
Fred Barber
3440 Pine Ridge Lane

Auburn, CA 95603
Phone (530) 823-7206

FAX (530) 823-7206 (call first)

April 21, 2008

. To: Melanie Heckel, Assistant Planning Director
From: Fred Barber
Subject: Wine Ordinance, Negative Declaration
Message: The latest draft ofthe proposed wine ordinance apparently reflects changes suggested by the
planning commission. Review of this proposal discloses that protections for land owners on private
roads, previously recommended by the planning and public works departments in earlier versions, were
removed. As a result, the use of a negative declaration as the appropriate CEQA document may be
questionable

Specifically, as now proposed, Section 17.56.330 D2 Access Standards, a project must still meet access
standards set by the local fire agency, but the language goes on to say that those standards may be
modified and alternative designs selected. The people who can modify and approve said alternative
access designs, however, are not identified. Modifications of access standards by non-professionals (not
desireable) can affect public safety and lead to serious environmental impacts.

The current zoning ordinance already has a lawful procedure for modifying standards. It's called an
Administrative Review Permit (ARP). While public road access usually doesn't involve other owners;
access over a private road definitely does. Your earlier wine ordinance drafts proposed the ARP as the
method of choice for approving wineries on private roads. The ARP does not necessitate a public
hearing, but it does require notice by mail to surrounding owners. It also mandates review by
"appropriate" county staff members. When access is over a private road professionals in the public
works department have been, and should be, called upon to give their comments.

Our home, which lies in a Rural Residential Area set forth in the Placer County General Plan (it's in a
"Farm" zone) abuts a winery operated by neighbor Charlie Green. Our place, Charlie's winery, and three
other homes are all served from Mount Vernon Road by a one-lane! 10 foot wide private road
approximately 760 feet long through a fairly heavily wooded area. If a 20' wide road were required for
wineries, as earlier suggested by a fire official, an environmental impact would occur and an EIR might
be required because somewhere between 40 and 50 trees over 6" in diameter would have to be removed
just so Charlie could have on-site sales and wine tasting at his operation. If, however, an ARP were
required it could be used to lawfully modify road reqUlrements, allow wine tasting and sales, without
widening the existing road. Public works department recommendatIons concerning safety, roadway
capacity and traffic generation could be used make widening unnecessary.

Alternatively, and in closer conformity with the County General Plan, you might amend the heading of
the second table in proposed Section 17.56.330 C to read: "Residential Districts (Rural Residential
Districts of the County General Plan or .Residential Agricultural and Residential Forest only)"

Frelzd'~
Cc Jim Holmes, Supervisor

Charlie Green
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Roger & Irene Smith
6755 Wells Avenue
Loomis, CA 95650

(916)652-5685

April 22, 2008

Placer County
Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Ccnter Rive, Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: Winery Ordinance Environmental Impacts

In reviewing the Negative Declaration (NO) for the new Winery Ordinance we noticed
the following deficiencies:

I; AIR QUALITY

Qys generated by additional traffic (if access road is unpaved) is not
addressed in the ND.

Mitigatiop: require a dust-free road surface (chip seal rnay suffice)

2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A secondary, but major· impact of a permissive winery ordinance is the
likely construction ofmQre vineyards. with extensive impact on wildlife
habitat, water quality (both surface water and well water due to pesticide
use), soil erosion and the "natural" aesthetics of our rural areas. The ND
should address this.

Mitigation: Ensure that all new vineyards are subject to full environmental
review as part of COWlty approval. This should include the
assessment of impacts on neighbors' wells. Closely control
and monitor pesticide use on all vineyards.



3. NOISE

Noise impacts are understated in the NO - especially if there are nearby
neighbors (say within1000') ofa winery.

Mitigation: Limit the days and holm ofoperation oftbe machinery.
Also limit the operation of the tasting room, and the types of
activities allowed (e.g. no amplified music; limits on crowd
size).

We hope these deficiencies will be addressed and that proper mitigation measures will be
included in the new Ordinance.

Thank you.

Roger & Irene Smith



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ernie Jay
Placer County Environmental Coordination Services;
Winery Ordinance Comments
Monday, April 21, 20083:21:20 PM

To: Placer County Planning:
Please accept these comments. A signed copy will be sent via USPS, but we

want to make certain they are received by Wednesday's deadline.
Thank you,
Ernie Jay

(sent via email) April 18, 2008
Community Development Resource Agency

Planning Department
3091 County Center Dr.
Auburn, CA 95603
RE: Negative Deciaration--Winery Ordinance

In making our comments on this proposal, we respectfully submit that (1)
the zoning amendment is ill advised for many reasons, environmental and
othenvise; (2) an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared; (3) the
current ordinances and General Plan regarding "Agricultural Processing" and
"Roadside Stands" are being misconstrued and/or actually violated with this
zoningamendment. We submit that the zoning amendment creates a de facto
restaurantlbar use which should be unacceptable in residential or agricultural (ag)
zones.
ErR is Required

The threshold for requiring an EIR for any discretionary action is only that
any aspect of the project "may" have a significant effect on the environment.
Court decisions have declared several Negative Declarations (Neg Dec) to be
invalid, due to the remaining' potential for the project to have a significant adverse
effect on the environment.
The Placer County General Plan EIR states that an EIR is required when necessary
to examine project-specific effects which are peculiar to the project. Clearly, this
zoning amendment is inconsistent with the existing zoning, and the effects or
impacts from this zoning amendment meet the criteria for requiring the
preparation of an EIR.
In addition, CEQA states: "Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion support by facts." Since it
can be fairly argued that this zoning amendment project could result in potentially
significant environmental impacts, an EIR must be prepared [CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064].
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Inadequacy of the Mitigated Neg Dec
A major premise of the push to approve this zoning amendment is

anchored in streamlining the process. However, expediency at the expense of
environmental degradation or public health and safety is a poor bargain.
Obviously; to enforce the ordinance change, audits will have to be performed.
From what public taxpayer funding source will the auditing expenses be taken
from? .Or is this to be a "self regulating" or self-auditing process, akin to "trust
me" enforcement? Without proper auditing, the potential for abuse and resulting
environmental impacts on residential neighborhoods are significant (or may be
significant).

It is admitted that the streamlining of the process will probably result in
more wineries and more wine tasting facilities. This is a cumulative impact with
far reaching significance that is not addressed. "Mom and Pop" or "boutique"
operations must be sustainable within'currently zoning designations. Otherwise,
they weaken the intent of ordinances and encourage operations thatprovide tax
write offs, losses, and other negative economic impactsto the community. This
Neg Dec should analyze the economic impacts on the county ofsuch a liberal
streamlining of the county's ordinance.

Item I-Aesthetics: Light sources will indeed be a potential problem. It is
irrelevant (as well as incorrect) to predict that the scale of the wine industry in
Placer county is anticipated to remain relatively small. (If it's so small, then how
is the proposed ordinance change justified?). This amendment would allow the
smallest of wineries without any, or minimal, vineyard acreage to create tasting
rooms. Thus the anticipated light source from many more wineries is significant.
The premise that a lack ofvineyard acreage will curtail winery growth and new
light sources is false. It is much more likely to anticipate that every winery will
(not just "may") have security lighting, which has very severe and significant
impacts on night lighting. To cite daytime public use as the criteria for lack of
lighting impacts misses the entire point of new light source impacts. We request
that an EIR be prepared.
Item II-Agricultural Resource: No one is opposed to legitimate agricultural
operations. However,. it is erroneous to conclude that the zoning amendment will
result in an expansion of agricultural production in Placer County when, indeed,
the opposite may be true, To be beneficial to agriculture, the grapes must be
grown in Placer County; however, this amendment allows grapes from outside the
county to be used. Thus, it may NOT have either a beneflcial effect OR expansion
effect on Placer County agriculture production. In fact, it may be detrimental to
the existing vineyards should grape "dumping" from another regions. occur.
To claim that the Winery Ordinance will implement several General Plan policies
that encourage agricultural production is to hide behind General Plan policies that



are not rigorously followed in the county. The County may play lip service to
supporting agriculture and right-to-farm activities, but it strongly supports
conversion of ag lands to development. The ag community is remarkably silent
when this occurs. Thus, the actions of the County do not support a dedication to
ag operation, and cannot be used to justify wine tasting as a legitimate ag activity.
III-Air Quality: We respectfully disagree with the conclusion in this Mitigated
Neg Dec that emissions would not impact air quality. Whether it is a fire place in
a wine tasting room, a diesel tourist bus, or auto emissions from customers on
private residential lanes, there WILL be increased air pollution. Anyone who
grows organic produce knows full well the potential hazards of pollution of crops
from auto emissions near roadways This impact must be analyzed and mitigated;
please do so in an EIR.
We also disagree with the statement that vineyards that provide grapes for the
wineries do notproduce substantial pollutants. With chemical spraying,
fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, etc., vineyards are widely recognized as one of
the most ecologically damaging ag activities. To rely in part on the state and
federal regulations and enforcement with their reduced staff and increasing
budgetary cuts, is to provide no guarantees or even likelihood of compliance. To
rely on the county (even before its upcoming cutbacks) to enforce any regulations
is unrealistic; the county cannot fulfill its obligations now. The health of
neighbors should not be subjected to such a gamble. Please prepare a full EIR to
cover this potentially severe impact.
To rely on the Regional Water Quality Control Board to monitor waste disposal is
not a reasonable position or satisfactory mitigation. That agency is notoriously
overwhelmed and understaffed and cannot begin to adjudicate the thousands of
complaints it receives, let alone its backlog. It simply cannot "address any
improper waste disposal methods." Also, CEQA does not allow mitigation in the
form of "Let them (another agency) do it." Please prepare a full EIR to cover this
potentially severe impact.
IV-Biological Resources: We respectfully disagree that the proposed Winery
Ordinance in and of itself would not impact oak woodlands. By making it easier
to conduct tastings and promotional events, one can reasonably conclude that
more wineries will be created, along with vineyards, either on the property or off.
Thus, as has been observed in thepast,oaks will most likely be removed as they
have in numerous instances where wineries have been created in the past. To put
the onus of enforcement on the Placer County Tree Ordinance (which is the
laughing stock ofmost tree ordinance specialists, and, except for a few local
ineffective ordinances, tops the list as useless and meaningless) or on enforcement
ofFish and Game regulations is unacceptable. Neither of these can/will provide
adequate protection, mitigation, or avoidance of significant impacts. Mitigation IS



necessary and must be specifically spelled out, as is an EIR.
To conClude that because wineries are dispersed in the landscape that they would
have no potential for blocking wildlife migration corridors is erroneous. One only
has to see vineyards with netting (devastating to birds), wire fencing, and other
measures that have been utilized to stop wildlife. More vineyards will bring
additional impacts to important wildlife corridors and to predators, especially as
their increasingly narrowed and segmented corridors force them into proximity of
unnatural habitat (i.e., neighborhoods, school yards, playgrounds, etc.). Please do
an in-depth analysis of the impacts this ordinance amendment will have on
wildlife corridors.
Until the Placer County Conservation Plan is either adopted or abandoned, no
zoning amendments should be considered. To do so would be to jeopardize and/or
undennine potential options that might be needed in the future. The PCCP is the
true test ofthe County's dedication to ag operations; let's see just how dedicated
the county is before we allow retail operations in residential neighborhoods.
VII-Hazards and Hazardous Materials: It is a given that" the zoning amendment
.will result in more wineries. This will result in more vineyards (even if grapes
and/or bottled wines are brought in from outside Placer County). With the
additional vineyards will corne additional exposure to hazardous materials-air,
soil, or water born. To our knowledge, there is no enforcement of the incorrect (or
illegal) use of hazardous materials until or unless there is an unfortunate incident.
.To date, inappropriate use ofhazardous materials is a self-regulating activity
which means enforcement is practically non-existent. For example, no one has
studied the impacts to ground water of chemical residue seepage, but we do know
Placer County creeks and air are becoming more polluted. More analyses, as well
as stricter, not looser, ordinances are called for. Please conduct a thorough
analysis ofwineries and concomitant vineyard impacts and prepare an EIR
VII-Hydrology & Water Quality: Please see above.

. To address water quality standards with the provision for potable water is
problematic on many levels. First, it isn't just the well on the winery property that
may be impacted; neighboring wells may be using the same groundwater table.
Second, who is going to keep count of the on-site population in a 60-day period?
The owners? Again, self-regulating is unacceptable when economic resources are
at stake. Third, bottled water is now known to have health consequences that were
unknown even last year. New disclosures are resulting in many citizens
abandoning their bottled water. Bottled water is not an acceptable provision for
potable water for a winery.
Another concern is with the contamination of the groundwater that will be a direct
result from increased chemicals from increased winery activities. In many rural
areas with septic systems, contamination of groundwater is, or may be, a reality,
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as it has been in other areas. By the time the damage is recognized, it is too late.
We submit that the Placer County Environmental Health Division, facing cutbacks
along with other County agencies, is in no position to be inspecting and reviewing
sewage flows. This is a critical issue that can literally mean life or death for
citizens. This potentially severe impact must be analyzed more in an EIR.
IX-Land Use & Planning: It is disingenuous to claim that the Winery Ordinance
will have no impact on land uses or divide existing communities. If one winery is
successful, the next step will be expansion, followed by a bed and breakfast, then
a full scale restaurant, and on to a hotel. The growth-inducing activities associated
with a winery belong in commercial or industrial zoned districts, and not in
residentiaVag zoned districts. This Winery Ordinances merely exacerbates an
already intolerable impact.
A 4.6 acre minimum for a winery is hardly a viable size and should not quality as
an ag operation. It could qualify as an ag operation for the growing of some
grapes, but not with the creeping additions of winery, wine tasting, and whatever
is coming next. .The statement, "Wineries and accessory uses like wine tasting are
elements of commercial agricultural operations and are therefore appropriate and
compatible uses" is an insult to legitimate ag operations~ Is there a point at which
the expansion of "accessory uses" is defined? Is it ever curtailed? Or will it be an
ever increasing nuisance to communities and neighbors who have the misfortune
of having one of these in their neighborhood? Will these wineries stop at wine
tasting? What about crackers and cheese? Will they then make their own cheese
complete with confmed animal feeding operations for dairy cows? How about
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 to,
legitimate commercial ag operations. Please do not foist this egregious amended
ordinance on any Placer County neighborhoods. Analyze all impacts for full
public review.
It is a gross understatement to claim that "The Winery Ordinance may encourage
the establishment of additional wineries and vineyards ...." It will become an ag
tax shelter for some and a nuisance for others. To imply that neighborhood
compatibility issues will not impact adjacent residences is pure speculation.
Deterioration of property values WILL be the norm. People live on private, one­
lane driveways for privacy. In most rural areas, on private roads, there are no
public roadway services. Neighbors move to the rural areas in part for the
privacy. To open a winery is bad enough; but to open a wine tasting facility is
abominable to anyone living on a private road. Contrary to what is stated in the
Mitigated Neg Dec, property values WILL deteriorate.
XI-Noise: To claim that the Winery Ordinance will not result in exposure to
excess noise levels is indicative of the lack of analysis in this proposal. There may
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be all of the noise factors associated with public traffic: horn honking, strangers
"peeling"out, mufflers, etc. To imply that County's Noise Ordinance will suffice
as regulation is a joke. Just research the degree of satisfaction from County
residents who have complained about noise ordinance violations (neighborhood)
and see the level of non-compliance and NON-resolution. It is almost impossible
to defme and enforce the County's noise ordinance unless one has tens of
thousands of dollars to pursue the matter in court. This type of impact will force
neighbors into litigation, where the burden does not belong. It should be the
County's responsibility to NOT create this nightmare in the fIrst place.
To couch excessive noise levels as somehow excusable due to their being
"temporary" and no more than six per year is unacceptable. Can I run a red light
as long as it's on an infrequent basis? The existing rules have been created for the
benefit of everyone-the common good. This ordinance unravels that concept and
is being created for the benefit of a few at the expense of neighbors.
Although we may have missed it, we see 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 in Napa and
Sonoma Counties do not stop at one winery for one or two tastes. Instead, they
start at one and "make the rounds." As cars drive into private lanes, residents will
not know if the occupants are just starting out, or have been steadily imbibing for
hours. Even slightly intoxicated adults can be oblivious to their own vociferous
speech levels. As recently reported, some Napa and Sonoma County wine tasting
facilities are banning large groups due to unruliness; we can only assume this
includes a noise element as welL Please address in an EIR.
XIII-Public Services: Common sense dictates that the General Plan did not
address public service impacts ofwine tasting. Is it assumed or anticipated that
the sheriff will never be called to a wine tasting establishment (rowdiness,
altercation, etc.)? How will the ABC limit of the number and size of the wine
samples provided to the public be enforced? (Assuming someone has been to four
or five tasting rooms, will the limits be cumulative? At the fifth stop, how will the
tasting limits be relative?) Because the roads are private, how will violations be
,enforced (law enforcement normally must witness violations)? Because the
county does not own/maintain the private roadways, how can the county pass an
ordinance allowing the public full use of the private drives? Please analyze the
public services impacts in an EIR and circulate for full public review.
XV-Transportation and Traffic: The Winery Ordinance requires that the primary
Ptlrpose of each winery is to process wine grapes grown on the wineryp~operty or
on other local agricultural lands. As vague as the words "primary purpose" are,
the activity should be limited to processing wine grapes because of the potential
impacts created by the amended zoning ordinance. It is irrelevant that there is



currently only limited vineyard acreage; it is reasonable to assume (with the stated
County's "encouragement") that more wineries and/or wine tasting facilities will
be created. Thus, County roadway levels of service may be affected, but more
importantly, pedestrian, bicyclist, and residents in the neighborhoods will have
their safety compromised. CEQA requires full disclosure, but we see no roadway
standards for wine tasting facilities as described in the Winery Ordinance. What
will be the road widths, pavement requirements, setbacks, etc.? If paved roads are
not required, how will dust be mitigated? Please incorporate roadway
requirements and address and discuss them in anEIR.
For the Winery Ordinance to NOT address parking is unacceptable.· When a
facility becomes full on a private drive, the impacts to the neighbors is severely
significant. Property damage, blocked roadways and driveways become a
nuisance and may result in calls to the sheriff for "tow aways," accident, hit-and­
run reports, etc. (which places more response time burdens on already overtaxed
law enforcement agencies). Please provide an enforceable parking lot requirement

. and analysis in an EIR.
Many neighborhoods have "Neighborhood Watch" groups-neighbors who have
agreed to watch out for each·other's safety. The effectiveness, if not the entire
concept of the Neighborhood Watch program, will be rendered useless with this
winery ordinance amendment. Otherwise, strangers, slowly creeping along the
private drive (or racing along) will simply go unreported since it could be
Someone headed for, or leaving, the winery. Neighborhood safety will be
impacted and a sense of community will be lost. Please address in an EIR.
Other Considerations for NOT Adopting a Wine Ordinance Zone
Amendment
The Right to Farm. This concept brings with it responsibility. Everyone supports
farming and ag operations as long as they are legitimate, not a tax sham, nor pose
an unacceptable nuisance to acommunity. Right to Farm was never intended to
allow retail establishments to set up shop in residential or res/ag neighborhoods,
let alone put on six promotional events per year. Ag proponents complain about
development infringing on Right to Farm. This wine ordinance amendment
creates the problem in reverse: The Right to Live in Peace in established rural/ag
areas being infringed upon by nuisance wine tasting facilities. This winery
ordinance amendment is nothing more than a shield for hobby vintners and
"boutiques" to circumvent the intention of laws and/or to take unfair advantage in
the m.arketplace.
"Farming" and/or "agriculture" are words that imply working on the land, in the
dirt, and are embraced by the public. Phony ag activities that become either
nuisance activities, or "holding patterns until development arrives" (Williamson
Act), are turning the public against traditional agricultural operations. Ag should



mean growing the grapes. It's a stretch to take it to the level of processing
(winery), but the barn door was left open on that one. Now we have the "farm
loaders" moving in, trying to capitalize on an ordinance and laws that were not
meant for them at all.
Selling Placer County produce is allowed on the property or on the frontage public
road if it is at the site of the production. This wine ordinance throws all
stipulations out the window by (1) allowing grapes grown elsewhere to be
processed and (2) allowing wine from other sources to be sold. This creates a
deplorable situation not only in unsuspecting res/ag zoned areas but also in turning
the public against ag operations..
Nuisance Complaints. The county should plan on increased calls for services and!
or complaints from neighbors. A recent LA TIMES article tells the truth about the
"booze hounds" who show up at these tasting counters, 'Throwing up in the
shrubbery, shouting, singing, flinging off garments ...." Some wineries in Napa
have put out signs, "No limos."
California's vehicle codes (speeding, driving without license, drunk driving,etc.)
are not enforceable on private drives; yet Placer vintners want to turn their private
one-lane shared easement driveways into commercial roadways, open to the
public under a right-to-farm smokescreen. Neighbors and pets will never know
what hit them when the "had been drinking" (HBD) crowd appears; it won't be
pretty.
Disingenuous Cause and Effect Claim. The ag activity is in the growing of the
grapes. For vineyard owners to claim they need to process the grapes, and now
need to allow tasting on the premises to sell the bottles is using the same logic that
an automobile body shop must encourage accidents to stay in business. No public
agency should be encouraging the economic advantage of one segment'of the
population over another (vintners over homeowners in this case). The grape
growers know what they are getting into, The demise of a 5 acre vineyard and
winery is a blip on the economic ag screen; if they are not making a good product,
no amount of tasting is going to take them out of the red.
No ordinance should be amended to accommodate an operation that is
unsustainable in the flIst place. When will cattle, sheep, or hog operations
demand ordinance changes to create shops to sell leather jackets; to create
restaurants to sell veal scaloppini, filet mignon, or medallions of lamb? Will the
county change its noise ordinance to promote ear plug sales? Will the County
pass an ordinance next to allow people whose homes are being foreclosed to start
half-way houses for (fill in the blank) in order to make money to maybe head off
the foreclosure? It is NOT, and never should be,a government's role to favor one
commercial industry over another. Where does the madness end?
Alternatives:



As some wineries have already discovered, many retail establishments now have a
"Local Wine" section in their grocery aisles. This is where serious and legitimate
local vintners who have a worthwhile product can/will sell their wines. In
addition, a number of very large wine retailers ("wine superstores") are opening
their doors in Placer County, thus providing another venue for wine sales.
Wine tasting can/should be held either in cooperative venues, such as the current
Farmers'Markets. If, in the wildest stretch of the ordinance, wine tasting was to
be allowed, it should be from public-road-accessible venues ONLY. If a vintner
wants to have tasting and not impact any neighbors on a private drive, then it must
be from public road access or public venues. This ordinance creates an
unreasonable situation where the vin~er on the rural private drive will always
know when their privacy wilVwill not be violated; they will simply keep the gates
shut. However, neighbors will have to guess constantly as to who the passersby
are.
With a little capitalistic ingenuity, there should be plenty of reasonable
opportunities for wine tasting activities that will NOT impact neighborhoods and
residential areas. Otherwise, the neighbors (and the County) are subsidizing
unsustainable operations (that should stick to grape growing and get out of the
winery business) at a great cost-the loss of their rural ambiance.
The Winery Ordinance zoning amendment is an unacceptable project that must
not be implemented. If anything, ag regulations, ordinances and rulings need to be
stiffened to stop the wholesale denigration of what once were respectable ag
operations.

Cordially,

Ernie Jay
P.O. Box 7167
Auburn, CA 95604

Going green? See the top 12 foods to eat organic.
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June 27,2008

Honorable Jim Holmes, Chair
and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Ave.
Auburn, CA 95603

~fECfE~WlErm
~ ", JUN 30 2008 lW

PLANNING DEPI

Re: Negative Declaration and Approval of Placer County's Proposed Winery Ordinance

Dear Chairman Holmes and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

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

The Negative Declaration does not meet the standards of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) because it fails to sufficiently 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 commitment to mitigate a
project's identified significant adverse effects on the existing environment, or to assure that a
project's significant adverse impacts on the existing environment will not occur. The Negative
Declaration improperly delegates decision-making to other agencies and relies on uncertain and
unsupported detenllinations in reaching its conclusions of less than significant or no impacts.

1. HIE NEGATIVE DECLARATION FAILS TO CONSIDER THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF

THE WINERY ORDINANCE

Despite the Winery Ordinance's express intent to encourage the growth of Placer County's wine
industry, the Negative Declaration fails to thoroughly evaluate the cumulative considerable
impacts this growth may have on the existing nlral environment. The Negative Declaration
acknowledges that "the adoption of the Wi'nery Ordinance may encourage the establishment of
wineries and the planting of additional vineyards due to provisions that simplify the regulatory
process and address accessory uses." (Neg. Dec., Section V, at p. 10.) Given the potential
growth-inducing effects of the ordinance and associated Zoning Clearances, any discussion of
impacts is incomplete without looking at the collective impacts of such gro\vth in Placer COLlnty.
The potential cumulatively 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.

\IV VV \IV. KEN YON Y EAT E S. COM 2/0



Placer County Board of Supervisors
June 27, 2008
Page 2 of 8

II. FINDI:\GS OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICA;"IT OR No IMPACT ARE PREMISED ON AN

UNSUPPORTED ASSUMPTION OF MINOR GROWTH

Although the ordinance actively encourages growth, the Negative Declaration repeatedly relies
on the assumption that there will be little actual growth in the wine industry, contradicting the
ordinance's stated purpose. The Negative Declaration relies on this contradictory assumption in
reaching many of its findings. The assumption that the wine industry will remain on a small
scale is based on the County's limited vineyard acreage. However, the ordinance seeks to
expand not only vineyards but also wine-tasting and processing facilities. In certain zoning
districts only" one acre of planted vineyard is required or the "functional equivalent" as
detem1ined by the Agricultural Commissioner (Draft Winery Ordinance, Section D(l)A, at p.3.)
for the development of a wine-processing facility. Moreover, the grapes used at these facilities
are not even required to be grown in Placer County. Therefore, any assumption about the scale
of future growth based on vineyard acreage is an unreliable criterion consideling the fact these
facilities can be developed on very small parcels ofland. Instead of placing real and tangible
limitson the growth of wineries, to ensure the elimination of certain impacts, the Negative
Declaration relies on an uncorroborated belief that limited acreage is a sufficient barrier to
growth.

III. AESTHETICS AND LrGHT SOURCES

The potential significant adverse impacts of additional artificial light sources are detennined to
be less than significant based on the assumption of small growth and on the belief that winery
facilities would be "generally oriented towards daytime public uses." (Neg. Dec., Section I, at p.
6.) Despite this unsupported assumption, there is substantial contradictory evidence
demonstrating that nighttime visitor-serving activities at existing wineries disturb neighboling
properties. (See from 3/1/07 letter from Neighborhood Rescue Group at pp. 4-5, attached as
Exhibit 1 to this letter; see Police Call repoli, attached as Exhibit 2 to this letter; see 9/13/07
letter from Laurence A. Graves at p.l, attached as Exhibit 3 to this letter.) Moreover, there are
no actual limitations restricting these visitor-serving activities to daytime hours. Rather than
setting standards in the ordinance that would limit visitor-serving activities at winery facilities to
primarily daytime use, thereby reducing potentially significant nighttime impacts to less than
significant levels, the Negative Declaration inappropriately relies on the unsuppOlied assumption
that these visitor-serving activities are oriented towards the daytime.

IV. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE

Although it is claimed that the wine-tasting and processing facilities will benefit agricultme, the
'vVinery Ordinance will also increase commercial and visitor-serving uses that may significantly
interfere with other existing agricultural uses. The construction 0 f processing and tasting
facilities, with as little as one-acre or the "functional equivalent" Gfplanted vineyards, may not
preserve agricultural land. Instead rural famllands may be further subdivided to support
commercial and visitor-serving operations benefiting the wine industry. (Draft Winery
Ordinance, Section D(l)A, at p.3.) FU11hermore, allowing the import of grapes not grown within
Placer County goes beyond a policy to support local agriculture to encouraging commercial
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markets that sell wine and related products throughout the otherwise rural agricultural and rural
residential areas.

V. Am QUALlTY

The Negative Declaration concludes that there will be less than significant or no impacts on air
quality. Instead of examining the cumulative effects of the ordinance on air quality in Placer
County, which already exceeds U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards for PM-I 0 and
ozone (Neg. Dec., Section III, at p. 8.), the Negative Declaration only goes so far as to require
compliance with Air Pollution Control District standards. The Negative Declaration improperly
mitigates the observed consequences of chemical spraying and pesticides by relying on
enforcement of pesticide regulations by state and federal agencies, and the Placer County
Agri.cultural Commissioner, without explaining how these entities will be notified of the need for
follow-up enforcement.

The Negative Declaration fails to properly consider the increased emissions and dust generated
on the County's dirt roads from an increase in traffic from visiting cars, busses, and other
vehicles, which residents have expressed concems over. (See 4/22/08 letter from Roger and
Irene Smith at p.1, attached as Exhibit 4 to this letter; see 4/18/08 letter from Emie Jay at p.2,
attached as Exhibit 5 to this letter.) The Negative Declaration additionally fails to consider the
potentially significant adverse effects of chemical and pesticide usage on the visitors \vho are
being encouraged to visit this agricultural area.

VI. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The assumption of small growth truncates a complete evaluation of the increased pressure for the
removal of oak woodlands to accommodate more vineyards and commercial operations like
wineries, tasting rooms, and associated commercial activities. The ordinance expressly
encourages the development of new vineyards, tasting rooms, and processing facilities, but fails
to 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 trees, while admitting that the Tree Ordinance "does not apply to agricultural
uses." (Neg. Dec., Section IV, at p. 9.) Therefore, any mitigation relying on the enforcement of
the County's Tree Ordinance is not feasible.

Although the Tree Ordinance does apply to riparian areas, the Negative Declaration defers any
mitigation for the loss of riparian areas to regulations that may be enforced by the Califomia
Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG"). However, the Negative Declaration does not provide
any information on CDFG's ability to monitor the County's ordinance. No additional funds are
made available to assist CDFG's enforcement of any mitigation strategy.

Full analyses of the impacts of fish and wildlife conidors are similarly missing from the
Negative Declaration. Instead, the County defers to CDFG stream bed alteration pennits and
COLmty watercourse setback requirements. Impacts to wildlife corridors afe dismissed because
"wineries are dispersed in the landscape and thus have no potential for blocking the migration of
fauna." (Neg. Dec., Section IV, at p. 9.) This conClusion is not supported by any facts in the
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ordinance or any information discussed in the Negative Declaration. There are no requirements
that vineyards and facilities be "dispersed." FUlihennore, vineyards with netting, wire fencing to
exclude wildlife, and other equipment may pose a significant adverse impact on native wildlife.
(Exh. 5, p. 3.) These potentially significant impacts deserve further investigation and analysis:

VII. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

While the Negative Declaration admits that wineries "routinely handle hazardous materials"
(Neg. Dec., Section VII, at p. 12.), the potentially significant impacts of handling, dispersing,
and disposing of these materials is left to the pennitting requirements and handling and storage
regulations of Placer County Environmental Health Services (EHS) and the Agricultural
Commissioner. It is unclear from the information in the Negative Declaration that the County
has even consulted with EHS or the Agricultural Commissioner about the handling of hazardous
materials within facilities tha.t encourage public use and visitation. Since the County is the lead
agency for the ordinance, the lead agency is required to consult with the departments within the
County and other responsible agencies to address this potentially significant impact.

Furthermore, public comment has raised doubts about the proper enforcement of existing
hazardous material regulations, throwing into question the assumption that the inherent conflict
between increasing visitor-serving uses and handling and disposing of hazardous materials will
be reduced or avoided by the existence of agency regulations. (Exh. 5, p. 3.) Concems have also
been expressed as to the possible degradation of Placer County creeks from inadequately
disposed of chemical residue seeping into groundwater used for domestic water supplies. (Exh.
5, p. 3.) A more thorough analysis of the existing use of pesticides, chemicals, and other
hazardous materials based on the existing environmental conditions is necessary. This would
allow the public and County decision-makers to understand the increased risk of exposure
created when vineyards and visitor-serving uses within these areas are encouraged and expanded.
An ErR is the logical document to compare the existing baseline conditions to future scenarios
that increase the opportunity for handling and disposing hazardous materials adj acent to existing
rural residences and expanding visitor-serving uses.

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND \VATER QUALITY

In addressing the ordinance's impacts on hydrology and water quality, the Negative Declaration
fails to analyze the cumulative impacts of increased water use for vineyards, wine-processing,
and wine-tasting facilities. The ordinance's attempt to address impacts on water quality through
the provision for potable water is insufficient. A self-regulating requirement for bottled water
use is unlikely to be complied with and fails to address the use of water other than for
consumption. The possibility of groundwater depletion is avoided by specifying compliance with
the Placer County Code and the Land Development Manual. Discussion of surface and
groundwater quality defers mitigation of potential impacts by requiring the Regional Water
Quality Control Board to set, "where applicable," standards for waste disposal. (Neg. Dec.,
Section VIII, at p. 14.) This does not satisfy CEQA's requirements that changes to the project
must be included in the project and made available for public review and comment before project
approval. Here, the mitigation is illegally deferred to a future time when another public agency
might adopt futme water quality standards for waste disposal. -
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The Negative Declarati'on fails to provide any meaningful analysis of water use by the wineries.
There is no discussion of baseline water conditions in Placer County. Moreover, the Negative
Declaration makes no attempt to quantify the water use of existing wineries or to forecast water
use by prospective future wineries. The conclusion that the Winery Ordimince "will not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge"
is not supported with any factual basis. (Neg. Dec., Section VIII, at p. 16.) Requiring
construction of new wells to comply with the permitting and production requirements of the
Placer County Code and Land Development Manual does not sufficiently mitigate the potentially
significant adverse impacts of groundwater depletion. Avoiding a complete evaluation of the
impacts and mitigation of water use is impermissible, especially in light of persistent statewide.
drought conditions.

In addition, there is no discussion about concerns raised regarding potentially serious impacts to
water quality from chemical and pesticide run-off. (Exh. 4, p. 1; Exh. 5 at p. 3;see 1/23/07 letter
from Mike Giles at p.2, attached as Exhibit 6 to this letter.) The contamination of the area's
water supply from a potential increase in vineyardpesticide use is a serious concern and deserves
fUliher consideration of methods to avoid or reduce this potentially significant impact on
domestic water supplies.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING

The statement that "no impacts to communities or anticipated land uses are anticipated" openly
and inexcusably discounts the repeated and numerous problems that existing residents have
already experienced from the few existing wineries. (Neg. Dec., Section IX, at p. 15.) Residents
have already experienced repeat disturbances from commercial wineries and have expressed
concerns regarding safety, noise, and other issues stemming from conflicting rural residential and
commercial uses. (Exh. 1.; Exh. 2; Exh. 3, p. 1; Exh. 6, p. 2.) An increase in these existing
problems is anticipated if the Winery Ordinance is adopted, since it encourages the expansion of
these commercial and visitor-serving uses. The small 4.6-acre minimum parcel size for
Residential, Resource and Agricultural Zoning Districts is insufficient to eliminate impacts by
creating a "buffer" for the neighboring landowners adjacent to these wineries. (Neg. Dec.,
Section IX, at p. 15.)

The opportunity for public input that would be allowed for Administrative Review Permits and
Minor Use Penni ts for events and large wineries does not meet CEQA's feasibility test for
redLlcing or avoiding these identified significant environmental impacts, since the County
agency's discretion to modify the events or projects is rather limited. Although the
Administrative Review Pennit gives an opportunity for public input, there are no guarantees that
the public's concerns or wishes will be acted upon, especially given the precedent that appears to
have been established which dismisses these concerns.

Neighbors of wineries have also expressed concerns about property values, which the Negative
Declaration dismisses. The Negative Declaration's bare conclusion dismissing this. impact as
merely an ullconoborated concem simply ignores the documented opinion of an experienced
Northern Califomiareal estate appraiser that adjacent property values wOllldin fact decrease.

ZZD
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(See 7/15/03 letter from Daniel G. Cripe; attached as Exhibit 7 to this letter.) The decrease in
prope11y values, 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 result in pressure for even more commercial development within rural County areas.

X. NOISE

The Negative Declaration inadequately analyzes potential noise impacts by assuming there will
be compliance with the Placer County Noise Ordinance. The determination of less than
significant or no impacts also relies on a belief that limiting promotional events to six or less per
year along, with compliance with the Noise Ordinance, somehow eliminates significant impacts.
The Negative Declaration dismisses impacts claiming that winery and tasting facilities are
historically "not high noise generators." Limiting events to six or less per year will not ensure
compliance with the Noise Ordinance for each event. Furthem10re, the hours and succession of
Promotional EVents and Temporary Outdoor Events are not defined or restricted so as to assure a
reduction in potential noise impacts. The Negative Declaration's bare conclusions conflict with
the well-reported history of non-compliance with the Noise Ordinance by the few existing
wineries. 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 late-night events. Besides creating a disturbance to residential conm1Unities,
there have also been reports of noise from wineries disturbing livestock. (Exh. 1, p. 2; Exh. 6, p.
2.)

The Negative Declaration fails to provide any quantitative analysis of noise. There is no
discussion of the existing background noise during any particular time of the day or night. There
is no discussion of the anticipated noise generated by the operation of a winery, expansion of
vineyard operations, or visitor-serving uses within the area. The County fails to provide any
info1111ation about the increased noise associated with the allowed promotional and commercial
events. Finally, there is no infonnation about the additional noise generated by traffic visiting
the wineries and tasting rooms, or traffic going to and coming from allowed promotional and
commercial events.

XI. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAffiC

The Negative Declaration's conclusions about transportation and traffic impacts again
impermissibly rely on the assumption that the County's wineries will remain small. Not only
may the level of service on County roads be affected by the increased trafftc 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 reported incidents of winery visitors
driving up private driveways, sometimes shining headlights into private homes at night, and are
concerned about the safety of children and pets. (Exh. 3, p. 1.) Many of the roads that are
cUlTcntly used for wineries, or might be in the future, are private roads designed fOl: residential
use and cannot support commercial businesses. Heavy tourist traffic on narrow, \vinding private
roads creates a nuisance and safety hazard for residents. (Exh. 1, p. 2; Exh. 3, p.l; Exh. 6, p. 3.)
\Vhiie concerns about drunk drivers may seem speculative, there have been reports of existing
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wineries offering tastings that exceed the amount pennitted by Department of Alcoholic
Beverage Control regulations. (Exh. 1, p. 6; Exh. 3.)

There is no baseline information on the traffic volumes on the to-be-affected 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 with
other agricultural operations. Weekend visitor traffic to wineries and wine tasting rooms may
conflict with existing local bicycle use on these roads for recreational use. This infonnation
needs to be included and evaluated in the initial study before concluding that the ordinance will
not have a significant adverse impact on traffic and existing recreational use of these rural roads.

The Winery Ordinance requires compliance with Placer County Code Section 17.54.060 to meet
parking needs. Perhaps better and more specific requirements should be considered, especially
given that parking from the few existing wineries has already resulted in nuisances for
neighboring landowners. (See 6/21/07 comments from Larry Graves, attached as Exhibit 8 to
this letter.)

The environmental impacts of generating dust from dirt roads caused by increased visitor traffic
should be fUliher examined. In addition, public comments have been expressed regarding the
effects of parking and crude grading of roads bordering riparian areas on watersheds and salmon
habitats. (Exh. 6, pp. 1-2.) The proposed ordinance does not address this potentially significant
adverse impact on sensitive habitats.

XII. SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Many residents 0 f Placer County purchased property based on the value of the area's quiet,
agricultural setting. (Exh. 1, p. 1; Exh. 5, p. 6.) The existing environmental setting is not
adequately discussed and evaluated in the Initial Study. Therefore, neither the public nor the
public's decision-makers can adequately evaluate how the expansion of wineries, tasting rooms,
and other associated visitor-serving facilities may affect the existing rural environmental setting.

There is a lack of quantitative infonnation in the Negative Declaration despite residents having
repeatedly commented about the potentially significant impacts of noise, safety, dust and
pollutants, and the decrease of their overall quality of life. (See 7/03 Petition to Placer County
Zoning Administrator, attached as Exhibit 9 to this letter.) The Negative Declaration states that
"[t]he purpose of the RA zoning district is to stabilize and protect the rural residential
characteris[t]ics of the area and to promote and encourage a suitable envirolUl1ent for family life,
including agricultural uses." (Neg. Dec., Section IX, at p. 15.) Facilitating the expansion of
wineries and wine-tasting and processing facilities may frustrate the purpose for RA zoning
districts. .

XIII. CEQA REQUlRES THE ADDITION OF FURTHER i\{[TlGATION MEASURES OR AN fIR

Section 15064(g) of the CEQA Guidelines requires lead agencies, when presented with a fair
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, to prepare an ElR.
Furthe1l110re, the County, acting as the lead agency in this matter; has a duty to fully investigate
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the environmental consequences of its proposed winery and wine tasting ordinance, which will
expand commercial and visitor-serving uses within the existing rural setting. The County's
failure to fully investigate the substantial evidence provided by existing residents of the
potentially significant adverse impacts of expanding commercial and visitor serving operations
expands the scope of a fair argument that the ordinance as proposed 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 potentially 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 seek to resolve any of the disputes that
may exist regarding the effect of the expansion of commercial and visitor-serving, which the
County's proposed ordinance encourages within the existing rural 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 effects
raised in public comment, and where mitigation is suggested, improperly defers the mitigation
until after the ordinance is approved, on behalf of our client we urge the Board to take the
ordinance off its agenda and direct County staff to conduct the proper environmental
investigation and evaluation required by CEQA.

Thank you for your consideration of our client's position.

Sincerely,

~~
Bill Yeat;{:~

Attachments: Exhibits 1 through 9.

cc: Neighborhood Rescue Group
John Marin, Director Community Development Resource Agency
Melanie Heckel, Deputy Director Planning Department
Anthony La Bouff, County Counsel
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~larch 1. 2007

Frn: Neighborhood Rescue Group Association

Re: PMP.\lI20060909, PESCATORE WINER YfDAVE, WEGNER ~ MINOR USE PERi\Hl
l\lODIFICATION ~ TO MODIFY USE PERMIT TO ALLOW \VINE TASTING ON A BY
APPOINTl\lENT BASIS,

.'Ne believe this "modified use permit to aUowwine tasting" as it is now \vritten should be denied
for a number of reasons; some of them to be presented at this hearing, but a nLlIllber of documents
with considerable detail are submitted today with this letter for the Adminismttive Record.

The Neighborhood Rescue Group Association (the Association) is a coalition cfhome OWll;;;[S in
Placer County that have a vested interest in r}JS application because the granting of this permit \vill
have a dektcrious impact on our quality of life, Illis proposed use denies us our individual rights.

These rights, fer the purpose of this tilir.g, are found in the accepted definiTion of how one
indi'viduaI may interact witb another in society. Individual rights are distinct from hmnan rights as

. the possession of these rights does not depend on hwnmmess as the source of authority. but rather
the actions of the individual who does things, albeit on their G'.'in property thaE disturbs the n0n11al
peace and quiet of a very rural neighborhood, and thus violates the individual rights of others.

Our concerns are sever-al and the years of ex.posure to the activities at the Dave Wegner Pescator;~

Wineryba'ie abLmdantly shown us th::n those (1(t vities very ()ften viobted DUf indi '/idual rights,
Sine&':, the forn1al C{H1J.ptaintL~ to th.e (~ourrty last y+::ar~ at ieast Ib.e loud Iuusic has stopped.

\\/e beiic've that V'ole should h;:r-/c- a right to peace and quite in our o\~,'n yaids:~ especially on balrrry
s.tlTnrner e.venings. :~.fte.r aIL vve tl10ved t() this very area for that-speci~\l qnaiity ~)fl.it.'c.·

in a. ri.lneiy rn.(.lnncr \J[ t..hei<.F~.(J \:\/-:1S (Jeni~d acc::ss tc records that should ha\/e be~:n prcr-·/i,dcd under
tIle \\/e vV'iU dO(1.1rlh~Dt this th()(oughly.

1



Neighborhood Rescue Group Association - Comments - Call for Denial or Continuation
P~'1PMT200{j0909,Pescatore \VineryfDave \Vegncr - Minor l:sc Permit Modincation to
Modify Usc Permit to AUowWine Tasting on "B:r Appointment Basis" - 3-1-U7 - 22 of24

tt is, however, the function of staff to provide equal consideration to the petitioners of the request
and adjacent property owners who may be adversely impacted as a result of tr,e petitioner's
requests

Where in aU of ul;s are anv of u~e comments listed below from the Gites t -23-07 filinl! with the- ~

PImming Department on the Wegner Questionnaire? The complete Giles response docwnenr
already in this record is Exhibit 5,

Here are very pertinent paragraphs in direct answer to the Staff Report to be considered
today where Mr, Fisi:h describes the project as - consistent with the rurai residential character
of the surrounding neighborhood

XV. Social Impact

XVL Transportation/Circulation

YR1c1geR(1~eI've~t6tw.ilesSp~'C1(,c!i~'t~?~w~e~e~dsWf1iJ¢'t\!~lc(}rne'1\.0> VS a small, private, chip and
sea! road which already serves 13 residents. .., .

asteept:Frl1::iarikrnerlt on the

Th~increased tra.fl1c from this project poses a threat to both local residents and the public
. "'f-Ieadligf1ts fro(1"t.'{(~htttC51e~v li1iS the v;in0Tg'p~}s'e:~ Illtis<lnc:etys th~Ysh:il1~qire~tlYln~o,the),v inJOV,iS'

9t the Jordan ta£tliLylocat6d across fronld1~,)~:il1sr~,(,' ' ...

v~,~i~r,~s'headedk1lhe wrneryoftenpasstllefacilityand driv~ up the drivevvay.of !'ocatresident.
L3.[''t~,'CJr'aves;·· .

Applicant \i/ants to sell 40 case;;J480 bottles Ohvli1e pt2r month year found. 1tlt) rev~~enb a v~ry
l' . '. ",..~. J' I 1 ." \ . '.. l d'.arge lEuease m tr::WiC ai1G. a COTTcspon .mgt)' arge neganve Impact on tillS nelgi1bOmoc)' ,

neighbornccd
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j\(eighborllOod R>?scui;! Group Asso6atiol1 - Comments - Call for Denial or CQntinu;ltioD
P;\IPIVIT2006090'J, Pescatore WineryID3YC Wegner • ~nnor Use Permit i\lodification to
Modify Csc Permit to Allow \-Vine Tasting on "By Appointment Bash"· 3-1-07 - 16 of H

their lives. Corn,plaints nav'= already been fikd by several individuals'on tIus issue and the peint is
\.vell taken when they say the actions of the individual whQ does things, albeit on their O\Vn property
that disLlrbs the ncmiaJ peace and quiet of a very rural n.;:;ighborhood, and thus violate the
i';ldl vidual fights of others ar;~ wrong and when Placer County approves conditions that make it OK
to violate our individual rights, it is more than \vn)ng, it is inex;.;usable,

tf Pl,tcer CDunLy is so lmerested in enlarging the agricultural base, then it ought to be more caren.:\
about the thousands of acres they have already given to development and not try' to forr.~e these

. I ". I . 'f . ,- , .. 'h 'COmrrL(;fCl'l enti:rpnses mw our rura commumty, .0 try to rorce tnese \,\ilnenes mto t .esc rural
areas is wrong any wav I(OU look at it....... .. / '"

SPECIfIC COMPLAINT (11) On this project there: are two other very important elements, that
we believe the County has totally ignored. Refer back to NRG Exhibit (2), second page to the map
of the area used in the lot split operation and look atthe tl-u'ee way junction of Ridge Road"
Vv' elcome Road and tbe drivc'vvay to the Pescatore.

,·Jlr~.•i~.f~t~~$Jiop··.tJf~Y.~!~0I!1.e •. [<:().~d. a~~" .. F:i.~.g~ a.g...•i~. ~•••.•1{.·~.~~t{)~iJg~.tlt~ ••••~.u.s,~t~~t,lr~n.~lltJrts
£~~dr~~t~?~.~~e·llr~a.Land'vedoIlotQgne"'g ...........•''t~is is ..eitb~r alIe~lt~~ •...oi'Jll{)~;n)'ci~lIt,··
thi~igl((h~.;,:e;.'~:~hi~,l~§~!nB·f<l£!lit;('~tt~~~J~c~~~ori. .. . . . ., <.'

'Nhy should cp..ildren be exposed to this threat and questionable influence? We have not had the
time to check the legality, but that ought not be our job anYViay, it should be the job of the County
to take care of this properly.

'fhe LarryGravcs comments sent to Alexander Fisch \Vere not mentioned in the Staff Report and
should have been because they were very on point, accurate and included pictures. For Mr, Fisch to
ma..\:e the following comment indicates his disdain it)f the provisions of CEQA which calls for
careful consideration of public input. 1-Ie \",rites:

it is neither appropriate nor the function of staff to make a Judgment as to 'Nhose version of past
events is most accurate when providing the Zoning Administrator with a written analysis and
recommendation on the requested modif\cations to this Minor Use Permit.

It is, however, the function of staff to provide equal considersticn to the petitioners of the request
and adjacent property owners 'Nho may be adversely impacted as a result of the petitioner's
requests,

This t10\very language might satis~; the Zonir:g Administrator. but ,v': doubt that it \,--i1l satisfy the
requiretTlents o[ C:E(~~.:.\. on public p:;'lrticipaU.on. For instan.ce:

1513 1. Economk and Soci:JI Eff{:cts

{)espite tb.c trnptl.c3tlon of Ehese sections,; (:1::{~~-\ dDes not E~,t:liS exctusi\; en pbYS~_Cl1 cha.ng.es-~

2.T1.d it 1,5 not cXC~usl\:(:ly physical- in (:OD(ern~ For eXilllTr1c. in S~ctic~n 21 083(~)~ C:F:(~.~\ requires dil

agency' ti..l detem1ine t.h~lt a prcject rnay have a si:~niflcant cfr·~Cl on the envir~)rUnellt if it \vill cause

3
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Date of orig:o::Jl complaint

l+·/lW c':;; In 2005 Pescatore \VineTY had numerous events that sounded [ike \t/edding receptions.
We did not bother documenting them.

1~·~.X~f.>~"/V "tl.Ct:>;
f.rJG1o;~~.daf~:,.[·~?rq~8 .. '(· ···;~:;.~()~~~·>aeg •• ()t!1~i'·hi(isicfrghL§.qr~I~St<in;t'ifiat~oundf:et '..

·\\~~gd.irlgre.c¢ptrOfiat atoreWinery;'

March 9, 2006 Letter and photo sent to Bill Schultz and Mike Johnson compiail"ing of
public wine ta.':ti.ng by Pescatore Winery. Included with the letter was a photo advertising
public wine tasting.

,~!~,
li.~siB~19n, their W<;U""l<; I•

.[o'chided with the letter were photos ad'ver"tisin!I wine tasting and a copy of their website
advertising weddings aild banquets.

March 27,2006 We receive a letter saying Code Enforcement has b..::en requested to
suspend any actjon on our complaint

fM~>,i;~Q:;:iJQIJG:R);tpgrJE]~··ft9rytR~r:.~~~K\'{I!~~.§2lJ.@e~:~m~:~';f~~~j]jg.r~t~p~i9?:X,¥-Qud
,muslcbntil:2J.30,,\Ve filed noise comolaint w Sheriffs IfP060504232

'> ~:« <'--::"\< ..

June 6, 20Ce Mike Johnson says he is going to issue a cease and desi $I. order to Pescatore
Winer;. rask for a copy

Ju.ne 20,2006 [ leave another message for j\·1ike Johnson to call me back. I have not
received cease and desist order.

Jllltej~'*P9?~hotogr.lphsigns ShOW111~ \veddi ng reception at Pcscaron:
nil.Jsic};':90~ rece]ytiqn\lritiI aller 22..)1) nours:.\Ve tile noise complaint with Sheri'#?66{)605249 ". .' '.' '."'. . , '.

June 26, 2006 Letter ".ith phOlO, website advertisements a.nd "in..:: t.a.sling dates sent to
Christine Turner (Placer Co. Ag. Commission)

1';;.115. 2,oc6 M; ~8' Io:;;".;:" kine:; message on our machine expJaL'1ing that he cant issue
':,:,;5':: dlKi d<:sis< order bt.:cause Pescatore ',l/inery says their evenrs are private, non .
C~}"ilipcfi5Z:,l~\.~' ~'-..·~:it5. :... ·~:.dlli.y C('lius..;i iI<,s t.c~n ad·,;ise.J .

2SSS-';S2-9tS

..... _._._"-
~·"I.,t :..'~:! ~ >
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j. 'vidal 9l8-3'35-9552 p.2

July 17.2006 Called Johnson for an update No reply

July 19, 20D6 I email \r{ik~ Johnson fiJr an update,

,I

Datesthey had 'iign out adverti:>ing Public '.vine Ta.sting at their facility
teb.l 9. March 26, April 20, May 1, May 10. May 13, May 17, May 26'

I r'<f:i I.;

-, . r II> ; I 1/... #1 "". /' ;... r /f;' ;11.. /,~.;;, <' /'-,/:, .' I,.1"1 I""",: i,,~..:· » /" Ii!;.;·... I
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Pnorit:,:4 Typ.::N01SE • NOISE DlSTtRBc\!'iC
LiJo..:ation:70S5 RIDGE RD,NC
LocCros:;:bt'-\'n GOLD CREST CT and \VELCOME lU)
fnfo:li'iTERSECTlON OF RiDGE RJ)/\VELCOMi:· L>

Agency:SO Darca:SAl BeaUJNION Block: 131 L! Detail

22;19:13 CRE,~Tl~ Location:7055 RIDGE RD,NC Tvpe:NOlSE Info:INTERSECTION

RDiWELCOY1E LN Nam~~~~~~~~~a!J.~.".
Darea:SAI Area:131 TypcDesc:l"iOISE DISTURRANC ocCmss:bt'.\.'n GOLD CREST CTand
WELCO",fE RD Prlorily:4 Respnn:ie:l?AT Agency:SO Map:E51B LocType:S

n;lL17 El\TRY CGrnrnenl:ANON RP 5'1" ATES PESC.\TORE WINERY /\T LISTED ADDRESS [5 HAVINC A
....VEDDING RECEPT10N IN A BUILDING AT THE BOTTOM OF THEPROPERTi", RP
CO.,\;lPLAINGIN OF THE NOISE AND II-IE LA CK OF PERMlT FOR THE BUSINESS TO
HOLD SUCH AN EVENT,

22;:;;:39 NOMORE
22:2.!:}7 ·PRE£\US CommclltFPH
22:23;58 SELECT
2Z:H:16 VIE\VED
2:2:52:52 :DISP
22:52:52 -PR1U
22:53:35 ~ENHTE

1l:56:i); 'BACK£(-<
23:!}·Hl8 "ONSCN
13:05:56 "ONSCN
23:22:18 MISe
V:25:19 eLA

2J:25"Hi UL\
23:23.\8 C4
1343:2: "CLt.A,R

[31)1): ~~-r.lf~.• ' •.'f~•.•.•.~......•...~~
llr~~~_~~~~~~

U~ .
LWK

i'3f"~C_~_"
Ut' >

l.Jt"K
UP Comm~llt:r{A.rN1)OVVVALLEY RD! D3 i GOLD BILL

U.U.K Location:l6i1 R.-\Il\iBO\V VALLEY LN.,NC

LHJ L,)·~"tjO!l: I6U Ri"lNBOVi 1,',\.1..L£Y U''',i'iC

1.\ \.J l< 131'
UP

Z..1,.4'5:.3.3 -(~l.;_E;\H

.\S Commclll:MLiSIC n.R"{ED AND STOPPl:\C 500'i

.\ ·f

1
} ....., ....,



Detailed History for Police Can #P0606052:';9 As of 12/19/2006 i4:29: 16

i of t

lot)
/.. {(
\j

Agency:SO D3r(,':1:3Al Beat:LNION Block:I31 C Detail

,
! i -

2113:;)1 CHEATI Locatlon:7!J55 RIDGE RD,NC Type:NOfSE!";am~_
Darea:S/d Area: 131 TypeDesc:f'i-mSE mSTURBANC LocCrnss:bcwn GOLD CREST (1 and
WELCOl\lE RD PriGrity:4 Respcn:;e: lPAT Agency:SO Map: E5BJ LocType:S

22:11-30 ENTRY Comment:LOUD \VEDDING RECEPTION WITH LOCD MESIC.
Rl' \VANTS TO REi\lAIN A;'iONY MOUS.

21: H:J2 NO;,v!C}RE
no 14:30·PRElVrIS Comment:FPH. PPR

22: 15:06 SELECT
22: 15:06 MISC Com tlH:n I:RP REQDESTiNGA Ifl-.!! \VHEN THE DEPUTY CLEARS,
12: 15: 15 VIE\VED
"'.2,1''',2'.), l)l,')-·P. {)",~~.-)~.~~. Ij·n'(·Nu· ~,.",.. J _. .. 1. '\. 1"\:." ., .. 1 ll:~ pt,;;.. c Jlf~J.

22:23:29 ··PRHJ IJJ
22:47:0:j PR;\-WT Qt

12:47:06 -V1EWED HU
22:43:34 VIEWED
:U:3L23 DlSP Opcrawr__Opi:rNamcs

23:31 :23 -PHIL IlL
23:33:15 INRI!': J}(

2J:43:5ci "ONSCN
~3;,r7:1'7 )'(;LE/\,H I~.?.ir

23JIU7 -CLEAR
lJ:4 7 :27 'CUJSE

CC CornnlicnL:P.\HTY CLEARED ,\.NDENDED AT 2300 f-1RS

r1 "T;

2
, iCi,I',: 2Q3



Pc!lice C:aL #P()'60903822 Pag~ I ot l

Detailed Ristot]' for Police Call ,ifP06fJ903822 As of 12/07/2006 1l:30:4cl

PrimelJnit:13L Dis o:C( Type:NOfSE - NOISE DlSTURB~:\(C

NJillC: 'h0n~:911)..66J-4l(}8 Address:165 WELCOME RD,NC

Ageocy:SO Darea:SAl Beat: UNION Block:LJl C Dctail

!3!)
lJU
I"'C· .~.Dt:'Yn·r···l' .• \HH· '1 E.. ,)\.; .omme.~.:c.,h rV".40 ." .,;'.

13L
~',;', ("'.;.pttor~her:"iWI'·S·
~,,'"'._:.,; --r-''''' u~ - ~~'i"" '-"I"',.

I~C

Uti
L)\; COlnment:INQUIRY QV,51VtCN308,A"PC"".,,,,,
1lL. Commeat:.~tp£;'-m REQUEST UDE TO CODE?, ,.\ T THE SAM.E TIMBOr:
DISPATCH

!JU.
IJU Di,jjJo:CC ComrnencSPOKE VVlTHRP SAID ;\LRE,\DY R\S CODE EN FORCE Yi.Ei'H
\VORI<.L'iG ON THE ,"iOiSE PRCJBLE\1. HE HAS NOT THY TO 1:\LI<: TO THE
NEICHBOR. [MADE CO;"iTM..:r ....VIT1:1 THE {P, COULD or HEAH THE \ltSIC AWAV
FRO:'! TIE l'rlVfEDL\TE AREA. D.J TUHNED 'Vjl)SIC DOV/N, OFF IN 5 i\n-\iUTES

Lm:ation:7055 RIDGE RD,NC Type:NO!SE Namt
Darea:SAl A..~a:1Jl 'fypcDes(':NOISE DiSTURBANC

LocCross:bt',yll _ Sf CT and WELCOiVLE RD PriGrity:4 RespoClse:lPAT Agency:SO
Map:E5B3 LocType:S .
Com m·~nt:RPRPTD RESIDENCE AT LISTED 10-20 ARE PLAYlNG THEIR MI!SIC
EXTRHIELY LOCD Ai'iD HE IS REQUESTING PCSO RESPOND AND ASK THEM TO
QUIET DO';V(\;. RP IS WILLING TO SIGN A CO:\lPLAINT IF NEED BY. RP \VQUU)
ALSO LIKE TO REl\L\IN ANON.

Cummcllt:PPR

19:J8: U'ONSCN
19:56: 13 'CLEAR

i3:16:5~ CREATE

tB;19:11-PREMfS
18:19:27 NOMORE

18:19:37 SELECT
18:19;4'7 msp
18: 19:4'7 ·PRlU

18:20:05 ENRTE
18:21:26 PR:Hl~T

13:21:26 -VIEWED
18:58:24 DlSP
18:58:24 ·PRHJ
UL5,'1:23 "EYRTE
!8:59:0fJ'RFT
19:03:56 *,\USC

18:19:17 ENTRY

1'1;56:1..5 -CLE.·~H

19;5h:U 'CLOSE

3



l or I

DeLlih:d HistOf) for Polite Cal! #P061000 U3 As of 11/0i(1006 11:29:3 7

I HI}: 10 CREATE Locat:Gn:"i055 HlDGE RD,;'\C :'lam
Address:ADJACENT PROPEHTY o(Cross:bt,vil EST CT and
\VEI-COME RD Map:E5BJ

11:03:10 ENTRY Type:None··>NOISE Nall1¢~"''''''"!!ll·Ili!l.·II1!l1·m..,.. _. 'k,' CONFIDENTIALR·->~·
~ •• Darea:Nolle-->SAl Area: Niiile-->13 I TypeDesc;None..·>.NOISE
~BANCPriority:.'iGne-->4 RespolIse:None--> IPAT Ag<!ney:None->SO
CnmI11~nt:LOl.JD DJ ANNOUCIN(:-; A \'VEDDL'iG AND THE MVSICWlLL START
A.NYTIME - RP'S CONCERNED AS HIE DJ IS SO LOUD

17:03: 10 -PR£:vnS Commcnt:PPR
17:04:1") SELECT

I;:04:25 VIEW ED
1':0:':4\ GL\NGE Type:NOfSE->NOISE Addr~ss:ADJ:\CENTPROPERTY -->265 \V £ 1..C0\1£ RD

Comnlcnt:RP IS AVAIL\BU£ If NEEDED
P:33:F CA.N Commt'ot;l'iO MORE NOISE

-;;) t-' .~ ~. ~ ;::~\ .. , \.i·, .•.. .:..,' .\_j ,_,' ":;. ,.:: 1_;
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Li\UREi\JCE l\. GRi\YES
6995 Ridge Road

l'kvicasIk CA 95658

-,.- ,----.
'". ;... ' ~ ~ '.2 '...,' : \JiG. f:lcsimite and U. S. rvLlil

Fax No. 916-227·2745

S~"C~lmcntG, CA 95326

Attention: MaryAnI1e Gilchrist
Licensing Representative

R,:: Licensee: 'L)3\'ld and .Patricia V·i~e-gn.Cr

l_o·-ca:ion: 7055 'R1dg::P..o-3.d~ '~{e\-vca.st.le .. C:;\ 95658
~:(Gur File 1'<0.:
Typ,;;

"L; response to your telephone call to rne on. Septernber 7) 20(7) that your office \vould. require further
,c;C\scns fer the protest for the present appticahon of the Pescatore \Vinery £:x wine tasting, I am
submitting the following t"yO further conditions as I.vell as the original protest conditions of my
November 7, 2Q06, letter to you as welt as that by David M,,-ckerrroth in his letter of November 7,2006.

Specificallv. we protest Section 23789 in Rule 61.4 that ",<\Be \'/111 not license a nev.,.. retail location. "
within 100 feet of a residence unless the applicant can est::tblish that the operation aucl the proposed
premises "vi It not tnt·;rfere with the quiet enjoyment of the property by rcsldents.";r~JQi~,gp(~cificlt}ISe,

the ',vinery premises and entrance d;iveviay from the adj'c)lning 50 foot road easement is within
3pprcyxir-~-lat;~ly 40 feet of tb..e Ja.Cles an.d I(irn Jordan r~;sld'~;I'!.ce, ar:d ~,fr. Jordar~ \Vas. one.of the protesta.-nts
at cne of the hearings by Pic.cer C.'cu~ty i,n \",:hich he voiced i1is probleras \V'iU1 vehicles entering and
lca't/ing the \vinery entrance pl'errlis(~s v/lt-h noise and their light.s in the e</ening and tli.e da.1~gers to h1s o\\~'n

chitdr~n and dogs.

Seccnd.t:,...~ the protestants feel tbat the past conditions tbd.t have p[!~vailed ov·er the last t\VO or thr{~~' ye{lfS
k . .,-. .' 1 t ,. • . '" -1" ••• I •• , I !uavc- 1 In ettect, Cvfl$tltutC(~ a pUOLiC nlusa.!l~C to tne .surrounutng 31xteen reSldentLl1 netgnoors \\.: ..1en LJere
Lb' b1' .' .' > ., " ' •• PC" d'" J., 1 \ •lla\i"e :jce~, pu .de \Vlue- rastlngs} a VIOLa110n ot tne pn.cr 4~~ ... llcer~se) -an. prrmarny \\;·~j;en tnere ~1a've oeen

th\.: Placer County ·"vine tours Df 1CO to 150 cars per day being on the \v:nery' premises and on the adjacent
50 foct road ea.sen1;~nt ~;t./iLh it.s a~.tendant3 effects en the a{~j0iniDg sixteen residential neigllbor Oi)lners.

'f .... 11 . ,t, •. ' ~. .... ~'." • (..". ~ ~ ... ,.1,

Ll1 support ot botr: the pro{e,~)tants postt:l0n anu 111 1.211rneSS to t'escar.orc; f~V1I1eryl \Ve V.ilS.i1 to SubrT1Lt ter tEe

f\.B C~l s car:;f\i1 reviGvl in cOr1sidcr::lticn. 0 f past info rrr:ation Subr:1itted t() the County c f Placer \~/hicb are in
the fijliQ'..~f·ing.three decUIr'lents subtn.it~ed \Vitl-l th..!s additional pretest.

1
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Sepicrnbcr 13., 2007

--
.j :."-' ' .... ,.~

P'.>:;c.a~,Gr-:: n-s tasting p:;ru"ilt that in accocdZtnc:; ~-\.B(= that. the conditions be ,placed
- .,~ .~. ,: •., 'r".:~- .... ; .. t~":, r ... ' :J; ;::I :i·,·;ll' ··· ...D·".. ~'~ fin' ":t..... --.I'"'\;.;;Jo .-l,~,~, 0::' ,~- .. ~- .. ,' ..... ;. ti- . ,; ...~ i-. '~t: . l' ,.', .~ 't ...
".J~l dli~ tr.... lfLt;, ar.L. r.n.,.;..r .... \~Jd oe fi.l.J l,~ ...... i,'..... 1,... "ul Vi .. \,,,,, U'~J l.. prl"a\-c a.pP(Ji.rL.1nen~ \\iil~""" t.a:J-l.ng lIL11.e~~ \/ l)

cars raid 24 people on any one specifi~~d date, Further, a condition should be placed that there \-vill be ::10

ol~t"side reLJted activities aUo\ving rnore vehicles an.d \vinc tasting on any otb.er occasions than th,e one
.rctac':;d to {)ne day of \rvine t3sti,ng j 1.5 veh.l:cle·s a,nd 24 persons,

~_ Septernb:~r

in this reg:::.rd.

. \() c.orrtp ~ y

"/ery truly yours.

Y'Gur Septernber 7

Li\G:k:d

2



EXHIBIT 4



April 22,2008
Placer County
Cornmunity Develcpmem Resource i\gency
j09 i COL,nty Center Rive. Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603

Subject. \,\iinery Ordinance Environmental impacts

[n reviewing the Negative DecbrJtioll (NO) for the nc\V \\inery Ordinallce we nOllced the
follo\ving deficiencies:

I. AIR QU,-\UTY
Dust generated by additiGnal traffle Ii f access road is unpaved} is not
addressed in the ND.

Mitigation: require a dust-free road surface (chip sea! may suffice)
2. BlOLOG1CAL RESOURCES

A secondary, but major impact of a pennissive winery ordinance is the
likely construction of more vinevards. with extensive impact on wildlife
habitat, ..vater quality (both surface \vater and well water due to pesticide
use), soil erosion and the "narmal" aesthetics of our rLtr<ll areas. The NO
should address this.

Miti!c!ation: Ensure that all £leN vinevards are subject to full en'v'imnmcntal
revic\v as part of County approvaL 'nTis should include the
assessment of impactS on neighbors' \yens. Closely control
and monitor pesticide usc on all vineyards.

3, NOISE
NC'lse impacts are understated in the ND - especially if there are nearby
neighbors (say\yithin 1000') of a winery.

l\titig;rtlon. Limit the days and hours of opcntion of the machinery
Also limit tb~ operation of the tasting room, and the types of
activities alk,\ved (e.g, no amp!i fied music; limits on crowd
SlZe.).

\Ve h(1pe the:se deficiencies wilt be: addressed and that proper mitigation il:ea:,mes<;viil be
included in the new Ordioance,

Thank y,)U

1
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Item [-Aesthetics: Light sc·urGCS will [Licked be J. potential problem It l~ irrelevant (as
,vell as incom:ctJ to predict that the scak Dfthe \v~ne indLlstry in Placer county is anticipated to
remJitl reLnl'"ely small. (If it's so srnalL then how i:i the proposed ordinaI1C'2 change jusli fied'! J
'1-"· I "'1 I I I t··· .. ..,. I.n.t.:> ~urienuLn_ent \voutd ili. O\V t i.e snl:11 est iJ . \.V1.r1cnes \V"ltll.l.'!'ut In:,/ ~ or H1LnlI11JL vrneyaru acreage
ro create lasting: ro0111S Thus the anticipated light source from many more \vineries is
5ignificam.

The premi;e that a lack of 'vineyard acre~lge will cun'll! win<;r;i growth and new light
sources is false. It is lTILlCh more likely to anticipate that every '.vinery "ill (not j1.l::;t "may") h,\\'c
security lighting, which has very severe and signiticanc impacts on night lighting. To cite
daytin1C pubtic usc as tIle criteria. fCif l:..h:..k of lighting irnpacts m.isscs the entire point of ne'.v light
Sl,Ll[Ce impacts. We request that an EIR be prepared.

Hem U-A!!ricultut"1! Reso.urce: No one IS opposed to legitimate agricultural operaTion;;.
However, it is erroneous to conclude that the zoning amendment \\(iU re:mlt in an expansion of
agricultural production in Placer County when, indeed. the opposite may be tHle. To be
beneficial to ag!iculture, the grapes must be grovm in Placer County; however, this amendment
aUo\Vs grap'~s from outside the county to he used. Thus, it may NOT have either a bcneticial
efkct OR expansion effect on Placer County agriculture production. In fact it may be
detrirncntal to the existing vineyards should grape "dumping" from another regions occur.

To claim thatthe \Vincry Ordinance will ini.plement several Ge.neral Plan policies that
encourage agricuituml production is to hide behind General Plan policies that are not rigorously
f;')llowed in the county. The County may play lip service to supporting agriculture andright-to­
Lmn activities, but it strongly supports conversion of ag lands to development. The ag
community is remarkably silent \vhen this occurs. Thus, the actions of the County do not support
a dedication to ag operJtion, and cannot be llsed to justify \vine tasting as a legitimate ag activity.

tiL Ajl:.J~JJlity: \Ve respectfully disagree \kith the conclusion in this [l,l:tigatedi'<eg
Dec that emissions would not impact air quality. Whether it is a tire place in a wine tasting
room, a dies,;;1 tourist bus, or auto emissions from customers on private residentiallancs. there
\VILL be increased air ponution. Anyone \vho gro\vs organic produce knchVS fun INell the
potenti,ll hazards or po!1ution of crops from aukl tlnissions neal' roadways This impact musr be
analyzed and mitigated; please do so in an EiR.

V"'e also disagree with the sLl,\';laent thJX vineyards thm pl"ovide brr,lpes C(ir the wineries ell'>
not produce substantial poUut~mts. ,,'lith chcrnicai spraying, fertilizers. herbi.;icks, pesticides;
etc .. , \·~iJ1eY·J.rds are '.videl.):' recognizecl as one of the (":lost ecotogicall;/ dan1t1ging ag' actl\'ities. 'Il)
rely in par' or, the stHe ane! federal rC,:!ulatiuns and cnfurccm.ent with their reduced stafLml!
increcbing budgetary cuts, is L\.' provide riC guarantees Dr even likelihood ,Jf cmnpliance. To (c:ly
on rhe c()unt~~,·, (c\/;;:;tl. bett)ri.~ irs up\2orning cur.b[~cks) to en.t::)!'cc ailY r~~3-ttLlticnI5 is ljnreaEsti(;~ th~;

('(,un ty' c:anni) [ rll1611 t t.S oh Ilg,1Ii T)l.l,S l1()\V. Tl"lc healt.h () t~ neighbo rs sbuuld. not be. S~lt::j'~'cled t(}

.~uch 1 g~lnlbl\~'. Plc<lse prepJf-': J h.dl ELR. tc:o C~,~\'\~T ch.is r?.~'ten[iJIJy Se\\~l\~ lt~-lpa~~t.

To reiy U!l the Reglclui 'XJ[,:;r Quality C"ntrul B"drd lU mUl1\lUl' \"':iSle dispusal is IK't 01

r·~Jsun.JL"tc p()sif.~un or satisfJc[or> rnirigJtiQn, That a,;;,;nc} LS nt)[iJrlously" u'ver\vhehrl(~d Jnd
understaffed ~Ll(j ca.n.not b~~g;n [L) Jdj;_~dLcat,2 cJ1;;; thOUS~UltjS CIt" c.::"Hnplaint.:; it rccc'i;v:cs~ let :don(~ ttS'

bJckl:):5. It Stn:.~.:,l>- C:lnnur ~"~livldr2s:) JI1Y' irnpr'\"\p'2~" <"v~\stc j n"i~-~tl1(,:d~," ,:\
[ii.:H :11 rni~i·2dL\\.~:li ill ~:hc: c't" "·L.c~ tI;('In (Jll\)cher j de) l.t.~" Pl~:J.~:~ a h.lll. EU\.
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I\'-:-Bl'Jte'2ical Rest'Un.:ts \Ve respectG_llly di:;a~r~e Chdt the propo-;cd \Viner;.
Ordll1ance in and or itself '·,vould n\\t impact cak wocdland, By r11Jk.lng it easier to conduct
Lastin.:!s and nrOtllot.tUnaJ e\'ents" one can reasona!jfri conclude that 1110re v.. inerl:2s \\"1.tl. be created.--" - ~ ..
along with vineyards. eicher on the property or off. Thus, as lw:> been observed in [he past oa['(5
"ill most likely be rernovcd as they have in numemus instJnces where vvineries hilve been
created in the past To put the onus of' ent(;rcement on the Placer County Tree OrJiilaT1ce ('.vhich
is the laughing stock of most tree ordinance specialists, ane!, except for a tC\v local indTective
urdinances., tcps the list as useless and m-::antngkss') or on enforcement of Fish and Game
FegL1Lations is unacceptable. Neither or-these c:tr\;\viI! pro;.·ide adequate protection, mitig2tion. or
8:'vGldimce of significant impacts. Mitigalid1 IS rrecessary Jnd must be specifically spelled out
as is an EtR.

To conc!mle [hat becuLlse,vineries are dispersed in the landscape that they \,vould have no
potential t'(x blocking \vildlife migration corcidors is emmcous, One only' has to see vineyards
with netting (devastating to birds). wire fencing, and other measures that have been utilized to
stop wildlife. :\10re vineyards \viU bring additional impacts to importlIJt wildliCe corridors Jnd to
predators, especi2l1y as their increasingly nam)'.ved and segmented corrid'JfS force them into
pr(nimity of unnatural habitat (i.e., neighborhoods, school yards,playgrounds, etc.). Please do
an in-depth analysis of the impacts this ordinimce amendment wil! have on wildlife corridors,

Until the PIac:;:;r COllnty Conservation Pian is eith'~r adopted or abandoned, no zoning
amendments should be considered. To do so \liould be to jeopardize and/or undermine potential
optIons that might be ne~deJ in the future. The PCCP is the true test of the C)unt/s dedication
to ag operJtions: let's see just ho\v dedrcated the county is before we aHow rerail opcrJtions in
residential neighborhoods.

~JI-Hazards and Hazardous \1aterials: It is a given that the zoning amendment will
result in more wineries This wilt result in more vineyards (,,::ven if b'Llpes and/or otittled wines
;w:: brought in from outside Placer County} \,Virh the additit.\nal vineyards will come additional
e.xposu1'e to bazardous matcrials--air, soil. or warer bOn!. To out' knowledge, there is no
enforcement of the incorrect (or iLlegal) us," of hazardous materials until or unless there is ::In
Llnf~)l-runate ineiden t. T(; date, inJpprapriate use of hazardous materials is a sel f·reguLtti ng
activity WhlCh rneans entiJ['cement is practii~any non-e)(tsknt For example, no one has sl1Juied
the trnp<lcts to grol.cnd '.vat,:r (,f chemtcrd l''Csidue seepage, but 'xc do knll\\. PbC;'T Cl)Unty creeks
and air drc beconung more polluted. More :lnaLyse~), is ,-velI as stricter, not l'Jose1' ordinances are
called f,)[ PIe,EC cGnduct a thm}l.l~h ana; (\f wineries and concDmium vine;'Jrd irnpacts and
pr<:pare an EIP,

VI l_-llsdn'k:0Y & \\-:.1['::[ (huljIY. Pka.sc·sec above
Tl\ Jddress 'i}~-ate~· qUJ.li~y :)t~tn(L.lrds \-vld1 the PL\)\.'lsinn t'(q~ r)('d~ab!e \V.jt'~r l-S prublctTl:lti...: on

n~dn\...- Ic\"Cti~ Fif) r.~ l[ i,:~n ~ t jU:SI [h·~ \.vcU on the \\" i" ncr:~ pn)pcrt~/ thaI nl~lY' be i.rrl.p-Jct"c·J;
ncighhori,i"lg \\'-c1L; D.1.:i;:" be u~~i_ng the S~liTtc ~-r()Und\A<lt2r table. ScclInd....<,'[h") is gc'!!rg t{) keep
(GUIlt of the (}n-si~c P(}Pt~Lll1.Gn in a 60-day gerl~'i{f~l The O'~V'lt,er:)? ::\ga1~1 .. selt~["cguIJring is
U:'~~l.(:"C~~PL~bl~~ eCDil,CL7"llC rCSCLU'CCS arc jL s[ak<~. Thlr-d~ hc[t"h~~d \·va[,:::;[" is L'h)\\·' kn.O\\Ti [() h,r·,,<:
h~:~'11rh con~;::clt;:.:;-[}C';;;s that \"-CCi: Ltc~ki1u\'.'n. (:\:,'::1': L1:~t ye~l[·_ \c~,}; d1_5Cl(t~dr(:s ~:L~··~ f;~':~U!.t}n.~ r,n nl~lf'<"

Clfiz:::l15 al;<ln(k,'.nin~ I;'>2ic \(:-~H~~~··. \'.. JL:?,: tS ClOt. In '~~t"U\' ~·)i\)r; fl)r p\·_!~~lbl:~

\V;.lier [(:I\" a '·.vnll:~r~'!:,
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Another concern is '.vith the conwmination of the groundvvater thar will be a direct result
front tncre,ls,::d cbemicals from increased \vin<::ry actl\tties. [n many runllreas \\lth septic
systems. contamination ofground',vat(~r is, or may be. a reality, as it has been in other 1reas. B'I
the [ime the damage is recognized, it is too late. \Vesubmit that the Placer COUTlty

En.. ironmental He3li:h Di'/isi<)I1, fJ.cing cutbacks along ~vith other County agencies, is in no
position t(\ be inspecting and revie'.ving sc'·xage nows. This is a critical issue that can lilenny
mean life or death for citizens This potentially severe impact must be anJ.lyzed more in an EIR.

IX-·Land Use & Pbnning: [t is di:;ingenuous to claim that the Willery Ordinante \vill
ha'!e no impact on land Llses or di vide e:<isring communiri~s. If one \,Vin~lj' is successful, tbe
next step \liill be expa.nsion, followed by a bed and breakfast, then a fdl scale restaurant and on
to a hotel. The gro\vth-inducing activ·ities associated with a \vinery belong in commercial or
industrial zoned d.istric.:ts, and not in residentiaLag zoned districts. This Winery Ordinances
merely exacerbates an already intolerable impact.

A 4,6 acre minimum f()r a winery is hardly a viable size and should not quality as an ag
opemtion. It could qual ify as an ag operation for the growing of some .grapes. but not with the
creeping additions of l,vinery, ,,\inc tasting, and who.wver is c()ming next. The statement,
"\Vineries and accessory uses like \vine tast.ing are elements of commercial agricultural
operations and are therefore appropri1te and compatible uses" is an insult to legitimate ag
operations. Is there a point at \I/hieh the expansion of "accessorj uses" is defined'? Is it ever
curtalled7 Or will it be an ever increasing nuisance to communities and n.eigbbors who have the
misfortunt of having one ofthese in their neighborhood? \Vil! these winclies stop at wine
tasting? \Vhat about crackers and cheese? V-/iB they then tnake their o\\n cheese complete with
confined animal feeding opentLons for dairy COWS'l How about another building to make the
crackers. Comnler.:ial ag is working \\'ith the land: these accessory or vaLue added operations
l11Gke a mockery of and a disservice to, legitimate comnlcrclLiI ag operations. Please do 110t foist
this egregl<Jus anlendcd ordinance on any Placer County neigbborhoods. Ancllyze all impacts for
full public review.

It is a gross understatement to claim that "The \Vinery Ordinan..::c may encourage the
estab lishrnem 0 f additional wincl-ies and vineyards. ." It wiU bccome an ag tax shelter ti)[ son1C
and a nuisance tell" orhers. To imply that ncighborhl.1od compatibility issues will not impact
adjacent l';;sidences is pure speculati.on. Deterioration of property values \VILL be the n01l11.

People live en private, one-lane dIivc\\ays for privacy. In most rural areas, on private roads.
there al":: no public ro,lc!W:,ly services. Neighbors move (0 the rural areas in part for the privZICy.
To open a \vinery is bad enuu~h; but to open a \vine tastirlg facility is aborninablc to anyone
living on J private road. Comrary to what is staled in the Mitigaccd Neg Dec, property values
V/1LL d4crl,)rak.

~:(r.-·_~-~~rt)i_3c: 1"0 cLlirrl rbal [h,~ \\"'inery ()rdinan.ce \'\"i11 t"'.ot result. in ,::;xposurc to eX.cess
[WiSe k\·c-ls is indic<1ti\/,: '.if the Llek of (ltDlY5\S in thi" proposal. There may be all Df the noise
tJctO[S assc;eiakd with pubLc traffic: hOC1 honking, strangers "pceiing"C'ut, ITIufl1ers, etc. To
imply tlur County's \ois.e Odinance wil! slltTicc as reguLHion is a joke. JUSt re~;carch the
:~h;grce ()t~ 5ar.t3LJctinn tr~)GI ~=·ount.j resid(;'nr:; v.:ho lLl\'~2 c()i11pLtined al::>cut i1c1ise ordtnanct';
vi(\LH~C)tlS (n~ighborhuod) }l-:d 3\2'2 the te\:;~l cf iF)n-(;t:HI1.pLJncc an,d ?'"()~~··-resollJ~ljn. i[ is aln1l>st
inipC-3.)ibtc Ll"·' deflne Zt\"1d enf.:'i[(C the C:,0unty~:) nC~t5<;: ordirl~lr:c·~ l~nt(;~;s, ~)n~ h~lS tens of th(nJ~dnds

of dcdLlrs [\.) pur)u~~ th.c rn~l[rCr in C()urL ··fhi::; ty·p~ (}t~ ilTlpact \\/ill t(~~t-CC ftcighbi_1CS ir:.U) titigatit"l~.
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where the burden ,kles not belong. It shl)uld be the County's responsibility to NOT create this
nightmare in the first pt:lce.

To couch excessive nuise levels as s\)mel10\V excu5Jbk due to their being "temporary"
and no more tlun six per year is ul1Clccepuble Can I run a red lLght as long dS it's on an
intrequent basis) The existing: rdes reave been created for the benefit of everyone-the common
good. This ordu:;ance unravels [hilt concept and is bein:s created tor the benefit of a few at [he
expense of neighbors.

Although \\-c may have missed it, we see no discussion or analysis of the noise emanating
Ii-om the wine tasting public/potentia! customers. PkJSt explain the omission of this potentially
severe impCLct. MJny wine tasters in :~apa and Sonoma Counties do not stop at one w'inery for
one or t\\'o tastes. Instead, they start at one and "make the rounds." As cars dri \ie inw pnvate
bues, residents '.Iii! not kn()\v if the occupants arc just starting out, or have been steadily
imbibing for hours, Even slightly intoxicated adults can be obli'ilOus to their own vociferous
speech levels. As re<;ently reported, some Napa and Sonoma County wine tasting facilities are
banning large groups due to unruliness; we can only assume this includes a nois.e element as
well. Please address in an HR.

Xlll-Public Services: Commonsense dictates that the General Plan did not address
pub lie service impacts of wine tasting. Is iT JSsumeJ or anticipated that tbe sheri Efwill never be
called to a win,~ tasting estabLishment (m\'/diness, altercation, etc.)? How will the ABC limit of
the number and slze ofthe w;,ne samples provided to the pLlblic be enforced'; (Assuming
someone has been to four or five tasting morns, will the limits be cumulative? At the fifth stop,
ho'.v ',.vill the tasting limlt.) be rdative?) Because the roads are private, how will violations be
enforced (law enforcemem n0l111aHy must witness violations)? Because the county does l1l)t

ownirnaintain the private road?,ays, how can the county pass an ordin:.H1ce allowing the public
[tdl use oCthe private drilies? Please analyze the public services impacts in an ELR and circulate
for full public rev'iew.

XV-Transportation Z1ndTraftic: The \Vinery Ordinance requ.ilts that the primary
pllrpose of each winery is to process wine grapes gn}'.Vl1 on the winery property or On other local
agricultural lands, As vague as the words ;'primm)' purpose" are, the activity should be limited
to proc-:ssing wine grapes because of the potential impacts created by the amended zoning
ordinance, It is irrelevant that there is currently only limited vineyard acreage: it is reasonable to
assutne (wirh the stated County's "encouragement") [hat more ",vineries anclJor ,vme tasting
t"acihtlt's 1,vi1\ be created. Thus, County road\vay k~\;el:; of service may be affected. but more
irnp.;\rtantl·y, pedesui<-tn, bicyclist, and residents in th<2 nt'lghburho()ds will have their safety
eompromlsed CEQA requices tll!l disclosure, but \.v,;: sec no roadw:ly sUr1cLm!s tiJr wine LIsting
f:lcilities as described in rhe Win2ry Ordincmce. \\/hat witl be the road widths, p<l'lemem
rcquirerncnts.. scrb;:lcks1 etc.? if pJ'ved fOJds. arc nCt( reqL:in:;d~ ho\\: \'/dl dust. be rnitigatcd')
PkJ5C [neGcrc'catc m:kLv:l} requiremcms cud adch:ss and discu,s them in an ErR

F,)!' the Winery Ordinance to ;\OT address parking is unacccpubk \Vhci1 a bciItcy
bccornes fu.n uu J pri'./Jtc dri\'c, (h:,: ln1f)'1~ts to the nei.gIlb(}[:) is s(;\/erct~< signitl.c3nt. Property
damage. bl'~lck:J l'ind',vays and dri\c'·xays become a nuiscmce dnd rnay result ic calls to the
sheriff for ;~tO\V ~1\';""J:y-s:~~ a(.'"c'ldenL hit-and-rlrn report.5~ ere. (\vh.i"'~h. places en.ore respcn~;c tirnc
biJrdcI1:~ on. dL·eady- l)verLl.\ed enfUrCel1\ent agen(:,-L;;S). Pl\:J::;e ~')[·u\/id(: Jn~nt~:Jcce;jbL~ parkins
10[ [e-quir~i'ncnr. ]nJ Jnatysls in an ELR<
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\fany neighborhoods have "\ieighhorlwod Wmch" gruups-neighbors \Aho h,l\C ilbrreed
EO "A'atch out for ea..::h other' os sat~ty. The effecti ... ,~ness, if not the entire concept of tbe
r\eighborhood \'latch prDf,'Tarrl, will be tendered useless \,vith this \vinery ordinance amendnlcnt.
Other\visc, strangers, slo's!y creeping a\oITg the pri'iate drive (or racing along) will simply go
unreported since it could be someone headed tC)f, or leaving:. the winery, l'ieighbcrhood safety
'.vili be impacted and a sense of conuTl!.mity \sill be !t.JSt. Please address in an EfR.,

Other Considerations for NOT Adopting a \Vine Ordinance lone A!'lendment

The Ri£.f-Jt to Farm. This concept brings \'vith it responsibility Everyone supports
t:1l111lng and ag operations as long as they are legitimate, rwt a tax sham, nor pose an
unacceptabk nuisance to a community. Right to Farm was never [mended to all 0 '.\-' retail
esrablLshments to set up shop in residential or resiag neighborhoods, let alone put on six
promotional events per year Ag proponents compfain about development infrlnging on Right to
Fann. This wine ordinance amendment creates the problem in reverse: The Right to live in
Peace in established nlratag areas being infringed upon by nuisance \-vine tasting facilities, This
winery ordinance amendment is nothing more than a shield fi)r hobby vintners and "boutiques"
t,) circumvent the intenticn of la'.ys and/or to take unt~lir advantage in the marketplace.

"Farrning" ancLor"agriculture" are words that imply working on the land; in the dirt, and
are embraced by the public. Phony ag activities that become either nUisance activities, or
"holding patterns until development anl\iCS" (\ViHiamson Act), are turning the public against
traditional agricultural operations. Ag should mean gn)l.ving the grapes. It's a stretch to take it
to the level of processing (,vinery), but the bam door ,vas left open on that one. Now we have
the "farm loaders" moving in, trying to capitalize on an ordinance and laws that were not meant
for them at alL

Selling Placer County produce is etllo\ved on the property or on the frootage public road if
it is at the site of the production. This wine ordinance throws all stipulatiOlls out the \vindnw by
(1) allo\ving grapes grown elsewhere to be processed and (2) aHowing wine from other sources
h) be sold. This creates a deplorable siruation not only in unsuspecting res/ag zoned areas but
also in turnlng the public against ag operations.

01 uisance Compbints. The county should pLm on increased cal is tlJr services and/or
complaints from neighbors. A rcccm LA TI\IES article teUs the truth ab'Jut the "booze hounds"
v'iho shmv up at these tasting counters, "thro\ving lip in the shrubbe,y, shouting, singiug, Hinging
otT gam1cnls. _.. " Some wineries III Napa h~l',-e put out signs, "No limos."

Cati[c)rnia's vcl1~C1e codes (speeding, driving without license, drunk driving. dC) are not
entorccack on priV(HC drises' yet Placer vintne;~s \vant to turn their private one-lane shared
easement dri'ie'.vays into comn1crci:tl road\\iJYs, open to the public under a right-te>-farm
sr110ke:.;creen. ~cighl~h)rs and pets \viU ni.:-\/;::r ktlo\v \vbat. hit thern \.vb('n t11e ;~had been drinking~:

tHBD) ere-we! appear,;: it \\0[1't be peeny

D-lsul':2~nlL(JUS C~au:-;e and E[]'cct ('lainl. ~[hc ag acti\,iL":" is i.n the gTo\ving of the grapes.'
For: vineyard \)\\:n(~[s t.o \:lain1 tbei n!~ed tc pt\)(ess the grapcs~ and. no\.\; need. ttJ a.ltu\\-" Llsring on
rh-2 pt\:1111SC-S to sell the bt~,'t[lcs lS using. the s~rn1e Logi.c thJ.t an jUi.t~1i110hit~ th:d:/ .shelp rnust

cnCO!.lragc_lc;iJ.~l'JS tel stay hi business. ~o public a~e!lcy should be encolJrasing th.:
cconornic .l(hant1~e of one segment of the population o\er another (vintners c\er
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h\l!l1eO'.Vnersin this CJSC)'. The Q;rUl)C Zl"Ol.'icrs knol.v what the'! arc !letting into. The demise ofa 5'-"1 ....... ' ~ '-"' --

acre vineyard and winery is a blip on the e-:onornic ag screen~ if they are not making a good
pmduct,no amount of casting is going to take them out of the red.,

No ordinance should be amended to accommodate an operation that is unsustainable in
the first place. \\11en 1,'/i!1 cattle, sheep, or hog operations demand ordinance changes to create
shop.s to 'leU leather jackets: to creak restaurants to sell veal scaloppini, filet mignon, Ot'

medallions ofbmb') \v'iH the county change its noise ordinance to promote ear plug sales'! Will
the County pass an or::hn::mce ne:<t to allow people whose homes are being foreclosed to start
half...w,rj' houses for (fll! in the blank) in order to make money to maybe head off the
foreclosure} [l: is~:OT. and never should be, a govermnent's role to favor one COnlI111.':fcia!
industry over another. Where does the madness end?

Alternatives:
As some \vineries have already discovered, many retail establishments nmv have a "Local

Wine" section in their grocery aisles. This is where serious and legitimate local vintners who
have a '.1/ortl1\vhilo:: product can/will. se1! thei.r \vines [n addition, a number of very large wine
r';:tailers ('''-\ine superstores") arc opening their doors in Placer County, thus providing another
venue for wine sales,

\Vine tasting callishould be held either in cooper'lti ve venues,. such as the current
Farn;lcrs' Markets. If, in the wildest stretch of the ordinance, \I,inc tasting was to be allowed, it
shoul.d be from public-road-accessible venues ONLY. IT a vintner wants to have tasting and not
impact any neighbors on a private d.rive, then it must be from public road access OT public
venues. This ordinance creates an unreasonable situation where the vintner on the rural private
drive will ahvays know when their privacy wilhvlTl not be violated; they \\'ill simply keep the
gates shut. Hmvever, neighb\.)C) wilt have to guess constantly as to who the passersby are.

\Vith a liltle capitalistic ingenuity, there should be plenty of reasonable opportunities for
\vine tasting activities that \-vlli NOT impact neighborhoods and residential areas. Otherwise, the
ntighb,)rs (and the County) arc subsidizing unsuslainabie operations (that should stick to grape
growing and get out of the winery business) at a great cost-the loss or' their rural ambiance.

The \\'inery Ordmance zoning amendment is an unacceptable project that must not be
implemented. If anything, ag reglLlations, 6rdinances and rulings need to be stiffened to sti)P the
\vho ieSitle dent gnlti()l1 (1 t' what or,ce were respectab ie ag operations.

Cordially.

Ernie Jay
P.O, Box 7167
Auburn. CA 956U-l-
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EXHIBIT 6



'The, arnount cif
ability of the

0:

\}jincry and i anl fanIihar \Nitb the proposed \:flJIJ ~;lcdd1catiGn an0 \;vl:"ih tD give you
rnor(~ accurate inforrnati.on about this proj:ect. "(ou should be a\·va:'e. that iII a-ddirlCin to the
project descript~on listed on the questionnaire) the lpplicant [s also recp.F:.sti ng to arnend
tbe existing I\fUP to indude"additior.al activities associated 'Nlth the operation of a
..-r._.~'i"~ ..... -."t .... ,", .t P 'I. nh .-~-_··.t~·,.·; .. :.:.::..;, U:~·j.' ,:\ "','. ,....i·:',·~+~~r·~·"'<, tl..,:.'), rn·'·~l;,,, ... t~ Y ,-- ,rl~' .,."l. t 1 ,':':'·.3f'" ;'.~
L"b,.t;l~ l'),;ill . -..U.... '" ,:.\.-'1" ,U,-" ., .... [..J nLt ,-d',,"~'" II, ",- ~ll"l-' ,I.:(lcn an" dl·_ cn,~r~ ljr~

un;'u:uwn. 1 address issues as they appear on. the Enviroli..li,entai Questionnaire

U. Genera!
l'Jo 7 ~(es., the project nlay resuh in indirect dLscharge of sediluent iDto a stream or pond
lecated on the property.· eTude grading of roads and parking area3 aJor~g .\:v'ith cornpactlcn
of soil has left areas abo"v'e the stream and riparian habitat devoid of vegetation and
vulnerable to runoff.

0,1. [}rajnag';;_~ I·rydrGlo:~y and \Vater Quality

'\..'.-" 1 "iii,'" 1'''''1'1'' I'· a· TV}"'l' ,,\,l:''''··=t't t" The Pl·{);V't·!,; 'c,ol'''d' ;:.~v ;'1 "'1u-i"tl'(J' II t" ., ~'~1,,11 nOt'1'!::.l,,-•• _ , ...,~)-, ~l"""".-') ,t""\..•.-~\,. (..-J~"\""'" 1 .\.J '..... ~, .: '. t-"'V .~.) - _h,!. ..... l.; ,\.X~ r..t.~ .. -- - _1..1 ". aU:u.! V ~lJ

and streHrfi, 'on the property. Th.e strearn, i.s a tribut.ary to Georges B.avine (designated
Salmon Habitat)
1'!o,2 y.res . \\laterlIluy be dive.rted ir1.t.o this bocl'y of \,ya~cr

1'fo.3 'There is a sign LtTcant arEOUIlf Df COHcr~:r:: andnsphah surface in additio-n to graded?
.", ~.,t,l 'j:'; r,' " . .1 .•• " •.\ ••._,.'"." .,., ·\-"',1 - ' ",I: .,,1, \. .11,\, ,'f! ti,\..UtllP::).t.,;.. eu ' -ii,. 10dU.~ ,hI\..: pa,LK.1li:b d..r .... J~ lU";:J_ i \.itl pe:rp\:;n\...ip......tb;U tlr1t.,. parauiVI '/'f 1;.,i1J'-C

~; ,::s:~.;.'l I'" .. f..... •~ .f .
J. ~p';''''''d.u.n ,{aviLa\...

'No.5 Yes \'Vah:r from the project can run-off into the \-vatershed drainage.
crude graeJirlg and corupacted s;)it devoid (J,t" vegetation greatly in.hjbit3
soil to absorb watel'.
i'~c;, I2 "r~e:L ()!1-site drainag i.: patterns have a.lready been Incdit1ed and if thi.s project is
ap1-!ro~",;'~d \Nill. fU_Ttl'ler c:orYtpuct soU <lnd fut1h(~r n:;cdi.fy drainag,e p;,itterns

IV. Vegetation and \VdJli f'e

R.,i~;inc

v. Fire Prot(~CllOn

i;.li !SO
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Facility

VI

,
4- ort1(:e in 2006.

Facl.11ty is. lecated on bilLs ide acr;):~,s frGl11 other residences, 'The acoustics of ar~~a

resuits in noise rJ.11.d voi.ce easily traveling across ~o ne-ig.hbors di.srupting iivc:)tock an.d
res'idents, /\ppiicant is proposing a a piC11ic a.r;e:l~~ as a '"'plIblic L;cr~;at}Orl~~ drea (see )<[~v'

No.3) \vhich is not cornp-atih1.e \~tit.h adjacent land us.c,

\/It, f\ir (~lkliity

No.5 There has already been clearing ofvegctatie-n for the project.

XI Se-~·;·vage

The septic fidd for the Commerci,11 building WiiS to remain undisturbi;;d but has been
compl'iJrnised by vineyard and/or grave! roac!\vay.
The septic field is lo,:ated uphill and relati'!ely cLose to 4 domestic vveLls, riparian habitaT
and a stream,
"'h,e project ~"vouid signitlcanrly in.crease \vasle\vater due to the hi1pact of t11Cn1bers of th,e
public using the facility bathroom, kitchen etc. Applicant hopes to att.ract enough traffic
to sell 40 easesl430 bottles ohvine per month year round Applicant chims to have
parking spaces for 25 vehicl.es.
During the wettest time of year ground\vater is only a few feei: below th(~ surface of the
ground in the riparian habitat.

XU. Hazardous Materials

Ga, .. ;l;tv <:,·...,'·,-'<0·1'11'1 ,'s:·," R",'1!-··I Up if,,+:i,-'id c> "t"(1 C'Jl t1jr ~O['a;"' Ll' ; 'tIt' ""1'11'1 [":111 C"·"'<:"1, 1..t,l.t~} ,_l,Lt...l.L'... J. _•. J. .....~ IJ ........} 1 ~l~ t"-~' '.l " •. ,-", ........."\:.! ...).'.£'" ......,.,-). ='~ 0:1' .,l....,_'-... ,lu..,.LJ:l.....,

Herbicide w drift into ponds and strcarn, .
Gr~l'v"e'l :parki:ng afi:~a (for 25 ~/eb,rci~s) Lied. road is lccatcd on border of ripar!,an babitat.
Thes.':2' ve:rli.clcs \vilL undcP~ibtedly .h~a.k c)iJs~ antifre.eze~ gascli.ne etc \~\tin concentlat-e: in
the (,n,ide gradlllg and cornpactcd s(}il can callse th\e cO.nta.Injna:l1ts
incc t.h;~' ripari~ln hab~tal and sTrearn that su.-pp1y 4 n·~·igh,bi}.rhcQd dC!.Ti,estic

G'i::.orges I-<.a~'I'ine (SaJrnon ha.b·i.ral).
Jnd How

chi.s qui~t neigt~bt)rl·l(:Jod. "l-here:~ \.VCTC: :+
:<Ct3~: .f'::icil·[t}- has al



::tc(;rne R~d, tS a
and ::seal rO~ld \vhich alr;~ady serves 13 resident.3,.

L'_".'.•h" 3.t ju.nCt1J.r~. of .HjdgeR.d and \\leico:rne is a bC3 stDp that SeJ~ieS (re\~icastl~:;

EJen1~.ntary and (he rnail.boxes t.hat serve ail the focal residents. !~ny'vehicte dri~/i.ng to the
\v':nery has to pass directly past ttl::; bllS stop as \VeU as. the rnaitbox:es.
-rhe ent.ranc~ to Rjdge. I{d frcnnVlc}:cornt: Rd has poor visibility and. a steep ernl:<ullf.1I:ent
on [h.e \V'est side. r(esi.d~r~ts driving out \\/etcorne Rd ha~/e already had cluse encounters
'kith v':hic!es turning from Ridge Rd onto Wcicome Rd.
The incro::ased traffic ti'on1 this project poses a rhreat to both local residents and the
public,
I-teadE':zhts from vehicles leaving the win,~rv Dose 8. nUlsance as the'! shine directb; iIlto

'-' -.-' '" J. ,.) . ..

the \vind,)';/:) of the Jordan family!ccat',=d across from the winery.
Vdricles headed to the ""vinery often pass the t~lcility and drive up the driv,;;way of local
resident Larry Graves.
A.pplicant i$ nm part of a road maintenance agreement although it is requIred by his use
pennit.
Applicant 'Nams to sen 40 cases/480 bottles of\vine per month year round. This
represents a very large increase in trafflc and a correspondingly large neptive impact 011

this neighborhood, The number of bottles of vv'ine seld could be much greater and so can
the impact on our neighborhood.

If YOIJ have any questions you may contact me,
l\fike Giles
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DANIEL G. CRiPE
is is

--_._--_. _. __._ _._--•._----_.-_ _--_ _-.-._-_.._- '.

P1J:.n.nlng. C~ep~~-~pr:~ i1 ~

'p lacer C:~)\......nl·j

,J-.:,.lbum, CaLifofUt:l

Iuiy 15, "3

(Cl
\'..

!
/ I

{ ~vl, ,

Re: ?,opo;;ed '.vinery an.d t3.:,tmg worn - 5560 F:t'vnndge Roar., Aubmn

r~~'ly narne l;; D:lniel Cr.. C~r:pe, a prJpcrty o\\rrrer on F3'.\1:ridge R<)';d, 1 am a Reai E-stat~

:\ppnuscr \YH.h ov~r rv/,::nty y~:.;:r3 of apprai3-zJ ex~perience tnNorthe.1Ti <:i;l"lifor.n.ia.
stTongly dLi~gr~e. ?.nd object lc t.he' propo.3ed w1nc;-:/ and tastin.g [carn and re:ail OlJS1IleSS

prcpo,)Jl fOf several rea:;QUS

l. TIl~ !oc'a.t:on, en Fa\'tri~"1dg.eRoad~ \VhH:,h is on a privately raain.t~Lf)ed dirt an.d
gJ.av;.:i d~'ad end. fotid·, lS net deSigned \'0 support a ccrrnne,n:ial rel.:?it: blLSines:;
,~nr::rpr;~c 3t~ch cd pre-posed. :~\cccs-s to those prO,pet11~~$ locaTed an ttis road \viLl
b·e r;~sr:.~:cttd arld ?r<~~}'~Dts n.l~ltlY saff~ty z.lld potential en't'irCn.l11ergal t·~S1les

:2 Th~ d':$\gn and con;)"nc~ion mat!~r.als typ',; of fetid bl.,ilding pwpos::d is a metal
i.ndustri]I ::ype 'on.i1d1',ng '\vhGse design 2.J1d CDTLilnJ'ctlon 15 not co.ns1St'::.Ilt- \vith the
qual.iry aDd t~/picaj),y as.:;cctdted ';\.'i!h a nc-rrnaJ re~l.il wi.TOleT)\ tasting
rOOfn aZlij r~!:1.il. store lccJ.ted in closed proxilnity to e·;,i3~tng ;l.ngl~ faruity hornes.

1 Z!JZ



EXHIBIT 8



•

\/ineyards [lfid \vinerie.s are beautifui and 8. \v·;lcon:e addiLcn to any
neighborhood.
"'"r'" I 1 . l " • -I' I' ,1nere ar::, conceTr~s about cr1anglng tie agrtCUin.;r~li \XC1\dl1g to a If}\V \Vlne
tasting
\\.'i,""r;r,~ \\.;". r:",~'ln0" ~h"ill(111""e th"ir (~\V'1 n";"'<>!-" [(\·"(1 ~('\d ",c,t ;>"\'7" tbl', ,110! .... I_.~ ...... j ,( .. \.1.i l ...~..JL "'0..) -'I!,U. ' .... u.v .i. ...... ~,~.}l i t"'~t ""~"",", -,;(.4 __ ::.4 .... ,1 .. ..1'" ..4.'~,l._.-.".; .~

•
e;<:isting shard residential roads.
The location of the winer:.,r should determine L~e number of tastings allowed.

•

•

requesting that Staffh,we m(~etm(~s

owners to \'Vork on this together.
The Solano County Winery Ordinance should also be studied.
The CHP statistics for drunk driving in Napa County should be collect.ed and
revievved.

1: is the County's position thai the current Zonin.'Z Ordinance
~ . -

provis .4,gricultural Processin;..5 alreac(v inclur.1e opportunities for
ej"!{,:blishing ~vfne lL:stin..g/~1ci!jties} }-vith th~ Ct i\-ftnor (jse Pern1it.'j~;',i!£~);jt;~PcJi

···~~~~!~~~.iB.l~·~~~~a[ ,,«~rec!!'

~1Iqi.Jrt~f.~:q'·•. Count)' s{(!tj~h{:s rnet '?vlln bot"h \ff/r'!1zry O~'f/ners [J.'i1(j neignS-'o'rs at
requ2.5l. IJ!e ~vork';hops IJrovit.,[e an oJ)porIur;-io~jor"vine,!~y D1-vnerS arui neighbors ru

fneer together and rrzok2 their recon1/11eFlL:!t.:ltions knoH·?L I'he. Planning De;)(Jrtrne:"'1! yvill
r • e. S' 1 (~ , I .- e ," T'Oi)ta:n a C0l-.'~\) OJ t/1e L ()~ano .01~f1t'j 'H1v"!ery rZ5u~a.r!or?s jor rn,ir~[}GSe OJ COlnparLYOn. he

LD [nrr(,r;.-r7" [)en"Jrtr""<7;1t (j{i{1') j'rot t1l1V ;> n:'~i"'f.?·7S to i\f.,::Flt i ('~C1U"r'y" ('rfj"") dJ~',ink d'··';vino· Srt."lri';rfc.,\
..,._~ '·"0 ~';' - ~.! ...... ,~. v-..'-' __ ot. f~, . .... 1.4-,",""' ...,;~' ;, .i ~'r~" ....,. -""-"... ~.......... ~ " .. - .... "-~ . o • • '. "j

out also p.:,~rie;;e it }t:oLdd be an Ul'~f(..,zir cCinpcrrisof"1.
J

gi'';Jen U7.,e and SL:2 cipa
COl.il'lt)' \vineries

• i~S a general engineeTir:.g c:.)ntca;..-:t(':f he ~~~tLrLl.tes that a \vide- pa\-\:d
rc'ad it ,,·;tIl ,:ost apprc:ximiudy $SO, to S100,000 nd in.c~ud cuhens ,:\
\v;.neries coc!d b,::J.f addirior':aI costs [E:5.Gclat:~d \v1th gi'cl',:i;ng and tree rCTnov:lt
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The citi:n~rn of residential propet-tieo5 on Fawnridge R1)ad in North Auburn, Placer County, CA
have prepared the folllHving titk and 5umnL1TY of the chief purpose and pnint3 of this petition.

• \~/e the undersigned object to the cCDstruction & opcnltion of a cCTnn1ercia.t project on a private,
lfnr'a''''''1' rn-,ri ;" a r"s; 'jl",,'t;1L"\fT'r;,~,,1['1",,1 '·lo;,.-hl..'--'··'[\('v"\'i ",r-~;"" \_l,~_~",'. 'I" I'.',('jt c"'v,n'::t~,"\e'l'l'L' wi"Ln' 'triP,' O\,'f'r-,I,,:[...... 1.:' t .... \. J.\--tl\.·J,hJ.,{ 1 ... l( ...,tl .. U-I (j·b~:,..... \,_j,lj,U."1.\o,;l':;'1U\...1,-) [H.. oJ .., .... -.. u_ v ... ~ .'\. "_,"" u..

neighborhood c~:, \viU destroy the rurar atrnosphtc.re:! bring urr;v.1nted traffj'c
J

dust. viater runoff: noise
pollution f,;.. desre,)y the peacefJi enjoyrnent. e,f our property Fa\vnridge I<.oad lS in bad repair 8:.
difficult to drive because of a decaying .:.fID ditch ti... ooiy onc·-"w-ay in a.nd our. 'fh.ts presentS e-:ct.rern-e\y
32~riou3 :;;ufety ccccel11S fbr (,;'('ieryone li<-iing on that. t!J::f,d /\ large. industrial building., ·\.1/1th external
lighting and pa';ed parking \:v-ould be iII clear vic\v of cur re:}~dences.

~ /\. road rnaintenanc.c association, is being formed to deal. ~(liith repairs] rnalntenance,.use and access 'to
F'lwnl~;"lIU" "Q ,"'IG '1 01-; ','a,t" dictr;'~):lft ,,V> 'I[? <'cJP,,;,-4;;.r; 'In a ""'''Pf;;.,l eFtr-""<'e t\l"t vii\) helD, inr1.'~p <\1'"("'" d • .::;\....f.~'.,~j",~; \ r . ( _..... :...10, .... <_ ;,. ...'-. if ... U;..v "'_ ....n . .J ..... 1l:::: .... ,-""",,,..,. •. ,,,;J..l_l"'4.al .... l~(.... ~_ , .. J. ..... ~ .,)-,At."", 1;,1 ......

pri·va.'::Y:, serenity' tS~ secnr1ty of ot'i.r ,hornes, 'fhe apphcanfs pursuit of this ne\.v \.'t~nture on a five.-acre
parcel Oil a PCl'i2it<; road is not in cOD1piiance with P!<,\Ct;T County policles.

'Each,,·ofu'3 for h.irnse-if or herself sa.ys~

C' ".. . IIalijOTma_

l /7
..t.,-f/' , C;: ilL ..~_ 'i~~ +.: L ~·-l.Q~;.::-

~ri,it Jour name In Ink i

Jli{(;~'fif;!;:::'~1!1I'f'~---

"] have personally sigrud tltis petition, (!ltd [am (1 resident /1'

~.- ,/ ~:.~~ ! ~~.. '1
/ ,I ,~.- I{ !.-" ,~'

.._._ .J..~ _ _._. ~_. _

Cale

'f "

";;.'",";';"~{.:J;·r,-;n ,':;n j::~! n.~: ..; ;"' :;>: ~ ..J::';'E en;':" ~):-:\;!>:)}r"

::r .t: ..~~\,:. ::1 :,:~:sjt·~2-.s5 :1; ?\:;:;:>-;'!



· ! ,ro '."'¥ ~', 1. 'L' .'~' .'.._.... .. ,. _,__--=-_..::..'-__.~!,J ,;,__

Pririt :/our n~rne in Inx

If' L/'_' ;;,''[ j(lC,
_-!..~-_.__._--_.._-_._---'-_._--_...-

Print 'jour n.Jme in In!,

__~f!;:;'V.~2~;!t ..(;";.2::-..__.. ...
Ycur Signat:.I'-'''3 t,;:

3bb(;2vi'attcr:~" An si;grers rnust btt rf;sic-snts r::.r ha',...8 a b;.lsin2s-s in P\3Cc::
agarn In th'f. n!~xt sifjn.3tuf? space:.

nut U':;8 rea tip P-2fi'S') r,kJ ditto rnarks, no
li ;/CiU (nakE: a r71;s.take, h,ne j c::ut and

CtRC~J\TOFt C-'.)rnph~t2 -.:Jecfat':;t.lcn ,Ai! si,g!~{:Jn)re space:5 de net fi2~:;d to t·t] carn_p~eted fer th;:s
Cifcu13tar rn::iY sign crdy onc;e as a s~gn2f ~·lU.r tna~/ ,:::r:;u[ate urnfT'd2d nUtTlb7~r cf petitiO-fis

tv b-:: '.land

.r"'

/ of

; .an"': ~; curu'?:'l! :-es;-Qr}nt. cr an; :n business in Pl•.:H:::t::; C.cunt"/ ; r:\:n_::uL~:i~:~:d tr'IS petiti<jft d;~,d sa~/-'( each:.f th,:~ '3~\f"On(j,'!1

s:'Jnatures 'Jf th~s petiLcn v./r:'tten. E-:3cn 's~Gn3tur;..? of this; t:"J the b~?;st c:f (1,'/ in(cPT1aticn E:r1C oejief. is the-
~;'(J'fiJ[UI,,: Cif the c:;;r~\~;i! '/vfH.::s,e n~]{ne it purports :c be. I~\.i( 5i']liat;jt-'~3 en th,;:.:: dC-C:..in-:2,~~t '-were; ':.btainr:::;j b-~:;t';';f;<~n

~Jij,':,!_:l.i_ d:::·dafS) ~jndia( ';3'-NS<:,f :.'\-2. 5t2ti:: of Ca.Lf<:;rr;'{:;.
)s :n_H~ 21-,{j cc·r-:'f'.Y..:: and t:-~at ;J2Ci,:;';r::lricr1 -/'/:3.:~ at __~ ..lt0.·>t{ t.-~[::,.=~::'_/_'·__Cr\
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