccable or private deives; vet Placer vintaers want to turn their privare one-lane shared
casement deiveways inte commercial roadwayvs, open to the public under 4 right-to-farm
smoxescreen. Netghbors and pets will never Know what hit tham when the “had been dringing”
{HBD? craowd appears; it wen't be prelly.

Dusinuenuous Cause and Effect Claim. The ag activity 1s in the growing of the grapes.
Fut vineyard vwners to ¢laim they need to process the grapes. and now need to allow asting on
the premises w scll the botrles is using 1he same Jogic that an automobile hady shop must
encemage accidents to stay 1 husiness. Mo publie agency should be encouraging the
cconomic advantage of one segnment of the population over another (vintners oyver




homeowners in this case), The grape growers know what they are getting into. The demise of g 3
acre vinevard and winery 1s a blip on the economic ag screen: 1f they are not making a good
product, no gamount of tasting is going to take them out of the red.

o ordinance should be amended 1o accormmodate an operation that is unsustainable in
the first place. When wili eattle, sheep, or hog operations demand erdinance changes to create
shops to sell leather juckets; w create restaurants to sell veal sealoppint, filet mignon, or
medallions of lamb? WAll the county change its noisc ondinance o promote ear plug sales? Wil
the County pass an erdinance next to allow people whose homes are being foreclosed to star
hall-way houses tor (i1l g the blanky in order (0 miake money t0 maybe bead off the
toreclosure? It is NOT. and never should be, a government’s role to favaor one commercial
industry over another. Where does the maduess end?

Alternatives:

As some wineries have alrcady discovered, many retail establishments now have a “Local
Wine” secfion n ther grocery aisles. This 1s where serious and legitimare local vintners who
have a wortliwhile produet canswill seli their wines. 1n addition, a number of very large wine
retallers (wing superstores™) are opening their deors in Placer County, thus providing another
venue for wine sales,

Wine tasting can‘should be held efther in cooperative venucs. such as the curreat
Farmers” Markets. IE in the wildest streteh of the ordinance, wine tasting was to be allowed. it
should be from public-road-aceessible vepues ONLY. [fa vintner wants te have tasting and not
impacl apy neighbors on a privale drive, then itimust be from public road aceess or public
venues. This ordinance creates an unreasonable situation where the vintner on the rural private
drive will abways know when their prvacy willowill not be violated: they will simply keep the
eates shut. However, neighbors will have to guess constantly as to who the passershy are.

With a birtle caputalistic ingenuity. there should be ptenty of reasonable opportunines for
wine Laating activities that will NOT impaet ncighborhioods and residential areas. Otherwise, the
neighbars {and the County) are subsidizing unsustuinable operations {that should stick to grape
erowing aud get out of the winery business) at a great cost- -Hwe toss of thewr rural ambiance,

The Winery Ordinance zoning amendment 1s an vnacceptable preject that must not be
implermented. §F aaything, ag repulations, ordinances and milings need 1o be stitfened to stop the
wholesale denigrazion of what once were respectable ag operations.

Cordially,

Lrmie Jav
PO Box 7167
Aubum. CA 83604
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01-23-07
To Whom It May Concomy

[ have reviewed the Environmental Questionnaire submitted to your effice from
Maywan Krach of Placer Counzy for David Wegner {Pescatore Winery). Your comments
on the quesiionnaire are due to the County by February 1, 2007, T live next to Pescalore
Winery and T am {amiliar with the proposed MUP Modification and wish to give vou
more accurate information about this project. You should be aware that in addition to the
project deseription listed on the questionazire, the applicant is also requesting to amend
the ¢xisting MUP 10 include “additional activities associated with the operation of a
tasting roem™, Such activities were nol clanfied m the appiication ard are therefore
unkoown. Twill address tssues as they appear an the Environmental Questionnaire,

ll. Generai
No. 7 Yos, the project may result in indirect discharpe of sediment into a stream or pond
locaied on the property. Crude grading of reads and parking areas along with compaction
of soil has left arcas above the stream and riparian habitat devoid of vegetation and
vulnerable to runefl

{11, Drairage. Hydrotogy and Water Quality

No.l Yes, There is a pond adjacent to the property boundary in addition to a small pond
and stream on the property. The stream is a trbutary to Georges Ravine (designated
Satmon Habitat)

No.? Yes, Water may be diveried inte this body of water.

No 3 There is a significant amount of conerete and asphalt surface in addition 1o graded,
compacted dirt roads and packing areas that run perpendicular and parailet with the
riparian habiwat,

No.3 Yes. Water frora the project can ru-off into the watershed drainage. The amount of
crude grading and compacted sotl devold of vegetation preatly inhibits the ability of the
s0il to absarb water.

No. 12 Yes. Op-site drainage patterns have alicady been meodified and if this project is
approved will Further compact sot! apd further modity drainage patterns.

IV, Vegetation and Wildlife

A biological survey would be appropriate considering the projects location and poiential
nusict on riparien halitat and consequently Georges Ravine (Salmon habifat)

V. Fire Protection

Project has inadecuate aceess for Fire Equipment from a paved surface. (greater than § 50
fi}
Projzct has inadeguate access to cmergency waler saurces a3 pond 1s hot atcessible,
Project bas inudequate, narrow, single lane, grave rond to Commercial structure.
Access (o nearest through road showld be micassred for accuracy.



Vi Nolse

Facilily had 4 noise complainis filed with Shenffs Office in 2006,

Facility is located on hillside across from other residences. The acoustics ol the area
resuits in noise and veice easily traveling acrass to neigkbors disrupting livestock and
residents. Applicant is proposing a “plenic area” as a “public recreation” arca {ses X1V
Na.3) which is not compatible with adjacent land use.

VI Adr Quality
No.5 There has already been clearing of vegetation for the project.
X1, Sewape

The septic field for the Commercial butiding was to remain undisturbed but has heen
compromised by vineyard andfor gravel roadway.

The septie held 18 located uphill and relatively close to 4 domestic wells, riparian hahitat
and a siream.

The project would significantly increase wastewater due to the impast of members of the
publiv nsing the facility bathroom. kitchen ete. Applicant ropes to attract enough traffic
to sell 4 cases 380 hottles of wine per monih year round. Applicant claims 1o have
parking spaces for 25 vehicles,

Durmg the wettest time of year groundwater is only a few feet below the surface of the
ground in the riparian habitat.

X1 Hazardous Maleriais

Facthily stores and uses Round Up Herbicwde and Salfur Spray. Lighl wind can cause
Herbicide to drift into ponds and stream.

Crraved parking atea (Tor 25 vehieles) and road 18 lecated on border of nparion habita
These vehucles will undoubledly feak ails, antitreeze, gasoline ete that will concentrate in
the soil. Crude grading and compacted sail can cause the runott of these contaminants
inte the riparian habital and stream that supehy 4 neighborhwod domestic wells and flow
into Georges Ravine (Salmon habitat).

It is retsonahic 0 beliove pesticide will be needed intermittent!y and poses further threat.

XV Social Impact
This project will increase, neise, traffic and dust in this quist neighborhood. There were 4
noise comelaints Nied agaimst this facility it 2006. Noise from this facility has already

disrupted Lvestork and residents located adjucent to the feility,

ANV TranspertationCrroudition
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Ridge R4, serves coumtless bicyeiists on weekends while YWelenme Rd. 15 a speall,
private. chip and seal road which alrcady serves 13 resudents.

Locared at the junctute of Ridge Rd and Welcome 15 a bus storp that scrves Newcastle
Elementary and the mattbexes that serve all the loeal residenus. Any vehicle driving 1o the
winery hus to pass dircetly past the bus stop as well as the mailboxes,

The enwrance to Ridge RA from Welcoree Rd has poor visibitity and a steep embankment
on the west side. Residents driving out Welcome Rd have already had close encounters
with vehicles turning from Ridge Rd onto Welcome Rd.

The ingreased maftic from this project poses a thieat to both local residonts and the
public.

Headlights from vehicles leaving the winery pose a nuisance as they shine directly into
the windows of the Jordan family located across from the winery.

Vehicles headed to the winery often pass the facility and drive up the driveway of local
resident Larry Graves,

Applicant 1s not part of a toad maintenance agreement although 10 1S required by his use
permit.

Applicant wants Lo scil 40 cases/480 bottles of wing per month year round. This
reprosents a very large increase in traffic and a correspondingly large negative impact on
this neighberhood. The number of battles of wine sold could be much greater and se can
the fmpact on gur neighborhood.

I you have any questions you may contacl me.
Mike Giles

916 663-4108

doubleduck 7 lunset.ecom
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DANIEL G. CRIPE
015 Hailey CFms, Ragenlls, CA 65747
1914] %T%'T%
danfiderpeonline. tom

Plannung Depanmaond

Placer Calnty Q{f' ((P)

Aubum, Cabfomes
Illl:r' 15. 2:.:'1:?

o Whosy W hay Concern;
Re: Proposed winery and fasting raem — 5560 Fawnridee Read, Aubumn

Lecanon. 5560 Fawandpe Road, Awaum, CA $5602 (APR 75-050-58)

My namne is Deniel G, Cripe, a propeny owner on Fawnnidge Road. 1 am 2 Rea! Estate
Appraiser with over twenty yeans of epprassal expensnee in Northers Califamia
stroagly disagree and obsec! to the proposti wincry and tasting room and retal) busingss
prupusal for ssveral 1easons,

b The location on Fawarides Road, which i¢ on 3 prvately mainiainsd dint and
gravel dead end roud, 12 not designed ¢ support a comimercial retail business
enterpmise such 23 proposed. Acecss o those properties located on this road will
b resincled and preserys many safety and potential environimental 185ues

2. The design and copsmucnun matenals type of retalt building proposed is a metal
mdustrial ype building whose desipn znd constmetion iz not cemsistent with the
quality and matcrials typically asseciated woth a normal retail winery, lasting
room and retail stare Jocated in closed proximity te existing single famity homes.

This propused winery with tasting reerm and retall sakes would definitely cause a decling
in propeny valuss and (oss 2 marketability for the properies located off Fawnndge
Road

Sincurely,

i e rl _.r -l,:! _
Sial S

Dasict G Crpe

ADA
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plan check and inspection fees. Fees for improvement plans (plan check and inspection)
are based on « percentage of an engineer’s estimaie — minimum fees are $2500.

Larry Graves is a neighbor to Mr. Weener and made the foilowing points:

* Vineyaids and wineties are beantiful and a welcome addition 1o any
neighborhoed,

o There ar¢ concerns about changing the aaricultural wording 1o aliow wine
tasting.

*  Wineries with tastings should bave their own private road and not utitize the
existing shared residential roads,

» The lecatien of the winery should determine the number of tastings aliewed.

*+ - Al neighboring winery he has observed 100 to 150 cars during.a winery event
and lhc parking is a nuisance when patrons drive up to his property.

o Ile is requesting that County Staff have mectings with the neighbors and winery
owners 1o work on this wgether.

» The Sclane County Winery Ordinance should also be studied,

v The CHP satisttes for drunk driving in Napa County should be collzcted and
reviewed.

Coumy Respanse: It is the County's pesition that the current Zoning Crdinance
provisions alfowing Agricultural Proc essing afready inclinde vpportunities for
esiablishing wine tasling facilities, with ffuz processing of a Minor Use Permit The Draft
‘Winery Ordinance will wiare specifically address the permit process and standuards that
would apply. While not wanting fo prevent wine tastingfor wineries on private roads a

Minor Use Permit would be required rarher than.an Administrative Revrew Permit, thus |

recognizing thai theve are viéighborhoad compdtibility concerns that need to be
addyessed. - County staff has mei with both winery owners and concerned neighbors at
their request. The workshops provide an opportunity for winery mwners and neighbors 1o
meer fogether and make Their recommendaiions known. The Planning Department will
obtain a copy of the Solano County winery regulations for pirpose of comparison. The
Planning Department does not have access to Napa County CHP drunk driving siatistics,
but algo believe it would be an unfoir comparison, given the number and size of Napa
County winerigs.

Gabe Mendez, a co-owner of Vina Castellanc Vineyand, made (he following statements:

¢ Asagencral engineering coniractor he esiimates that for a 20 foot wide paved
road 1Uwill cost approximately $80,000 10 $100,000 not including culverts. Also
winenes ¢nuld bear additional cosis associated with grading and tree removal.

¢ Pavemcnt does not have a country feel

¢ e has had heavy equipment in and out of lis road and has rever had road {afiure.

¢ Where did the 20 fsot width road requirement come from?
s The public roadway connection plate referenced would cost him $30.000 because
of blasling and the ruad closure necessary.

A0
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The citizens of residential properiies on Fawnridge Road in Noreh Auburn, Placer County, CA
have prepared the following title and summary of the chief purpose and points of this petition.

¥ We the undersigned obiccet to the construction & operation of a commercial proicct on a private,
unpaved road in a residential-agricultural neighborhood . Ths use 18 not gonsistent with the pverall
neighborhood & wali destroy the rural atmosphere, bring unwanted teaffic, dust, water runoff, noise
pollution & desirav the peacefud empovinent of our property. Fawundee Road is in bad repar &
deflicult to ditve because of a decaying WID ditch & only onc-way i and out. This presents extremely
serigus safety concerns for cveryone living on that road A large indusirial building, with extenal
ltzhiing and paved parking would be in clear view ol our residences.

* A road maintenance gssociation is being formed to deal with repoirs, maintenance, use and access o
Fawnridge Road, a private dist road. We are considering a secured entrance that wiil help insure the
nrivacy, seremiy & scourity of our homes. The applicant’s purstit i this now vemure on a five-acre
parcel on & private road is notin compliance with Placer County policies.

Each of us for hinsell or herself says: “f frave personally signed this petition, and I nne a resident of
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From: Jake O'Rourke [jakeorourke@hotmail com| TR }O 60 :
Sent; Thursday, June 26, 2008 §.17 AM T “'-"--— LI

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors; Flacer County County Counsed
Cc: neighborrescue @live com

Subject: CEQA Violations—-Vote NO on wine tasting ordinance

June 26, 2008
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Subject: Proposed Wine Tasting Ordinance

The proposed wina tasting ordimance/zoning change requires the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a vote to deny the changes. Te try to use a Negative Declaration
{Neg Dec} is a blatant violation of the Cailifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQAY}.

Impacts that were identified in numerous citizen comments have been routinely ignored and
dismissed as insignificant. The County has failed to measure the impact of all the boutiqgue winerias
likely to open as a result of the wine tasting zoning ordinance change. Traffic, health and safety,
biological and other environmental resources throughout the entire county wili be impacted. These
impacts are not propetly analyzed in the winery-initiated and county-supported rush give regulatory
relief to wineries (at the expense of citizens), with private roads throughout the entire county being
especially impacted. We know in El Dorado County, an estimated 50,000 people can descend on small
back ceunty roads. Although studies should be conductad to assess the environmental traffic impacts
of even modest increases in the number of winerigs, none of the traffic impacts is addressed in detail,
The magnitude of this zoning change is Placer County-wide—not just one or two "botlique wineries”
wide,

Ptacer County's private roads often branch off of narrow, public roads that have ne shoulders,
bike lanes, or sidewalks. These private branching private roads {also lacking shoulders, bike lanes, or
sidewalks} then branch again into additional private roads and drives. Any increased traffic on public,
and especially private, roads must be studied. Yet there is no discussion or analysis of such petentially
monumental traffic impacts on such sub- or minimally-standard roads.

The public might be agreeable to wine tasting facilities that come off public roads, or wine
tasting facilities on private roads when all the residents/propenty cwners/neighbors on the drive
{unanimously} consent to allow wine tasting facilities. However, such alternatives or mitigation
meaasures are not even on the table. Thus, all the public has is uncertzinty and all the county has is
CEQA violations.

One area that 1s totally ignored 15 in addressing gated roads.  Although neighborhood
associations may have rules governing commercial access, a wine tasting event or a2 promotional event
needs anly to be advertised with the gate code included {or instruct customers how to call to have the
gate opened). Experience has shown that by the time a Homeowner Association has a chance to
react, the event or tasting is over. This must be addressed.

CEQA must be followed and an EIR must be prepared. In this Negative Declaration {Neg Dec)
proposal, no mitigation measures are even offered. The following two paragraphs from ancther public
comment letter articulate the situation Placer County’s situation and support the preparation of an EIR:

It is well settled that CEQA estabiishes a “low threshold” for initial preparation of an EIR,
especially in the face of confiicting assertions concerning the possible effects of a proposed
project. The Pocket Profectors v, City of Sacramento {2003) 124 CalApp 4th 803 928. An EIR is
required whenever substantial evidence in the administrative record suppons a “fair argument’
that significant impacts may occur, even if other substantial evidence supports the opposite
conclusion. CEQA Guidelings 8§ 150684(a)1}, (f{1) (emphasis added}. An impact need not be
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momentous or of & long enduring nature; the word "significant” “covers & spectrum ranging from
'not trivial' through ‘appreciable’ to 'important’ and even 'momentous.”™ No OF, tnc. v City of Los
Angeles {(1974) 13 Cal.3d 88, 83 n. 16. The fair argument test thus reflects a “low threshold
requirement for iniial preparation of an EIR" and expresses "a preference for resolving doubts in
favor of environmentat review.” Slanisfaus Audubon Society, fnc. v, Counly of Stanisfaus (1985)
33 Cal App 4th 144, 151

Further, where the agency fails to study an entire area of environmental impacts, deficiencies in
the recard “enlarge the scope of fair argument by lending a logical plausibility to a wider range of
inferences.” Sundstrom v. Courty of Mendocing {19883 202 Cal App.3d 296, 311, {n margmnal
cases, where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a
significant impact and there is a disagreemant among experts over the significance of the effect
on the environment, the zgency “must treat the effect as significant” and prepare an EIR.
Guidelines § 15084({g}, City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. Board of Supervisors {19885) 183
Cal App.3d 229, 245 [1}

The Placer County impacts from this proposed wine ordinance are county wide, yet the Neg
Dec does not iook "at the whole of the action” (CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a}) nor does it assess both
direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental effects {(CEQA § 15064(d)). The Neg Dec
must look at the combined impacts of all the wineries that are fikely to be constructed and build wine
tasting facilities with the stated intent of “regulatory relief” and encouragement of expansion of wineries
and wine tasting that this proposed wine ordinance zoning amendment provides. The zoning
amendment does not study or inform the public of the impacts (traffic, air quality, noise, etc)) that may
result from that relieve or expansion.

The proposed ordinance allows wine tasting on 4.6 acres with the planting of only one acre of
grapes. No mention is made of viability, production minimums, maintenance, elc., as is the case with
El Corado County’s ordinance. [nstead, the door is opened for anyone to only "plant” that acre but
process grapes from anywhere, as well as bring in bottles of wine ("cellared”) from anywhere along with
merchandise and foed, to sell on site. Thus any hobbyist is strongly encouraged {o start 2 winery, Yet
none of the impacts are analyzed as to increased use of pesticides, herbicides, and other hazards
(wineries located adjacent to homes with children), water guality impacts (surface water runoff), or
biclogical impacts that hundreds of fragmented acres of increased vineyards may create. To rely on
"self-regulation” for moderation in winery operations is grossly unreascnable and unacceptable.

One of the larger, overlooked impacts is with public services. Law enforcement does not patrol
private roads, so any vehicle code violations will have to come from residents or citizens filing
complaints. Similarly, the County conveniently tries fo avoid assessing noise impacts by erroneously
relegating the impact as insignificant because of an existing county noise ordinance. Existing county
ordinances do not minimize or lessen the ncise impact as far as CEQA is concerned. An impactis an
impact i an impact and must be analyzed. Citizens will be impacted by the noise coming from both the
tasting traffic and the promotional events which triggers the necessity {o prepare an EIR with this
amendment. The fact that a noise crdinance axists, or that the Sheriff can be called, is irrelevant with
regard to CEQA.

Additionafly, with the increase in construction of wine tasting facilities, there will be noise, dust
and possibly erosion from construction of tasting rooms and increased vineyards. Yet the public is not
informed as they would be with the preparation and circulation of an EIR.

Another huge ignored impact relates to water supply. Again, no study and no information are
forthcoming as to groundwater supplies and/or non-treated water deliveries (currently, if not aiready on
a "waiting list,” 1/2 miner's inch is ail that is allowed per parcel, per current PCWA canal policy,; this may
change if draught conditions materialize). If boutique wineries spring up in areas where only well water
Is available, what will be the impact on the water table? Will neighboring wells be impacted? We do
not know bacause no studies were conducted, as they should be in 2n EIR.

Wineries want one acre of "planted” grapes to meet the minimum requiremant to allow wine
tasting and promotional events on private roadways. They claim they need the public tasting on the
private road access to sustain their commercial industry. However, one acre of grapes will vield at the
most from 250 to 350 bottles of wine. Is that sustainable? (El Dorado County requires 20 acres and 5
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3600 Clover Vallsy Rd
Loomis, CA 85650
jakeorourke@hotmail.com

Lol Neighborhood Rescue Group
Placer County Counsel

{17 G, Scott Williamns, Seltzer Caplan MeMahon Vitek, A Law Corporation re San [Hego Wine Ordinance, May 18, 2007

Earn cashback on your purchases with Live Search - the search that pays you back! Learn More
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From: Peter Willcox [willcox ps@yahoo.com) i o et e e
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 4.08 PM i AGENDA ETERE i

Tor Placer County Board of Supervisors et f -0 f :
Subject: suppert wing ordinance i DATE: L2 f

! ;|
i
Board cf Supervisors 1i FTrReTE. /0 \5 e |1#
Flacor Jounty i -"“1"“*_“,;:::::::::;T;i
i'm supporting your propcsed wine ordinance. It looks like & well zhought ocut pliece of
work, Going Lo small winerics ig one of 1ifc's pledsures.

Dovaer Willoox
Grass Vailey

Al



From: oowine@peoplepc.com i AT IwE

|

. i . 1

Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 8:20 AM : Z_ f Cg E
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors _ (| R r
Subject; wineries l i
‘f?“fxf ”5 jD _ H

Hello

We wanted to state our SUPPCORT for the wineries. As long as they comply with all the county and state
regulations, they should be allowed to farm their land, and sell thelr grapes and wine. In turn it is a beneft to the
county in many ways. it brings people 1o other business, for tax revenue and many more banefiis to all involved.

Permits should have never been issued, to get the wineries in the pasition they are in now. it was know by the
board all a long what the wineries intentions were lo make and sell wing,

Now to tell them they cant go forward, after collecting taxes and fees, is not right

It for some reason this does not go through, the wineries should receive some kind of compensation back for all
their efforts, and expenses.

Thanks in advance for your support

Maria and Lou Rego




From: slacy taylor [taystacy1@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Thursday, June 26, 2003 9:58 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supenasors

Subject: wine ordinance

Flease contnue to allow public wine tasting in your area. As a resident of Truckee | enjoy touring the area and
supporting local wine and other agriculture. Keeping the tasing and annuval events is important to visitors to your
dared.

Stacy Tavlor
Truckee Ca
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From: Steve Killehrew [esk@starband net

Sent:  Thursday, June 28, 2008 257 AM /O : ; [’\ j
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors O T 2T {,
Subject: Winery Ordinance i

BOSups: | support the new wine ordinance to favor Placer County agriculture and the fledgling Placer wineries. |
believe that wineries are fully supported by every other CA county that | know about, near and far, and all these
other counties are quite proud of their wineries. | suspect the few angry people in opposition to the proposed
ordinance would probably be 1 favor of Pracer bemg the onfy “dry” cmmty m CA. | a5k you fo please heln suppert

make us all proud
Thanks!
Steve Killebrew

P.O. Box 147
Applegate, CA 95703
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Froam: Mia Rice Stone [miaricestone@wildblue.net) AN 'ﬁ“( ETH PA il

Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 2.2 PM —. Z - J - Df |
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors bled — H
H

lP

Subject: suppont of winery ordinance

I“"-'“-'-l—-nﬂ._—._-..._u_...._ .

ihis larter 42 to inform you of our scvpport of the upcaoming winery crdinance. My hushand
and I have heen land gwners in Placer County for 10 years, and last yeav finished porlding
nur Mdream none' here.

We o work narvd vo support our commonity by shozping locally as muoch sy possible, supporting
thi 1!‘%, wildlife resane sForvicsa, payving hogh dod larzs Lo parcnase Zood che fsroers
market Ln Acourn, hiring ol lacat sub-contractors, buying bellding and landscaping

. Aronhicr words, we

Euppljuﬂ inoour bUUNLy and aonabing wo the losal achool seorts Lea
Gre your ideal citizens!

We are aware tiat therc is a snall, vocal minovity who srrongly object o having folds
viail our local Placer County wineries and atlowing These wirsrtes Lo have somse events
tivounlicul the year ro pronote thelrn business. T odon'b heesr Lhese sane naop Lo chiecting
the
i

(R

Lo mandacin, zpple, iris oy othor arcwors! 1t gseoms as Lthough they aro drivon by oan
uareaiiatic fear of & bunch of drunk drivers fueled by free local wine, tearing thr Jujh
tre oouanl. ryslde waHklﬂG navor and 1U“w1nq wyer chaldron and pets.  We have Lasied winoe
)Y wver Californias and in several nther states and have never enogonterod theso prob]ems

or o such anti-local agricoltural senc 1menL
Dowenld oul roney on Che bet vhat these same feariul cllizens have non s

pent any Tioe at

Ehese winsrigs,  I0 Lhoy had, “hey cocido’t nelp DUy see mostly Slder fol
N =

4.

gay riwed Wit h
thoe more af‘]un"1 and educated younger serv (Z6 - A0 wiech Family ang
faloncs, &3 s osomE looad wine, heving plonics and ases for their
caliectisngSonllars T know what when wi Qo oul, we rately pa;ﬁ less than SEC and

sumsl lwves moro thn 150 per couple. That is meney golng directly into cuas lowal economny.
Aruiogaess what, wae don's drinx 3 bunch, wn fact, we cnd vp psuring out as mach as we 3ip.
iU takesr a hesd of a4 ot of tastes to 2gusl & glass of wine, wnile nul exploring locad
wineries, we usnatly go out to lunch or disner, adding cven more to the looal colifers.

Mot Lo mention gas!

IoEnow now a few angry, veolfercus folks in this commenity can gel a loo of atuention and
appear To reapressnt acre of the demographic than thewy dz. ALl that takes i3 to read the
lelters Lo the editor in the Auburo Jdovrnal..  That 1s part and parcel of a small town.

Please don't bend Lo these few unrcalistic, fearfue: folks, instead try to understand rheir

agonda.  Tren Jof me know what the heok 2t ois!?

Porsonally, T fecl we bhave many "truse™ ooncerns o in cur o oommunily rhat need oy onergy and
ike Lhe increasing nunbor of people whoe are zhowing Lhe chwvious 1 Di met ke

attentian.,
addicnion crat I see walking arcend towne,  Bow Lhers i3 a8 proeclem that effects !
Fernapns you Can engege the antl-wine agvlivists Lo put 2lp energles towards vnat pr:blem.
That way, Lhoy can astill have 2 ¢gommon fear bo Dind them and 3 projoct that wll]

The cammanity .

Thaak you for your time and ! hope, vour support

Mia Rice-3Tona
Tom Slone
1662 Dog Bar 3cad
cliax, A 95713
miaricastoene@uildibiae, net
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Fraom: Malt at Garden Fare [malidyck@earthlink riet]
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 640 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Winery Ordinance

[———

Fleasse pass vhe up ooming ordinancoe zilowing wineries to soerve wzir prodoects al Lheir
.. = r
propertics. s oo local ag producer, T oknow how fizancially challenging an ag operation is

irn Lhis neck o the woods.

HZaving to operate an off-szive basting room 18 not feasible for most

amall, family wineries. 1 oiten bring family and Iroends from cul of

tovn Lo thre Joocal wineries o oexeorienco Lhis uniguce and speciazl part of cur culture hore
inotlho Sierra Toothllls.  Taking fhem to Low. Gust wouldn't bs the sams.  In thi: age of
Gletennect betwesn consurer and produocsr 1 ochink forbldrding consumars Crosh axperia:
iere thelr foed or wine 15 grows 15 a4 areat Gisservyioe Lo ous all.

Thank yau for your consicervarion,

Xall [yok
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From: Lisa Guhbels [thegubbelsgang@hotmail comj _‘_ W“—jr_; ‘ :::“’-é
g0 TR WY
Sent:  Wednesday, June 25, 2008 9:02 PM H BT 08
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors T 7 .’5../....._6,.)_.‘.....-,._ f
Subject: Placer County Wine Ordinance g /0 7 i

i — e

To the Placer County Board of Supervisors; . o _________ R

I am a resident of Newcastle and a native of Placer County. I am also a wine drinker, a neighhor of several small
wineries, and a registered voter. 1 believe that the growing wine industry in Placer County is 3 good thing, much
as I think my neighbor's mandarin orcharg and participation in agricultural special events is a good thing! 1
support the budding wine industry in our county and I urge you to do the same. Please do not impose unfair
restrictions on wineries - they are simply an agricultural concern that wants to share their products with our
community,

Regards,
tisa Gubbels

!- v—lTk‘, [
o’ Boar(_-‘l P B 1"‘9Wr50ﬁ' 3
by ..5- \*1”" Lo \f’[ A




From:
Sent:
To:

Lynn tombard [lynn_lombard @worldnet att net)
Wednesday, June 25, 2008 $:22 PM
Placer County Board of Supervisars

Suhject: Winery Ordinance

¢ Ar—— i e

We are adamently opposed to any winery ordinance which would allow passage of winery customers across

privale roads. As our representatives, we urge you to protect our property rights and property value by opposing
the passage of such an ordinance.

Sincerely

Bob and Lynn Lombard
7890 Ridgecrest Drive
Colfax, CA 35713

6/26/2008




From: Christing Sindoni [christinesindom@grmail com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 6:01 PM

To. Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Placer County Wine Tasting

}
S Y
;

e i e —r——— A = r e R

One of the wonderful things about living in a rural arca like Placer County is the abilily to visit with and
purchase farmers' products. Having growm up in a big city, | treasure being able 10 visit wineries, talk 10
the growers about their farming endeavors, taste thetr wine and purchase it. Don't take that away from
me and others who live here or conie to visit. 1t is one of those special opportunities that we arc gratcful
1 have. Please don't let the unrealistic concernsofl a few misguided individuals ruin the experience for
the rest of us who are certainly the majority!

Thank vou!

{hristine Sindor
Auburn




From: Darlene Engellenner [dengelienner@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, June 25, 2008 748 PM

To: Fiacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: please support the winery industry,

I think it give our area a touch of class and interest in tourism to have such an industry here. Please continue to
support them
Dastlerne Engellenner




From: ART MALLC [AMALLO@SUREWEST NET]
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 4.20 PM

To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Cc: ‘Stewart Perry'

Subject: tasting at the wineries in placer county

I ¥ STV

Porannot overn Delieve Lhat Lhero s still disovession on whlities or not Lo soiow tasling ot
Lhie wineries in placer counly. How can ali the adjacent countioes bo able o hawve
grdnances To o Allow btasting ay Lhe wineries?

T Lhink 1f fhe county is tryviong to agrew tourisT oand tax collars for placer county then
this is 4 ac bDeEalnsr.  The state has da's o place, are you qoing to wnacr naw
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From: Joanne Neft [knefti@earthlink.net]

Sent: Maonday, June 30, 2008 2:39 PM

To: Piacer County Board of Supervisors

Ce: jrneft@earthlink. net

Subject: Winery Ordinance, 10:30AM item, July 8

Gentlemen:

Please accept this email as my opporlunity to show support for local agriculture and keeping options that make
small scale agriculture viable in Placer County.

Grape growing as a single product is not economically viable on the small scate of Placer County's farnily
vineyards. Like many other growers who peed to ¢reate value-added products in order to keep their farming
operations afloat financially, grape growers need value-added products, namely wing, to give their small scale
vineyards and wineéry a reasonable chance of succeeding. Unless Placer County farms and family ranches can
provide a decent living for farmers, they will not survive, and more agricultural land will be last to rooftops and
pavement. Let's not forget that Placer's heritage is family farming and ranching,

The ordinance you are considering is a reasonable and fair winery ordinance that will alfow 2 small number of
Placer County wineries to continue to conlribute to local agriculture. Let's keep all small scale agriculture alive in
Placer County inciuding wineries, agriculiural progessing, agritourism, farmstands, and other activities that are
aessettial 1o our [ocal small-scale farmily agricutlure and rural quality of life.

Thank you.

Joanne Nett
326 Aeolia Drive
Auburn, CA 85803 e e e e

316 663-9126 Al ENEKH‘"IEM
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From: Ted Sorensen [tedon@cebridge. net]
Sent:  Sunday, June 29, 2008 9.34 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Positive suppert for Wine making and Wine tasting

This email is in suppod for Placer Counly Wine makers and their endeavor to be permitted to have events including tasting
and selling wine at their agricultural properies,

The people thal are trying fo ban winemaking and wine lasting in Placer County are attempting 10 lead the public to belisve
that ther "way of fife” is aboul to be destroyed. Their sellish, not in my back yard, atlitude is their attempl to contro! the
freedom of neighbors to use their property to pursue Agriceltural and Farming business in Flacer County. If they succeed at
prevenling the wine makers from growing grapes and legally selling their wine on site, next they may try to prevent Veggie,
Mandarin, and Flower growers from special on sile events in order to keep peonle off of their streets and out of their
neighborhood. After that, they will move onto Artists, Open Houses, Barn and Garden Tours in an effort 1o keep fatks fram
enjoying the "Fruits” of Placer County that ured most of us "out of towners” to this beautiful County.

We fully support winermaking, grape growing and one site wirke tasling and selling and encowage the Boards suppor on this
issle.

Ted and Dona Sorensen. 1420 Shadow Rock Drive, Aubum.
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From: Chrsty Sandhoff [christysandhoff@gmail com)
Sent:  Saturday, June 28. 2008 6:00 PM

To: Christy Sandhoff

Suhject: Placer County Wine Ordinance

Your Board of Supervisors is considering the upcoming Wine Ordinance for Placer County.
Please support all of our tocal businesses by attending this informative meeting and
lending your support to its passage. ~

This is a reminder to attend the Board of Supervisors meeting scheduled for 10:30am,
Tuesday, July 8, 2008 at

175 Fulwetler Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603,

Thank you for your support.
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From: Candee Stafford [cl stafford@gmail.com]
Sent; Friday, June 27 2008 4:02 PM

Fou Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Wine Qrdinance
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From: Patricia Calabrese [pa_calabrese@yahoo.com)
Sent:  Friday, June 27, 2008 §:5% AM

To: Placar County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Placer Co wineries

We support Placer County winenes selling their producis onsite. Thank you.

[2an and Patricia Calabrese
3622 Clover Vailey Road

Rocklin




From: Eleanor Mogler [emcosmo@earthlink nel]
Sent: Thursday. June 26, 2008 3.39 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: WINE

Dear Board
i wish t0 express my full support for the wineries - old and new, in Placer Ceounty.

it is my belief that much good can come from having the opportunity of providing more achivifies of interest for our
tourism bureau to include in things fo do In Placer County plus the beauty the vineyards provide,

| also feel that when a person gaes to wine tastings they receive a sip of wines of interest, and thatitis not a
concern regarding DRIVING DRUNK.
{ am certain the proprietors of the wineries are also not anxious to deplete their offerings.

With sincere appreciation for your consideratian in this matter,
Ellie, Granite Bay, CA.
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RECEIVED

From: walleye@usamedia.bv [mailto:walleye@usamedia.tv] JUN 2 J 2093
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2003 8:07 AM CLERK
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors BOARD OF 3L?F’:EE;‘§SOES

Subject: County Wine Ordinance

I'd ike 1o register my strong support for the proposed wine ordinance. I feel that vineyards are 1o
this generation whal the orchards have been to Placer County hislorically. T take pride in
knowing thal we have cxceptional & conscientious winemakers in our area, and | don't belicve
that the fears of adjacent property owners will come to pass.

Dennis Freidig

Restdent of Shadow Rock Eslates & Attorney at Law

asrelealo®
Ap-poar of < ipervisors - B
i Courly Executive Office
ST County Counsel

_T:'l Mive Boyle
——7] Planning Z0 %O



RECEIVED

From: olivehills@foothill.net [mailto:qlivehills@foothill,net) JUN 75 9008
Sent: Wednesday, June 23, 2008 10:00 AM ~ e
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors CLERKOF T

I3ORS
Ce: jimwhs®@gmail.com; jkneft@eathlink.net BOARD OF SUPERY

Subject: support winery tastings for private roads
Honorahle Supervisors:

I'm writing in support of a winery ordinance allowing lasting rooms, sales, and
limited events located on private roads, for the {ollowing
reasorns: .

* Placer has a right to farm, and sales of farm products is a very important
component of that right regardless whether some portion of grapes or juice is
obrained elsewhere, An anti-winery ordinance could set precedent for additional
landowners wishing to prevent farm sales of other local produce on their private
roads. Were the Honorable Supervisors to enact an ordinance limiting the right to
grow, distill, and sell wine, a direct effect could ensue toward stifling farming and
agritourism in general,

* Landowners opposing wineries on privale roads purchased their properties outside
municipal boundaries knowing full-well that agriculturally-based businesses are
legal and encouraged within the county jurisdiction they bought into. In effect,
winery gpponents are attempting to re-zone and restrict land uses near their own
holdings, for their own private benefit, Please do not sacrifice wine tasting for the
private benefit of a few vocal landowners.

* Taxes accrue from wine sales on the subject propertics. No sales taxes accrue
from wine tasting on those properties if onsite sales are prevented.

Please note that although [ serve on the Board of Directors of Placer Land Trust, I'm
writing my concerns as a private individual.

Very truly yours-- Mark Perry; 370 Aeolia Drive; Auburn.
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From: . Janet Riley [rileyranchd@yahoo.com]
Sent:  VWednesday, June 25, 2008 12:36 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: wineries

To The Board, I enjoy visiting wineries
But I do Not think that they should be in residential
neighbors rural or not. The potential for an accident if
just waiting to happen. Right of freeways or in Non
residential areas are fine. Restaurants that serve
alcohol are Not allowed in these areas ,so neither
should wineries. If their vineyards are in a residential
area then they should have to sell the wines

elsewhere. Janet Riley 17264 Franchi Piace
G.V.
I - -jl ~ O
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From: Diare Mitls [dbogie@psyber com)

g | VED
Sent:  Wednesday, Jung 25, 2008 6:35 AM ACENDA TERRE RECE[
To: Flacer Counly Board of Supervisors rl E‘*\D ) E .IUN 15 mﬂa
Subject: winetasting realifies DATHE: . oF THE

. AOARD OF SUPERVISORS
o T
TN e |
| oo el

Please read what | sent to Robert Weygei’ndt's office. You may want te hear this opinion before the July B
meeting. \

e elasiog

---- Original Message - =Tt o of Supendscrs - &
From: Diang Mills Ty Dounty Drecutive Office
To: jpereira@placer.ca, ooy T ooy Cuunsel

Cc: Angela Tahti R

Sent: Saturday, June 21, 2008 8:33 AM T "V ‘&'JYFE )

Subject: winetasting & Panmung 2050
Robert Weaygandt,

| have seen many letters in local newspapers lately about the small vineyards in Placer County, They are all
rehashes, sometimes in the same wording, probably obtained from a church or blog, of somecne's originat gripe. |
believe this was all started by a resident on Ridge Rd. in Newcastle, who tried 10 shut down the widely publicized
Autumn At TourAwine Tour/Cowboy Poetry event for our county 1ast November. This event was a huge,
coordinated one (talk to Angie Tahb at PlacerArsg) to introduce the county's entertainment, arls,

produce and scenery to readers of Sunsef Magazine and other publications in this era of econemic hardship.

I went to a few of the wineries on that tour, and et me tell you.. the maximum | ever saw at any one site was 10
people, some of whom were guests or family members who drank nothing at all. This includes thosea just arriving
and those just leaving...very smali groups. Many rode together in one car because it was a2 social outing, and | am
sure those ¢ars included designated drivers. | even ran intg other {retired] teachers | have known for 10 years,
who live in Loomis and were showing off our county to visiting fnends. The people who tasted had, afl told, the
equivalent of one glass of wine, due to small pourings of very limited stock. This is surely less than anyone would
drink at a dinner in Raseville, Auburn, or Sacramento, where there would be many more cars and pedestrians to
pass on the way home. Some people didn't even taste more than three types. . so their intake, along with the
offered crackers, cheese, dips, chocolates, ete |, was perhaps half a glass For the most part | saw. .and this is
important... people buying unopened boftles to take home for drinking later or to give as gifts. | bought wine to
save for a future dinner party, where | could brag to Sacramento friends about Placer wineries rather than Napa
or Sonoma ones. . wine that has, by the way, remained uncpened since Novermnber and when served, will be in the
style of @ Wine Flight, which is a samptling of wine from one region. Surely this will be good advertising for Placer,

People are saving gas and wanting to find cool local places to visit, inhale, view, socialize. Buying on site and
learning from owners, seeing the hills and growing planis, discussing process and awards, getting food pairing
ideas are all more fun than just throwing any mystery bottle into a grocery bag at the market. Don't let the “sour
grapes’ of Placer County ruin marketing, socializing, touring, and fun for everycne else. Their energy would be
better spent ragging on the beer-guzzling teens, farm/construction workers and motorcycle riders speeding down
those back roads daily. Oh, is that 2 slereotype? Hm. And what stereotypes do the letter writers have about
vineyards? |

Diane Milis. Lincoln, who drinks anly ane or two glasses of red wine a month, for heart health



From: Big Auntie {mailte: bigauntie@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 8:58 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Placer Winaries

RECEIVED
JUN 25 2008

CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

age Lol l

I think it is a great privilege to visit wineries in my county. 1 would detest any ordinance to stop visiling

my local wineries. Why would you even consider this ordinance? Are Napa and Amador counties

financing this effort?

Sincerely,
Doris Sherer
Roseville, CA 95747
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o Mark onod Janet Thew [mandjth hea.com?
From N Je W [ dJ EW@Ya 3| RECEIVED
Gent: Monday, June 23, 2908 5:01 PM

T Firoer County Board of Supervisors JUN 2 4 2008
Ce: Placer County County Counsel CLERK OF THE
. , . . : BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Subject: wine tasting ordinance conceins -
cornle\aalo 5
Dear Board of Supervisors, AGENDA ITERM ety **“—q \L E
" 1‘_,_1 o L o Bupenisors - 5
DaTER - %4 Unanty Brocutive Office

. 2 Caunty Counsel

1 ringe: “,; ] Wike Boyle )

I B9 planningyi o :’:C{(‘(_j:
1 am asking you to look more carctully at the proposed ordinance that would allow the public to

usc private roads for commercial wine tasting and sales. 1t needs (o be created with input from citizens

who share private roads with wineries, and an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) neads to be

prepared. Folks who have written and spoken out against this ordinance have repeatedly shown that it

more than meets CEQA’s threshold for preparation of an EIR with trafiie, health and safety, and other

impacts. Please do not subject the county o depletion of resources by inviting still another lawsuit.

3

Large/Small Winery Breakdown:

The threshold in this ordinance has been set so high that probably no new wineries will ever come
under the “large” winery designation and the requisite Minor Use Permit (MUP) requirements. TTas
anyong really evaluated what a 20,000-case threshold means? Loomis 1s looking at aliowing wineries
downtown, and we had the owner of the downtown Nevada City winery speak to us at the Planning
Commission this month. He stated that 20,000 cases 15 an enormous number. He felt that the tacilities
and storage areas necessary for 20,000 cases wouid be far too large for rural areas, and [ agree.

With no definition of what constitutes a “case,” we could be referring 1o a case of one-gallon
Jugs. Assuming a case may mean twelve 750 liter bottles, then 3,000 cases is almost 100 boitles per day
per year. Thus, how can a 20,000-case threshold {240,000 bottles) be jusiified? Who set the 20,000-
case threshold? What research was conducted to justify a Negative Declaration? Even a 3,000)-case
threshold could create significant impacts to the neighbors and the community.

The spokesperson from the Wine Institute stated that approx 50% of all the wineries in
California produce fewer than 2,000 cases, and that 90% of the wineries produce under 10,000 cases.
He implied that any above that were “mega wineries.,” A much more realistic and meaningful thresheld
would be that any winery producing over 3,000 cases {(equivalent to a 10-acre vinevard production) must
obtam a MUP.

A3D



] don't think it's the wine tasting that the public opposes. 1t's the use of private drives, lanes,
and roads that is and should continue to be ilicgal. One winery owner stated that as a taxpayer, he
thought they were “extremely regulated,” and wanted the county to make it easy for them o operate at a
sustainable level. This attitude neglects to consider the nepative impacts to unsuspecting neighbors who
purchased thetr country homes in good falth that Placer County would not tum a privaie road into a
public, commercial access road.

Vintners stated that the tasting Is necessary for survival. No one has proven that point, but
assuming for the sake of this discussion 11 may be true, no anc wants public wine-tasting traffic (and
commercial stores) on their privaie roads. Wineries should reasomably be expected to conduct the
tastings and merchandisc sales from public road operations and/or hold them in a centralized co-
gperatve vehue, '

Vintners have tried to plead that they have a great deal invested in their winety operation, They
fail to recognize that their neighbors have even more invested in their homes, in maintaining the serenity
of their rural lifestyles, and in protecting their families and pets on their private drives. When citizens
live on privale roads, they know that commercial endeavors will NO'T be allowed. The vintners knew
what the ordinances were when they started their operations, just as the home-owning neighbors knew
what the zoning was when they purchased. How can the county even consider this ordinance change
when it has the potential for whal one vintner stated---that onc Apple Hill wine region gets 50,000
visiturs a weekend?

Please viote NO on this ordinance as it 1s currently dratied and then prepare an FIR 1o inform all
the citizens who live on private roads what is corming their way.. :

Cordialiy,

Janet Thew
3572 St Francis Cir W

Loomis CA 935650
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CLERK OF THY.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

To the Board of Supervisors:

Ri:: Proposed Winery Ordinance ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT

When the first draft of this proposal was introduced, we thought surely no one in
their right mind would consider opening private driveways for public commercial traffic,
let alone “had been drinking™ traffic. We read the compelling comments submitted by
Mr. Barber, the Smiths, and Mr. Jay, which apparently fell on deaf ears. We’ve listened
to many citizens express concerns only 1o be dismissed with every new draft.

Alas, we now see that as citizens we cannot rely on public officials to follow
existing zoning ordinances and do what 1s best for the majority, Instead, because a small
group of special-interest commercial vintners want to make money at the cxpense of their
neighbors’ privacy, health, and safety, that once again, we, the taxpaying public have to
oppose another absurd proposal. We urge you to vote NO on this ridiculous zoning
change amendment—TIleave things as they are; and/or listen to your constitucnts who have
pointed.out the plethora of CEQA violations in the Ncgative Declaration and prepare a
full Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Also we strongly urge you to listen to your/our own County Counsel’s advice.
They certainly know that this Negative Declaration will not stand under even mintmal
scrutiny with regard to CEQA. Supervisors should not be voting te approve such an ili-
advised zoning change amendment that so blatantly viclates CEQA and, after Inigation,
will cost the county when ordered to pay/reimbursc attorney tees. Vote NO and prepare
the proper CEQA document--an EIR.

Just a few of the bothersome aspects of this ordinance will be mentioned here.
However, you can be assured that there isn’t enough time 1o express all the consistent
dismay at the many negative impacts expressed by fellow citizens whenever they are
informed and realize what this ordinance will bring. Don’t take pur word for it; reach out
and survey your own constituents who live on neighborhood, privately-maintained,
and/or gated roads; you will hear a much different story than you are hearing from the
group that has asked for this nasty zoning amendment. Ask residents who live on
Creckside Lane, Ridge Park, etc., how pleased they will be when the gates have to be left
open or when the public is given the gate codes. None of this has been addressed.

A staff document from the May 8, 2008, Planning Dept Hearing states that this
amendment will affect more than 1,000 people. Who conducted that study? How many
private roads were studied? On our ¥ mile private drive alone there are 35 residents
using and/or adjacent to cur road. On the public road whete our private road gains
access, there are over 30 other private roads that come off a 3-mile stretch of the county’s
two-lane rural public road. These privale roads are extended even further by even more
private road branches off the other private roads and publi¢ “spurs.”

flow was the “affect more than 1,000 people™ figure determined? The truth is
that in all of Placer County, which this proposed zoning change will cover, possibly more
than 20,000 or more citizens wilt come under its umbrella and be impacted - -always
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worrying as to when the neighbors will plant the cursory one acre to start commercial
wine tasting operations and hold “promoticnal” cvents.

Roadside stands are allowed for agricultural products grown on-site. This
provision already allows vintners to sell their ag product, which, in this case, is GRAPES.
However, wine tasting, a far streich from grape growing, belongs in “restaurants and
bars™ definition, which is where it rightfully is now, and should be confined to existing
commercial and industrial zoning districts. Can anyone honestly say they would like 1o
have a bar in their rural neighborhood, using their private lanes and drives? We urge you
to not allow commercial winc tasting in any establishment that must use privately
mamtained roadways.

At one hearing, an argument was presented tv equate other roadside sales
{busloads of kids coraing in for pumpkin farms, mandaring, etc.) to wine tasting. Talk
about apples and oranges! 'Those events (mandanins, pumpkins, eic.} are SEASONAL.
Neighbors might be impacted for a week or so, but not day-in, day-out, in perpetuity.
Wineries, by definition, have already impacted neighborhoods because they are allowed
the “value-added™ advantage. [f there is any zoning change amendment to be made, we
urge you 10 revisit and remove “wineries” from ag zoning and definition; put them i
commercial/industrial zoning where they belong.

Conflicting information docs not instill a sense of confidence in this proposed
amendment: “There are currently 13 approved wineries....” (May 8, 2008 Hearing, page
2). although on page & of the same document, it states, “Currently there are only 14
approved wineries. ... 1f this zonming amendment proposal 1s passed, there will be many
more winerics and wine tasting facilities as commercial interests realize they can build
the tasting structure and write it all off their taxes as a business expense, compliments of
the county. We cannot be certain of this growth impact because we see no evidence of
any surveys or studies. But even with 13 wineries, if the public (custorners) must use a
private neighborhood drive for access, with no specified hour restrictions, no limit on the
nuraber of customers, and no road requirements, there will be many more complaints
than what is mentioncd on page 3 of the May 8 document.

The May 8 hearing docwment states that winery owners indicated they need to be
able to market their wines on site through tasting, direct sales, and promotional events.
Does this rmean that the standard to change zoning and start any comercial endcavor on
private property is merely an “indication” to county planning that it is needed for profit?
If one raises sheep/spins wool, then would an “indication”™ of the need for clothing stores
to sell to the public for economic gain be sufficient to grant a retail outlet on a private
road? If one grows zucchim, can one start a vegetabie pizza parlor and sell ancillary
products on a private road? Doesn’t this ordinance automatically open the door to all
commercial endeavors as long as the feeblest agricultural connection can be made? Are
restaurants and/or snack bars next on private roads? The need for a profit should not be
the concern of the planning department; its objective should be to regulate activities to
conform to residential or other zoning, and not to make special-interest amendments 10
the detriment of neighbors.

Yes, Placer County via the Board of Supervisors can promote agnculture (grape
prowing), and Yes, it can also protect rural neighborhoods.

This proposed zoning amendment runs contrary (if not violates) the counry’s
Cieneral Plan which states:

23



{.D.3. The Couniy shall require that new, urban, communiry commercial centers locate
adfacent to major activity nodes and major transporiation corridors. Communify:
commercial centers should provide goods and services that residents have historically
had to travel outside of the area to obtain. [Land Use, page 39] The intent is for
“public” transportation corridors (not private) and makes the case that wine tasting would
be suitable for co-ops coming off public roads near transportation corridors—not at the
end of private lanes. '

The County’s non compliance with the General Plan, by allowing parcel splits
and thereby enticing the boutique winery/tax-wrile off schemes must not be ¢xacerbated
by further non compliance. The General Plan states:

T.A7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes to retain viable farming
units. The General Plan also states [7.A.10] that the county will facilitate ag production to aliow
ag service uses “.. to lovate in agriculturally-designated areas if they relate to the primary
agricultural activity in the grea.” Boutique wineries are NOT a primary agricultural activity.
The added guidelines include {e.] “ft is compaiible with exisiing agricultural activities and
residential uses in the areq:” Wing tasting and promotional events on private roads in private
neiphborhoods are incompatible and thus violate the General Plan.

The General Plan clearly states that the County shall support County-grown cr
processed products, yet this tasting ordinance completely disregards and weakens that
intention with loopholes.

The Board of Supervisors should nat be in the profit-insurance business. Any
profit-oriented operation must know what its limitations and restrictions are BEFORE
starting thc business, rather than impose cockamamie proposals on tens of thousands of
unsuspecting residents just so a profit can be made. The county should be trying to keep
legitimate agricultural operations whole, the ones that feed the nation, and not be
substdizing marginal boutique winerigs that not only may not even grow grapes on site or
even process them there, but also may merely “cellar” wines from any other region.

For a winery to claim that it can’t stay in business if it cannot market on site 15
absurd. There are many wineries that do NOT market on site and are doing quitc well.
We sec local wines in super markets, in specialty shops, at farmers™ markets, cte. We
read of local wines being scld across the 2.8, The vintners would do well to establish a
coop if their market 1s so tight. Again, did they not know what they were going into
when they started? It is NOT the responsibility of the county to guarantee a profit at the
expense of family neighborhoods. When property values drop because there is constant
wine-tasting or promotional-cvent aclivity (traffic, noise, dust, blocked driveways, etc.)
on the private access roads, will the county step up and help re-cover home sale losses?

If & winery is producing a guality, competitive product, it will sell anywhere. If
the wine is marginal and overpriced, then the winery will and should fail. If wineries
need 1his zoming amendment to show a profit, which is akin to a subsidy at the expense of
neighbors, then thetr product does not belong in a competitive market. The county has no
business sending good money after bad. Stay the course and promote true, bona fide
AGRICULTURE and PLACER GROWN. This amendment was concocted by a fow
special interests and places others at risk so that they can make moncy and enjoy tax
write otfs.

We read where the Planning Department was asked to provide more certainty and
regulatory relief in terms of the permit process. The “certainty”™ could just as e¢asily be

AF]



provided to vintners with more stringent reguirements for any permitting activities; this
would protect neighhorhoods as well. The county should vote for NO wine tasting
facilities or wine tasting activities on gny privaie roadways. Wouldn’t we all like more
regulatory relief! llowever, laws are not arbitrary; they are made o be followed, not
ignored or changed at the whim of special interests that find them inconvenient.

In addition, we read that county staff met with wine industry representatives o
“get a better idea about concerns and objectives.™ Did county staff also meet with
citizens living on private roads to get a better idea of their concemns and objectives for
living int a rural area on a private road? Did county staff talk 1o citizens who live on
private gated rural roads and discuss the potential conflicts and impacts?

After a self-appointed four-member subecommittee from the Ag Commission
made recommendations, we learn that **...most of the suggestions were incorporated into
the Draft Ordinance.” s there any court in the land that would find this fair and just?
Every previous restriction was deleted or made more lenient, and parking requirements
were climinaited. To fall back on existing parking space regulations is inappropriate.
“Land usc” parking space requirements are inadequate for wine tasting or promotional
events as omitted in this zoning change amendment. Requiring one parking space per
1,500 square feet, or for 100 or 300 square feet, in no way restricts the number of cars
that may turn up at tastings or at events. Thus private driveways and roads are at risk for
being blocked or rendercd impassable.

In addition, a convenient new definition was created for “promotional events”
associated with wineries. But now the wine can be produced elsewhere, so a vineyard
need not even be invelved in wine processing, which was the link, the stretching of the
connection, if vou will, between the Ag zoning/growing of the grapes and the wine
tasting. How will any enforcement agency determine whether the wines sold at these
events were indeed produced from grapes grown on site? What will be the cost to the
taxpayer for enforcement? Theoretically, the winery can disappear from the scene; just
have 4.6 acres with one acre planted. he processing of grapes grown any where can be
processed elsewhere as well, and wines from any other winerics can be “cellared” for the
wine tasting. This effectively removes the legitimate PLACER GROWN connection and
removes all regulatory authority.

Currently, the county allows the wine “processing,” which is a value-added
activity that creates a “winery” category, but is now one step further away from the
legitimate agricuitural activity of the actual growing of the grapes. From therc, the
winery declares that it needs to market via wine tasting. This ordinance says, “OK, and,
oh. by the way, you can cut out the winery—the processing part--you ¢an produce the
wine elsewhere; cellar anything you want.”

Also, we constantly read that six promo events will be allowed; yet 1n the
definition of “Temporary Outdoor Events,” it is stated that these events will be *in
addition to the promotiona!l event authorized by this Section. Therefore, a facility could
hold eight cvents per year or possibly more if they try for other permits.

Who will pay for the inspection of the “Road Standards™ Who will pay tfor tree
trimming when vertical clearance is not in compliance?

The amendment in Section 17.56.330 is contradictory. [t states, “ .. to proiect the
agricultural character gnd long-term agricultural production of agricultural lands.”
How can traffic and drinking drivers on private roads “protect ag character™?
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Who will pay for the auditing of the wineries to determine ihe 20,000 cases
“breaking” point? What constitutes a “case™?

Under Section 17.56.330, “Part D. Development and Operational Standards,” Sub
section 1, Part A states in part that the minimum requirement of “one acre of planted
vinevard on site, unfess...” [loophole defined]. Supervisors should note thal one acre
“planted™ means nothing-—the crop could be uscless, diseased, dead, but as jong as it is
planted, it qualifies. At least El Dorado County requires 20-acre parcels or more with
“.._a minimum of five (5} acres of planted wine grapes that are properly maintained
and cared for to produce a commercial crop. Should the proper maintenance and care
of the required minimum wine grapes acreqage cease...the right to operate the winery
becomes void. The operation of the winery shall be conducted concurrently with the
sale of wines produced from wine grapes grown on the same parcel” This ordinance
wording is much more realistic and reasonable to ali concerned. Placer County should
follow this example and also incorporate access via public road only.

Part B provides every other lonpholc' remaining to sell any wine produced any
where under the wine-tasting amendment. All that is required is that the wine be cellared
or bottled by the winery operator.

Under Sub section 5, Tasting Facilities, Part A, incidental sales will allow
merchandise and food. Thus, anything goes because the manner in which this
amendment can be stretched can and will be appiied to all kinds of “ancillary”
merchandise. Winc tasting illegally converts ag/res zoning into a department store
commercial serving food,

Under Sub section 6, Promotional Events, Part B, Standards, the fact is there are
no standards for how may days per week tasting may occur, no standards for hours of
operation, no procedure for enforcement (which will burden neighboring residents to [file
complaints for compliance or to file civil fawsuits), and ne definition of penalties and
fines for non-compliance. Worse, many issues are dismissed with a cavalier attitude of
“let the citizen file a complaint.” For example, noise was mentioned and dismissed by
reference to Placer County’s Neise Ordinance. Thus, in the event of excessive noisce, a
neighbor will have to file a complaint—everyone knows how futile that is, especially
after office hours.

This is a situation where a very few commercial intercsts {apparently marginal}
are changing county pelicy and zoning that will impact private homeowners and
neighbors. [t's a “business™ being granted preferential treatment and infringing on
privacy rights. Traffic will be bad enough, but drinking and driving is over the edge.
How can any reasonable official believe in his/her heart that this is an amendment that
should be passed?

The argument that consumers need to come and taste wine to build brand loyalty
1s poppycock. Whether wine is tasted in a co-operative facility or on ag land is moot.
Brand loyalty can be generated in many venues and does NOT need to endanger
neighborhoods.

The argument that because this zoning amendment/ordinance has been a “long
process” in creating a number of drafts, that somehow makes it more passable or viable.
This 1s nonsensical and illogical; the very 0pposne 1s true: The longer a plan or process
takes, the more indicative it is that there are major problems. “Working hard on ™ is



meaningless if it’s a bad (or in this case, very bad) proposed amendment to begin with.
1t’s a difficuit birth because it wasn’t meant to be.

Many wine growing regions that have been io the business a lot longer than Placer
County are now pursuing cooperative options (Co-ops} where multi-winery tasting rooms
bring the area’s best to one spot. Co-ops such as Vintper's Collective (Napa), Suisun
Vallcy Winc Cooperative, Wineries of Napa County, as well as others are being formed
throughout the U.S. and the world. As a viable alternative, a wine-tasting cooperative
would sclve the problem.

We urge you to:

1. Vote NO) on this ordinance; it is not justifiable in any way. It does not allow
for county or public review or regnlation and as such is unacceptable. As county statt
stated in a hearing (November 15, 2607), it wili be more difficult to regulate.

2. Require an EIR and publicize it widely since EVERY homeowner that
accesses a private roadway in Placer County will be subject to many of its negative
impacts. This is a county-wide zoming change that is attempting to avoid public
disclosure.

3. Support Agriculture by creating more and tougher restrictions for ag land usc
conversions to development—Iand/parcel splits contributing to the problem. When
zoning changes are bent or yield 10 allow development, ag operations are pinched, and
boutique wineries germinate. They may not be viable, but that is no excuse for granting
them entitlements that impact others so significantly.

4. Take the braver high road: Remove “winery™ from Agricultural designation.
Go back to the true intent of Agricultural zoning: Growing plants or animals as an
industry. If a vintner wants to be in Ag, then let them grow grapes to sell or to take for
processing to commercial zones where they belong. YES, Placer County citizens support
Agriculture and the right to farm. However, processing takes Ag over the edge, and now
*“wine-tasting” will drive the nail in jts coffin.

Ag already receives a leg up by allowing roadside stands; vinevards have the
same right. Stay true to ag: Grow, taste, and sell the grapes, but not value-added
processed products. Otherwise, the door 1s opened to all kinds of expansive abuse.
Revisit the zoning for “wineries” and make only the growing of the grapes the bona tide
activity. Remove the “value-added” or “processing” allowances. 1f a vineyard is
producing good Placer Grown grapes of any variety, it should be economically
sustainable. If the ag activity is miarginal, then it needs to consider planting/marketing a
different crop and stop the winery operations along with all the nuisances it/they
generale.

Sincerely,

Kalic Cather
P.O. Box 2052

Loomis, CA 95650
¢ Placer Co Counsel
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RECEIVED

JUN 17 2008
13 June 2008 CLERK GF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO: Placer County Board of Supervisors:

First Placer Co was primarily agriculture, with relatively large parcels,
~ growing sustainable plants and/or raising animals. Then developers convinced
the county board and city councils that splitting up those parcels and re-
zoning for their development(s) was best.

Creeping sprawl is a constant reminder of those mistaken approval
votes. A parailel can be drawn to what the developers are asking now with
the proposat to weaken the current Williamson Act contracts. Staying in ag
isn't reaping them great wealth so they want 1o end the contract early and
begin the parcel divisions before the contract is even up! Thus Ag land is
again made vulnerabie to spraw,

The same thing happens with vintners, Growmg sustainable grape
varieties was not Placer County's niche, but some who bought those
previousty sphit or developed parcels are pushing the envelope even further
for tax breaks. First they said they needed processing in the form of
wineries, so Plecer Co allowed wineries. But that wasn't enough. Now they
want wine tasting and promotional events. Where dees this madness stop?
Who knows what they will want to bring in next?

Tasting wine is NOT en ag event, any more than uﬁgoliﬁng contest is.
They are fine events, inand of themselves, but they are‘agmculfur‘e they
are NOT hands in the dirt activities.

Second, because a few potential probiems are being forecasted for
Napa Co vintners (temps too hot due to removal of oaks for vineyards, wine
tasting facilities becoming problematic), cooperatives are being utilized,
This is what Placer Co should be promoting,

Leave the neighborhoods and private driveways alene. Vote NO on the
wine tasting zoning change amendment. Or else, do an E.I.R. for the
propoesed change and inform everyone who lives on a private drive.

Cordially,
y 7%
¢ Lo | ic\\'f \tﬁ;
Mike Finch N, b of Supervisors - §
P.O. Box 713 k,f_'ul’f}" Cxeculive (ffics
Loomis, CA 95650 &1 County Counsel

'Y Mike Boyls N
BlanningBese At
EJ | gkraw.a-;:s
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STEPHANIE AUSTIN
PO, BCx 602
PENRYN, CA 95663 RECEIVED

PHONE/FAX (916) 663-3086 JUN 1 6 2008
email - StephatieAustin@cwnet.cam

CLERK OF THE
HOAAD OF SUPERYISORS

June 11, 2008

Board of Supervisors

Placer County SATE Wilos

175 Fulweiler Road okl Buard of Supervisors - 5

Auburn, CA 95603 S oty Exeouting Offce
£ County Counsal

Subject: Wing Tasting Ordinance {3 Mike Boyle

&1 Planning {1y 2o TC
Gentlemen: N

I urge you to vote NO on the Wine Tasting Ordinance changes and to NOT censider any
alterations until you have heard from all who may be impacted. At the very least, [ urge
you to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) which requires the
preparation of an Envirenmental Impact Report (EIR),

Placer County’s process of notifving the public may have been the legal minimum, but
tens of thousands of vnsuspecting residents on private lanes and drives have no 1dea that
such drastic impacts to their lives and their neighborhoods are being considered. The
county’s own report acknowledges that it will affect over 1,000 people, which is a gross
underestimate; this ordinance change wiil impact EVERY citizen who lives on a private
drive. We are talking tens of thousands of people living in rural Placer County. A good-
faith notice would include EVERY citizen who lives on a private road in Placer County.
1 urge you to make that good faith notice effort, but to vete NO on this ordinance until
you do. :

It is an outrage that what is being billed as 2 Winery Ordinance change and being shipped
in under the radar is in reality & defacto zoning change for the entire county and may
violate the General Plan. We can only wonder who asked staff to “draft a winery-specific
ordinance”™ and make such an egregious zoning change from Ag to Commercial with such
monumental conseguences.

What is even more preposterous 15 the County’s attempt to ignore the obvicus CEQA
compliance requirements and proceed straight ahead with violations. To use a Negative
Declaration on such a county-wide zoning change with its many significant impacts is
appalling, Where are the traffic studies? Where are the health and safety studies for
neighberhood exposure to drninking drivers?

Any such drastic change, by whatever name it tries to use (“ordinance, zoning, (General
Plan™) must include:
1. Strict road requiremcents (paving to keep down dust, width for two-way
traffic for safety},

AR
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2. Well-posted and vigorously enforced rural neighborticed hours-of-
operation windows (1 to 5 pm, for example) and limited number of days of
operation {(weekends cnly);

Winery sales limited to ONLY wine produced from grapes grown ON the

winery’ s parcel (“Placer Grown™ must be upheld rather than diluted and

falsified with imports);

4. Prohibition of sales of ancillary products (Ag or Farm zoning in this issue
means grapes and only grapes; the processing of the grapes was a big
enough stretch, it must not be expanded to selling wine from other
vineyards, then to other food sales, then to gift shops, etc., which is where
this is headed).

5 Strong enforcement policies for violation and dlscovery of such, as well as
generous remedies for citizens who repori/fexpose noncompliance.

tad

The Board of Supervisors must stop this nonsensical erdinance/zoning change before it
causes irreparable harm throughout Placer County’s quiet rural neighborhoods. Wineries
have plenty of opportunities tc sell their goods in legitimate commercial locations. It is
not the functien of the county to guarantee profits for commercial enterprises.

In addition, because the CEQA violations are sc obvious, the county is setting itself up
for yet another lawsuit for which it will have to pay legal fees (again). I1fthe county
insists on pursuing this atrocious scheme, then af least it should follow the law and
prepare an EIR so that the public will know what is coming their way and be able to
respond accordingly.

Sincerely

‘-
S UL
Al‘ A \

anie Austin



From: Stephen Mischissin [mailto:mischissin@unr.edu] s
Sent: Friday, June 13, 2008 12:20 PM P
To: Lisa Buescher

Subject: Support of Placer County Wineries

Lisa,

Iwant to show my support for Placer County wingries and vineyards to allow them tg have their
facilities open for wine tasting. | understand that the Placer County Board of Supervisors will be
deciding the fate of wine tasting at wineries in our county an July 8th. This vote would give us all an
opportunity to better promote visitors and tourism to county wineries witheut concern for a code
violation, We should promate our wineries gs does £l Dorado county and Amadar county, Please pass
on to Bruce my support for our right to enjoy our countryside and te allow wine tasting to occur.

Regards,

Stephen G. Mischissin
227 Squaw Valley Road, Qlyrnpic Valley, CA DA'T'E{O\ 15[0 3 .
5} Board of Superyisors - 5
3 County Executive Offics
4. County Counse!
L7 Wike Boyia
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Fo: Melanic Heckel, Assistant Plannng Directon v AL Aue D

From: Fred Baiber

Subject: Wine Ordinance, Negative Declaration
Messave: The latest draft of the propased wine ardinance zip]}:umu']\-' reflects changes suggestad lw e
slanning commission. Roview of this proposal discloses that protections for land ovwiers on privals
roads, proviously reeommended by the planning and public works departments in carfier versions, were
removed As aresudt, the use of a negative declaration as the appropriate CEQA document may be
guestienable.

Speciicallv, as uow pr opmul Section 17 36,330 D2 Access Standards. a project must siel! meet access
standards set By the loca fire agency, but the language goes on to say that those standards may be
micdified arsd altermative designs selected. The people who can medify and approve said allermative
access desiens, however, are not identihed. Modificanions of access standards by non-professionals (not
destreable) can affeet public safery and lead o serous environmental impacts.

The current zoning ordinance already bis a lavw il procedure for mredifving stendards. 1ts catled an
Adimimsiranve Review Permpt {ARP) Winfe public road accesy usually doosy’t itnvolve othcr owners;
aceess over A private road definitely docs Your carlier wine ordinance drafis proposed the ARDP as the
micihodd of ehorce for approviag wineres on prvate roads. The ARD does not necessitate a pubhic
hearing, but 1t does require nofice by mail w surrounding owners. it also mandates review by
Cappropriae” cowmuy stafl meambers. When access s over a private road professionals i the public
works depariment have been, and sheuld be, called upon to give thelr comments. :
Oz home, which Les g Rural Residenlial Area set forth in the Placer County General P]'m 411 SR
“Farm® zoney abuis a4 winery operated by nerghbor Charlie Green, Our place, Charhe’s winery, and tleee
oiher homes are all served from Mount Vemon Road by a one-lane, 10 foot wide private road
approximately 760 teet long through a fairly heavily wooded area. 1f a 2070 wide road were required for
wegeries, 45 earlicor suggested by a flre official, an environments! impact would occur and an BEIR might
be requarcd bocause somewhere hetween 40 and 50 wees over 67 in diuneter would have to be reroved
just 5o Charlie conld have on-site sales and wine tasting at his operation, 1, however, an AP were
w-_[u wd e u]d bﬁ used 1o law ful v m}chtv read requirgments, {1110\-- WInNg 1:1«11;15 di]d sales, without |

{,a.g:van.,m;, and raffic guu.ratmn could be used ]T]:'lkL w1denmg l]ﬂIlCCCSbﬂTF.
Adternatively, and o cioser conformuty with the County General Plan, vou might amend " the heading of

thi second wble in proposed Scetion 17.56 330 C o read: “Residentral Dustricts (Rural Residential
Dystricts of the County Gereral Plan or Residential Apricaltural and Residendtal Forest only)”

T faidsee

Ce lim Hebnes, Supervisor 1,/

Charhie (reen
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Newcastle Community Association

NCA

Post Office Box 777
Newcastle, CA 95658

Officars:

Diane Ross
Prasident
553-4818

Kevin Odell
Vice President
G63-9546

Jarry Mohlenbrok
Treasurer
GE3 4822

Cathie Cordova
Sacretary

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Aubum, CA 95603

PRCENED

CATE 1\ [&aioT

i s
I Zoard of Superdisoms - &
arthe Eruective Offion
Sy et
~ina Boyle

Marning FRX

X ¢ %

Please distribute the enclosed letter from the Newcastle Comimunity
Association to the cach Supervisor al your earliest convenience.

Thank you,

~ e
LZ{_ fJ//(?f ¢ G- 2{ C_C" i)

Diane Ross
*resident

Newcastic Community Association
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Newcastle Community Association

NCA
' : D
Post Office Box 777 RECEIVED
Newcastle, CA 95658 NOY 19 Eﬁﬂ?
Offiers: Placer County Planning Commission B oF I e
Oiane Ross 3091 County Center Drive
Presidend
S63.4818 Auburn, CA 95603
Kevin Odel]
Vice Prasident
G63-0546 November 10, 2007
Jerry Mohlerhirok
Treasuré
6634822 Dear Planning Commission Members,
Cathie Cordova _
Secrelary The Newcastlc Community Association (NCA) Mission Statement includes the directive

"o tuke action as needed in order to preserve the rural flavor, pride, and safety of the
community.” Pursuing this part of our mission. the Board of the NCA submits the
following comments regarding the Placer County Draft Winery Ordinance.

The stated intent of the Winery Ordinanee is Lo encourage local agriculture and to protect
agricultural lands. We believe that the proposed ordinance fails to achieve these stated
purposes and sugpest several significant changes that enable the ordinance to achieve its
goals while also enhancing compatibility with adjacent land uses.

The Winery Ordinance, as proposed, requires a winery to have only one acre of planted
vingyard. That requirernent is unrealistically iow. One acre will produce no more than
350 cases of wine and can produce as little as 230 cases. But the ordinance permits small
wineries to sell as many as 20,000 cases of wine. Even the more restricted boutique
wineries referred to in the ordinance are permitied to sell up to 3,000 cases of wine. It is
obvious that winertes with even a few acres in grape production will be ferced to buy
grapes, grape juice, or finished wing from other sources (all of which are permitied by the
proposed ordinance). We believe virtually all of these products will be purchased outside
of Placer County.

According 1o the 2006 Agnicultural Crop Production Report, Placer County has 189 acres
planted in grapes producing 485 tons of grapes. 485 tons of grapes produce, at most, only
28,500 cases of wine. Placer County vineyards will not be the source of grapes for
numerous wineries permitted to sell 20,000 cases of wine. This means that grapes will be
purchased from Lodi, Napa. and Sonoma Counties. While such purchases will promote
agriculture n those other counties, they will do nothing to promole and encourage
agriculture in Placer County. A one acre minimum vineyard simply introduces



e

Newcastle Community Association

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

If the Winery Ordinance s to fulfill its stated intent, the minimum number of acres requived 10 be
comunitted to viticulture must be significantly increased. Five acres of planted vineyard, while still
very low, should be the minimum number of acres required {or wineries located in Residential,
Resouree, and Agricultural zoning districts. TFifteen to twenty acres {(which would produce no more
than 7.000 cases) would bc more appropnate for wineries penmitied 1o scl 20,000 cases of wing
annually.

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

Finalky, the potential for neise complaints originating from winery events will be very high in what
have always been very quiet rural neighborhoods. Toe minimize conflict from excessive noise, winery
owners should be meticulously apprised of the requirements of Placer County Code Article 9.36
(referred 10 but not included in the Diraft Ordinance). Additionally, enforcement of noise regulations
must be resolute with violators being justly penalized.

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

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

LG R D
Diane Ross
President, Newcastle Community Association

cc: Ruth Alves
Michael [eydon
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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From: Doug and Dianne Jones [dodijones@comecast.net]

Sent: Monday. July 02, 2007 7:14 PM T
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors - )i{-'--'- -
Subject: winearies e

.Lif_}{'.fvi'-'“?ﬁ—:nf_a o
nocufive OfinG

. RET It A T g
2 m'LKE Brayle.
Flacer County Supervisgsora: 2{ 5“1“HWC§

XA

Ay 4 F arae e

Loam writinng to you abhout the ordinances that the Placer Iounly Supetvisors are
CCUNLICEring Soncerning family uwnPd wineries ana tasting roecems oF Flacer Tounty.
Loair a 30 yeasr resident of foscoville, and a boerd merber and officer of the Plecer Care
voalition, Iinc. Over the past 7 years, our arganirzation has ralsed cver 300,000 for tThe
eldaexly, The poor, the abused, and the homeless of Placer County. We do this by
SPoOnsering an annual wine ang food tasting and auction.  The primary contributovs of Lnis
event. are tha family owned wineries and restacrants of Placer County. The wineries ara
small farm cperaticns tnat nesd to sell direct to the consumer. The wineries promote
tourism, and tho wine industry 13 a <ey contributor to the local scoromy.
T saincerly nope that vou will keep in mird that placer County wineries reed to he
sustainable, as you consider ovdinances and restrictions thot may harper the winer.es'
abkilicy ta warket thomseldss and thelr oroducts in Piacer County.. bPurtrer ragulating
small family owred wincries in rPlacer County would most Lisely eliminate their
varticipatlon in avenis such as ours. Please consider thg negative impact any commeroial
regulations of theso small wineries would nave on Local charities, as well zs Lourism in
Car county,

- iocok forward Lo Lhe swilt and just ressluticons of these congerns.

Sincoroly,
Mariiyn Knox,

lacer Jare Coall

...n—r--—u-u

\T .
"ZTH LDzn@,ru, 06 d !
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From: ~ Richard D. Knox [dicknox@rcsis.com)
Sent: Monday, July 02, 2007 740 PM

To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors L
Subject: Wimery Ordinances R

Firicar Tounty Superviscrs
T am writing to you aboet the orainances that the Placer County Saporvisors dre
consldering concerning famliy owned wineries and ftasting rooms of Placver County.”
I am a 30 year resident of Reseville, and a board member and officer ¢f the DPlacer face
Coalatien,Inc., Over the past 7 years, our organizaticn has raised over $2300,000 for the
elderiy, the oopr, the abusec, and Lhe homeless of Plaser County. We do this by
Sponsaring an anriuéli wineg anc food tasting and aucticn.  The primary contributors of this
evenl sre the famiiy owned winerics and,rescaurants of Ylacer County. The wineries are
small farm cperations fhat need to sell dirsct to the consumer. The wineries promote
Touriam, and the wine industry is & key contribotor o the local economy.
< msincerly hoeps thoel you will keep in ming that placer County wineries need to be
stustalinable, as you consider ordinances and restrictions that may harr.per the winoeriss®
abllity Do markeb themselves and their products in Placer County. Furtoer reguiacing
smals family owned wineries in Placer Cournty would most _1kely climinate thelr
artizipaticr in avanls $och ag ourg.,  Please consider the negallve Linpach any commercial
regquiations ol these small wineries would have oo local charities, as well as tocriss in
OUrY oountiy. '
T desk fopward to the swift and just rescluoticns of those concerns.

s
¥

Simoasr "-,

Mar14gn Bnow, V.5

Placer Care Coalltion, 604 Widoeon Cu. Roesewille Ta. 956561 d%?%;
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Honorable Supervisor Rockholm -
Placer County Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweller A‘-"CHU@, S L LI LT

Auburn, CA 95603 ' SRR R

' e “‘“UFI
Re:  Rezoning Local Wineries i T
Placer County T A LURNG L1 C fEi

i i EEW T :
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Dear Supervisor Rockholm:

I'or many vears, my wife and [ have enjoyed visiting the small and quaint shops
and wineries of Placer and El Dorado Counties. They are now as much a part of the
character and landscape of the area as apple pie and twisting country roads. You can
imagine our recent disappointment upon learning that the existence of small wineries in
Placer County may be in jecpardy by a proposal to rezone the propertics as retail. [ am in
complete concurrence with the vininers I have spoken with that such an action shall place
them in a severe economic disadvantage in competing with wineries outside the County.

] find it difficult to believe such an action would serve the County’s and its residents’ best
mterests,

1f the Board’s motivation behind rezoning the properties to retail is the Americans
with Disability Act, 1 respectfully sugpest the Board consider being less aggressive with
its noble intention and wait for more specific legal precedence to take place. The
financial burden on the small vintner, otherwise, is too much and the costs to the
Connty’'s ambiance too great.

Sincerely,
"2 - .
- C, Coker
£ Trajan Drive
Fair Qaks, CA 95628
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From: Craig Wilson [CWilson@sanjuan edu]
Sent:  Thursday, June 26, 2008 2:45 PM
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Placer County Wineries

As a resident of Piacer County 1 think wineries should be allowed to offer wine tasting on their prentises, | think this fis
with the rural and agranan lifestyle that Placer County is becoming lamous for,

Craig Wilson
2580 Burl Lane
Mewcastle
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