Fred Baroer e
3440 Pme Ridge Lane . TR
Auburm, CA 93605 R
Phone (530} 823-7206 o
FAX (53300 823-7206 {call fir e

April 21, 2008

- To: Melanie Heckel, Assistant Planming Director
From: Fred Barber
Subject: Wine Ordinance, Negatve Declaration
Message: The latest draft of the proposed wine ordinance apparently reflects changes suggested by the
pianning commission. Review of this proposal discloses that protectiens for land owners on pnvate
roads, previously recommsanded by the planning and public works depariments in carlier versions, werz
remaved. As a result, the use of a negative declaration as the appropniate CEQA decument may be
questionable

Spectificallv, as now proposed, Section 17.56.330 D2 Access Standards, & project must still meat access
standards set by the local fire agency, but the language goes ont to sav that those standards may be
meditied and altemative designs selected The people who can medify and approve said alternative
access desipns, however, ars not 1dzntified Medifications of aceess standards by non-protessionals (not
desireable) can affect public safety and lead to senous environmentz] impacts

The current zening ordinance already has a lawful procedure for modifving standards. It's called an
Adrministrative Review Permut (ARP). While public toad aceess usually doesn’t involve other owners;
access over a ppivate road definitely does. Your earlier wine ordinance drafts proposed the ARP as the
method of chowe for approving wineries on private roads. The ARP docs net necessitate a public
heanng, but :t does require notice by mail o sucounding owners. It alse mandates review by
“appropriate” county staff members. When access is over a private road profgssionals in the pubhe
works department have been, and should be, called upon to give ther comments.

Our kome, which lies i a Rural Residential Area set forth in the Placer County General Plan {it's in a
“Farm’ zone) abuts a winery operated by neighber Charlie Creen. Our place, Chatlie’s winery, and three
other homes are all served from Mount Vemen Road by 2 one-lane, 1 fogt wide poivare road
approxamate:y 760 feet long through a fairly heavily woeoded area. If a 207 wids road were requirad for
wincries, as sarlier suggested by a fire official, an environmental impact would oceur and an EIR might
be required because somewhere between 40 and 50 trees over 67 in diameter woald have to be removed
fustso Charhe could have on-site sales and wine tasting at his operation. 1f], however, an ARP were
required it could be used te fawfully modify road requirements, allew wine tasting and salzs, without
widening the exishng road. Public works department recommendations concerning safety, roadway
capacity and trafilc generation could be used make widening unnecessary.

Alematively, and in closer conformity with the County General Plan, vou might amend the heading of
the second table in proposed Section 17.56.330 C to read” “Residential Dhstricts (Rural Residential
Districts of the County General Plan or Residential Apricultural and Residential Forest only)”
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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 Center Rive, Suite 190
Aubum, CA 95603

Subject: Winery Ordiremce Eavironmental Impacts

in reviewing the Negative Declaration (ND) for the new Winery Ordinance we noticed
the following deficiencies:

I. AIR QUALITY

Dust generated by additional traffic {if access read is unpaved) is not
addressed in the ND. '

Mitigation: require a dust-free road surface {chip seal may suffice)

2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A secondary, but major impact of a permissive winery aordinance is the
Jikely construction of more 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 areag. The NI
should address this.

Mitigation: Ensure that all new yinevards are subject to full environmental
review as part of County 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 ND - especially if there are neacby
neighbors (say within 1000’} of a winery,
Mitigation: Limit the days and hours of operstion of the machinery.
Alsgo limit the operation of the tasting room, and the types of

sctivities 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: Erne Jav

To: Placer Counby Environpmental Coordination Serviges:
Subject: Winery Ordinance Comments

Date: Monday, April 21, 2008 3:21:20 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,
Emte Jay

(sent via email) Apnl 18, 2008
Community DeveJopment Resource Agency
Planning Department
3091 County Center Dr.
Aubum, CA 95603
RE: Negative Declaration--Winery Ordinance

In malking cur comments on this proposal, we respectfully submit that (1)
the zoning amendment 1s 11! advised for many reasons, environmental and
otherwise; (2) an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared; (3) the
current ordinances and General Plan regarding “Agricultura! Processing” and
“Roadside Stands” are being misconstrued andior actually violated with this
zoning amendment. We submit that the zoning amendment creates a de facto
restaurant’bar use which should be unacceptable in residential or agnicultural (ag)
zones.
EIR is Reguired

The threshold for requiring an EIR for any discretionary action 1s 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 o have a significant adverse
eflect on the epvironment.
The Placer County General Plan EIR states that an EIR is required when necessary
1o 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 ¢riteria 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 facis.” 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 150643,
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Inadequacy of the Mitigated Nee Dec

A major premise of the push to approve this zoning amendment 1s
anchored in streamlining the process. However, expediency at the expense of
environmental degradation or public health and safery 15 a poor bargam.
Obviously, to enforce the ordinance change, audits will have to be performed.
From what public taxpaver funding source will the auditing expenses be taken
from?- Or is this to be 2 “self regulating” or self-auditing process, akin to “trust
me” enforcement? Without proper auditing, the potential for abuse and resulung
environmental impacts on residential neighborhoods are significant (or may be
significant).

It 1s 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. “Muom and Pop” or “boutique”
operations must be sustainable within currently zoning designations. Otherwise,
they weaken the intent of ordinances and encourage operations that provide tax
write offs, losses, and other negative economic impacts to the community. This
Neg Dec should analyze the econoniic impacts on the county of such a iiberal
streamlining of the county’s ordimance.

TItem J—Aesthetics: Light sources will indeed be a potential problem, Itis
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 justificd?). This amendment would ailow the
smallest of wincries without any, or minimal, vineyard acreage (o creale tasting
roorms. Thus the anticipated light source from many more wineries s significant.
The premise that a lack of vinevard acreage will curtail winery growth and new
light sources 15 false. It is much more likely to anticipate that every winery will
{not just “may"") have security lighting, which has verv 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.

Itern [I—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 agricultre, the grapes must be
grown 1n Placer County; however, this amendment allows grapes from outside the
county to be used. Thus, it may NOT have either a beneficial effect OR expansion
effect on Placer County agriculture production. In fact, it may be dettimental 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
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are not rigorousty followed in the county, The County may play lip service to
supporting agricubure and right-to-farm activities, buc it strongly supports
conversion of ag lands to development. The ag community 1s 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 acnvity.
[II—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 polluion. Anyone who
grows organic produce knows full well the potential hazards of pollution of crops
from auto emissions near roadways This impact must be analvzed and nutigated,;
please do so 1n an EIR.

We also disagree with the staterment that vineyards that provide grapes for the
wineries do not produce substantial pollutants. With chemical spraying,
fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, etc, vineyards are widely recognized as one of
the most ccologically damaging ag activities. To rely in part on the state and
federal regulations and enforcement with thelr 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
15 unrealistic; the county cannot fulfill its obligations now. The health of
neighbors should not be subjected to such & gamble. Please prepare a {ull 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
averwhelmed and understatfed and cannot begin to adjudicate the thousands of
complaints it receives, let alone its backlog. It simply cannot “address any
improper waste disposal methods.” Alse, 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,

[V —DBiological Resources: We respectfully disapree that the proposed Winery
Ordimance in and of itself would not impact oak woodlands. By making it easier
fo conduct tastings and promotional events, one can reasonably conclude that
mote wineries will be created, along with vineyards, either on the property or off.
Thus, as has been observed in the past, 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 of most tree ordinance specialists, and, except for a few local
ineffective ordinances, tops the list as useless and meaningless) or on enforcement
of Fish and Game regulations is unacceptable. Neither of these can/will provide
adequate protection, mitigation, or avoidance of significant impacts. Mitigation IS
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aecessary and must be specifically spelled out, as is an EIR.

To conclude that because wineries are dispersed in the {andscape that they would
have no potential for blocking wildlife migration cemidors is erroneous. One only
has to see vinevards with netting (devastating to birds), wire fencing, and other
measures that have been utilized to stop wildlife. More vinevards will brang
additional impacts to important wildlife corridors and to predators, especially as
their increasingly narrowed and segmented cormridors force them nto proximity of
unnatural habitat (1.¢., 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
undermine potential options that might be needed in the future. The PCCP is the
true test of the County’s dedication to ag operations; let's see just how dedicated
the county 15 before we allow retail operations in residential neighborhoods.
VII—Hazards and Hazardous Materials: It is 2 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 come additional exposure to hazardous materials—air,
soll, or water born. To our knowledge, there is no enforcement of the incorrect (or
illegal) use of hazardous materials until or unless there 15 an unfortunate meident.
To date, inappropriate use of hazardous 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 of wineries and concomitant vineyard impacts and prepare an EIR
ViI—HRvdrology & Water Quality: Please see above. :

To address water quality standards with the provision for potable water 15
problematic on many levels. First, it isn't just the well on the winery property that
may be npacted; neighboring wells may be using the same groundwater table.
Second, who 1s 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 censequences 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 concem is with the contamination of the groundwater that will be a direct
result from mcreased chemicals from increased winery activities. In many rural
arcas with septic systems, contamination of groundwater is, or may be, a reality,
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as 1t 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 fo be inspecting and reviewing
sewage flows. This is a critical issue that can literally mean lifc or death for
citizens. This potentially severe impact must be analyzed more in an EIR.
iX—Land Use & Planning: Tt 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 comumercial or industrial zoned districts, and not in
residentialiag zoned districts. This Wincry 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. [t 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, *Winerics and accessory uses like wine tasting are
elements of commercial agricultural operations and are therefore appropriate and
compatible uses” 15 an insult to legitimate ag operations. Is there a powt at which
the expansion of “accessory uses” is defined? Is it ever curtatled? Or will it be an
€Ver mereasing nuisance to communities and neighbors who have the misfortunc
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 confined 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 futl
pubhc review.

[t1s a pross 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 umply 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 enocugh; but to open a wine tasting facility is
aborninable to anyone living on a private road. Contrary to what 1s 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 1s indicative of the lack of analysis in this proposal. There may




be all of the noise factors associated with public traffic: horn honking, strangers
“peeling”out, muttlers, 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. [t 15 almost impossible
to define 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
netghbors into {itigation, 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 ared light
as long as it’s on an infrequent basis? The existing rules have been created for the
beneflt of everyone—the common good. This erdinance unravels that concept and
is being created for the benefit of a fow at the expense of neighbors.

Although we may have missed 1, 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 nto private lanes, residents will
not know 1f the occupants are just starting out, or have been steadily imbibwg for
hours. Ewven 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.

XIIT—Public Services: Common sense dictates that the General Plan did not
address public service impacts of wine tasting, [s it assumed or anticipated that
the sheniff will never be called to a wine tasting establishment {rowdiness,
altercation, ctc.)? How will the ABC limit of the namber and size of the wine
samples provided to the public be enforced? (Assuming someone has been to four
or five lasting 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
enlorced (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? Plcase analyze the
public services wapacts in an EIR and circulate for full pubiic review,
XV—Transportation and Traffic: The Winery Ordinance requires that the primary
purpose of each winery is to process wine grapes grown on the winery property or
on other local agricultural fands. 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
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currently only limited vineyard acreage; it 1s reasonable to assume (with the stated
County’s “encouragement™) that more wineries and/or wine tasting facilities will
be created. Thus, County roadway tevels of service may be affected, but more
importantly, pedestrian, bicyclist, and residents in the neighborhoods will have
their safety compromised. CEQA reguires full disclosure, but we see no roadway
standards for wine wasting facilities as described in the Winery Ordinance. What
wiil 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 i an EIR.

For the Winery Ordinance to NOT address parking is unacceptable. Whena
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,” acctdent, 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, 1f 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 unrcported since it could be
someone headed for, or leaving, the winery. Neighborhood safety will be
umpacied and a sense of community will be lost. Pleasc address in an EIR.
Other Considerations for NOT Adopting a Wine Ordinance Zone
Amendment '

The Right to Farm This concept brnings with it responsibility. Everyone supports
farming and ag operations as long as they arc legitimate, not a tax sham, nor pose
an unacceptable nuisance to a cormmunity.  Right to Farm was never intended to
allow relail establishments to set up shop it residential or res/ag neighborheods,
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 ruraliag
areas being infringed upon by nuisance wine tasting facilities. This winery
ordinance amendment 13 nothing more than a shield for hobby vintners and
“boutiques” to circumvent the intention of laws and/or to take unfair advantage in
the marketplace.

“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
nusance activities, or “holding patterns until development artives” {Williamson
Act), are turning the public against traditional agricultural operations. Ag should




mean growing the grapes. It's a streteh 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 faws 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 1s 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,

Nujsance Complaints. The county should plan on inereased 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 ot enforceable on private drives; yet Placer vintners want to turn their pnvate
one-iane shared easement driveways into commercial roadways, open to the
public under a right-to-farm smokesceeen. Neighbors and pets will never know
what hit them when the “had becen drinking” {HBD) crowd appears; it won't be
prefty.

Dsingenucus Cause and Effect Claim. The ag activity is in the growing of the
grapes. For vinsyard owners to ¢laim they need 10 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 {(vininers over homeowners 1n this case). The grape
growers know what they are getting nte. 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 l1ake them out of the red.

Na ordinance should be amended to accommodate an operation that is’
unsustainable in the first place, When will cattle, sheep, or hog operations
demand ordinance changes to create shops to seil leather jackets; to create
restaurants to sell veal scaloppim, filet mignon, or medallions of lamb? Will the
county change 1ts 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 docs the madness end?

Alternatives:
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As some winerics have already discovered, many retail establishments now have a
“ILocal 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 cooperatve venues, such as the current
Farmers” Markets. I, in the wildest stretch of the ordinance, wine tasting was to
be allowed, 1t should be from public-road-accessible venues ONLY. If a vintner
wanlts 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 vinmer on the rural private drive will always
know when their pnvacy will/will 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 hittle capitalistic ingenuity, there should be plenty of reasonable
opporiunities for wine tasting acuvittes that will NOT impact neighborhoods and
residential areas. Otherwise, the neighbors (and the County) are subsidizing
unsustainable operations (that should stick to grape prowing 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. 1f anything, ag regulations, ordinances and rulings need to be
stiffened to stop the wholesale denigration of what once were respectable ag
operations.

Cordially,
Ernic Jay

P.O. Box 7167
Auburn, CA 95604

Going green? See the top 12 foopds to eat oraganic.
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June 27, 2008 “JUN 30 2008

Honorabie Jim Holmes, Chair - PLANNING DEPT.
and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweiler Ave.

Auburm, CA 93603

Re:  Negative Declaration and Approvel of Placer County’s Proposed Winery Ordinance
Dcear Chairman Holmes and Members of tie 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 Newative Declaration does not meet the standards of the Califormia Environmental (Juality
Act{CEQA) because it fails to sufficiently investigate and identify potentially significant
environmental effects and improperly defers mutigation of impacts. Under CEQA, the mitigation
ot 1mpacts cannot be left for future formulation wathout a binding commitmnent to mitigate a
project’s identified siynificant adverse cffects on the existing environment, or to assure that a
project’s significant adverse impacts on the existing environment will not occur. The Negative
Declaratton improperly delegates decision-making to other agencies and relies on uncertain anc
ussupported determinations in reaching its conciusions of less than sigmificant or no wmpacts.

1. THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION FALLS TO CONSIDER THE CUMUILATIVE EFFECTS OF
THE WINERY QRDINANCE

Despite the Winery Ordinance’s express witent to encourage the growth of Placer County’s wine
industry, the Negative Declaration fails to thoroughly evaluate the cumulative considerable
impacts this growtl may have on the existing rural environment. The Negauve Declaration
acknowledges that “the adaption of the Winery Ordinance may encourage the establishiment of
wineries and the planiing of additonal vineyards due to provisions that simplify the requiatory
process and addrass accessary uses.” (Neg Dec, Section Vv, at p. 10)) Given the potential
growth-inducing effects of the ordinance and associated Zoning Clearances, any discussion of
trpacts is incomplete witheowt looking at tha collective impacts of suclh growth in Placer County.
The potential cumulatively constderable impacts of the activities the ordinance authanzes must
be investigated and evaluated before the Cournty can adopt a Negative Declaration and apprave
the ordinancs,
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Flacer County Board of Supervisors
June 27 2003
Page 2 of8

. FINDINGS OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT OR NO IMPACT ARE PREMISED ON AN
UNSUTPPORTED ASSUAPTION OF MINOR GROWTH

Althongzh the crdinance actively encourages growth, the Negative Declarat:on repsatedly relies
on the assumpion that there will be Little actual mrowth in the wine incustry, contradicting the
ordinance’s stated purpose. The Nezative Declaration relies on this contradictory assumption i
reaching many of tis findings. The assumption that the wine wndustry will remain an a small
scale 13 based on the Counry’s tirited vineyard acreasze. However, the ordinance seeks 1o
expand not enly vineyards but also wine-tasting and processing facilinizs. In certain zoning
districts only one acre of planted vineyard 15 required or the “funcrional cquivaleny” as
determined by the Agnculivral Comimissioner {Drafl Winery Ordinance, Section D{1)A, atp.3.)
tor the developmient of a wine-processing facuity. Mareover, the grapes usead at these faciinies
arg not gven required to be grown 1 Placer County. Therefore, any assumption about the scale
of future growth based on vinevard acreage s an unreliable criterion considenng the face these
facilities can be developed on very small parcels of land. Instead of placing real and tangible
limits on the growth of wineries, to ensure the elimuation of cerain impacts, the Negative
Declaration relies on an uncorroborated belief that limited acreage is a sufficient barrier to
growth,

[1l. AESTHETICS AND LIGHY SOURCES

The potenual sigrnificant adverse impacts of additional artificial Light sources are determined to
e less than sigmificant 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 ], at p.
6.3 Despite this unsupportad assumpnon, there 15 substantial contradictory evidence
demeustrating that nightiume visttor-serving activities at existing wineries disturb neighboring
properties. (Sec from 3/1707 letter from Neighborhood Rescue Group at pp. 4-5, attached as
Extubit b to tlus letter, see Police Call report, atlached as Exiubit 2 o thas letter; see 971307
letter from Lavrence A. Graves at p.1, attached as Exhibit 3 to this letter.) Moreover, thers arg
no actua! limitanons restricting these visitor-serving aciivities to daytime howrs. Rather than
settiny standards in the ordinance that would limit visitor-serving activiues at winery tacilities o
primarily daytime use, thereby reducing potentially significant nrghttime impacts to less than
sigrificant levels, the Negative Declaration inappropiiately refies on the unsupported assumption
that these visttor-serving activities are orienied towards the daytime.

Iv. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE

Alithough itis claimad that tie wine-tasting and processing faclines will benelit agncutturs, ihe
Winery Ovdinancs will also increase commercial and visitor-serving us2s that may significantly
nterfere with other existing agricultural uses. The construction of processing and tasiing
facilities, with as hutle as one-acrs or the “functional equivalent” of planted vineyards, may not
preserve aericultural iasd. Instead rural fann lands may be further subdivided to support
commertial and visitor-serving operations benefiting the wine wdustry. (Draft Winery
Ordimance, Section DL)A, a1 p.3.) Funhermore, allowing the tmport of grapes not grows witlun
Placer County goes beyond a pohiey to support local agriculture to encouraging commerclal
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markets thas sell wire and related producis throughout the otherwise rural agneuliural and rura!
restdennial areas.

Y. AR QUALITY

The Negative Declaravon concludes that there will be less than significast or n0 unpacts on air
quaitly, I[rstead of examining the cumulative effects of the ordinance on air quality i Placer
County, which already exceeds U.S, Environmental Protection Agency standards for PX-10 and
ozone (Neg. Dec,, Szetion [T, at p. 8.3, the Megative Declaration only goes so far as to requuirs
cormpliance wita At Pollution Control District standards. The Neeative Declaration improperly
mitigates the ohscrved consequences of chemical spraying and pesticides by relving on
enforcement of pestucicde regulations by state and federal agencies, and the Placer County
Agricubtural Commissioner, without explaining how these entiies will be notfied of the need {or
follow-up enforcement.

The Negative Declaration fails to properly consider the increased emissions and dust generated
on the County’s dint roads ffom an mcreasc ia traffic from visiting cars, busses, and other
vehicles, which residents have expressed concerns over. {See 4/22/08 letier from Roger and
[rene Smith at p.1, attached as ExInbit 4 (o this leiter; see /1808 lztter from Erme Jayatp.2,
attacihied as Exhuint 5 to thus letter.y The Negative Declaration additionally fails te consider the
poteniially stgnificant adverse etfects of chemical and pesticide usage on the visitors who are
being encouraged to visit this agricultural area.

V1. B1oLoGicaL 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
winenes, lasting rooims, and associated commercial activities. The ordinance expressly
crncourages ihe development of new vineyards, tasung rooms, and processing Facilities, but fails
to discuss where these vineyards and new commercial facthities will be located and sited. The
togative Declaration relies on the Placer County Tree Grdibance o mitigate the ordinance’s
vapact on cak trees, white admitting that the Tree Ordinance “does not apply to agricuitural
uses.” {Neg Dec,, Section IV, atp. 9. Therzfore, any mitigation relying on the enforcement of
the County's Tree O’Iulﬂﬂ.l’]"ﬁ ts not feasible.

Adthough the Tree Ordivance docs apply ta riparias areas, e Negative Declaration defers any
mitigation for the loss of riparnan areas to regulations that mav be enforeed by the Califorua
Department of Fish and Game CCDFG™). However, the Negative Declaration does not provide
any mlommazion on CDEG s ability to mowter the County's ordinance. Mo additonal funds arz
vade available o assist CDFG's enforcement of any mitigation stakegy.

Full anaiyses of the impacts of fish and wildlife comidors are similarly missing trom the
tNevative Declaralion. Instead, the County defers to CDFG strcam bed alieration pennits and
Counly watercourse seibucl requirements, [mpacts to wildhife comvidors are dismissed because
“wineries are dispersad mothe landseape end thus have no poiential for blocking the migration of
launa.” {Neg, Dec., Szcuon IV, at p. 9.3 This conclusion 15 not supported by any fucis i the
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ordinance or any information discussed 1n the Nagative Declaranon. There are no ruquiramants
that vingvards and facihites be “dispersed.” Furthermore, vingvards with nellinyg, wire fencing to
exclude wildlife, and other equipment may pose 4 significant adverse impact on native wildiifs.
{Exir. 5, p. 3.) These potentially sigmificant impacts deserve further investigation and analysis,

VI HazaRDOUS MATERIALS

Whils the Negative Declaration admuts that wineries “routinely handle hazardous materials™
(Neg. Dec, Section VI, at p. 12)), the potentially significant impacts of handling, dispersing,
anid disposing of these matznals s left to the penuitting requirements and handling and siorags
regulations of Placer County Environmental Health Services (EHS)Y and the Agricultural
Comnussioner. It 1g unclear from the information in the Negarive Declaration that the County
has even consulted with ENIS or the Agricubural Commissioner about the handling of hazardous
materials within facilities that 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.

Furthermarg, public comment has raised doubts abow the proper enforcement of existing
hazardous matenal reculations, throwing inlo question the assumption that the inherent confiict
between incrzasing visitor-serving uses and handling and disposing of hazardous materials will
be reduced ar avolded by the existence of agency regulations. {Exh. 5, p. 3.} Concemns have also
been expressed as to the possible degradation of Placer County crecks fromanadequately
disposed of chemical residuc seeping into groundwater used for domestic water supphas. {Exi.
5.p. 3. A more thorough analysis of the exasting use of pesticidss, chemicals, and other
hazardous matenials based on the existing envirenmental conditions 13 necessary. This wouid
allow the public and Counly decision-makers (o understand the increased risk of exposurs
created when vineyards and visitor-serving uses within these areas are encouraged and expanded.
An CIR is tne togical document to compare the existing baseline conditions w future scenanos
that nicrzase the opportumity for handling and disposing hazardous materials adjacent to exisiing
rural residences and expanding visilor-serving uses.

VIII, HypROLOGY aND WATER QUALITY

In addressing the ordinance’s impacts on hydrology and water quality, the Negatlve Declaration
Fails o analyze the cumelative impacts of increased water use tor vinevards, wine-processing,
and wine-tasting facilities. The ordinance’s attempt to address impacts on water guality throuzh
the prowision oy potable water i$ insufficient. A self-regulating requirernsns tor bottled water
use 15 unlikely to be complied with and fails to address the use of water other than for
consumption. The possibility of grovndwater depletion 13 avoided by specifving compliance with
the Placer County Code and the Land Development Manual. Discussion of surface and
groundwater quality defers mitizaten of potential unpacts by requinng the Regional Water
Quality Control Board to set, “where applicable,” standards (or waste disposal. (Neg. Dec,
Section VT atp. i4) This does not sansfy CEQA’s requircmen:s that changes to the project
must be included in the project and made available for public rpview and comment bhatore projec:
approval. Here, the nutyation s illegally deferred to a futere ume when another pulilic ageney
might adopt future water quality standards for waste disposal, '
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The Negative Declaration fuls 1o provide any meanigiil analvsis of water use ov the wineries.
There 13 na discuszion of baseline water corditnons in Placer County. Morzover, the Negative
Declaraton makes no atteinpt o quantifv the water use of exasting wineries or to forecast water
use by prospective future winenies. The conclusion that the Winery Ordinance "will not
substaniially deplete groundwater supphes or interfere substanually with groundwater recharge”
15 not supported with any factual basis. (Neg Dec., Section VIIL at p. 16.) Requining
construction of new wells to comply with the permitting and production requirements of the
Placer County Code and Land Development Manual does not sufficiently nutigate the potentiatly
ignificant adverse impacts of groundwater depletion. Avoiding a complete evaluation of the
impacts and mtication of water use 15 impermmissiblz, especially in light of persistzit statewde
drought conditions. '

I addition, there 13 no discussion about concerns raised regarding potentially serious impacts to
water quality from chemical and pesticide run-off. (Exh. 4, p. 1) Exh. 5 atp. 3, see 1/23/07 letter
from Mike Giles at p.2, attached as Exhibit 6 to Uus letter.) The contamination of the area’s
water supply from a potential increase in vineyard pesticide use is a serious concem and deserves
fuirther consideration of methods to aveid or reduce this potentialiy significant fmpact on
domestic waier supplies.

IX. LAND LUSE AND PLANNING

The statement that “no unpacts @ commumnities or anticipated land wses are anticipated”™ openly
and {nexcusably discounts the repeated and numerous problems that existing residents have
already experienced from the few existing wineries. (Neg. Dec, Section TX, atp. 13) Residents
have already expenenced repeat disturbances from commercial wineries and have expressed
concerns regarding safety, noise, and other issues stemming from conflicting rural residential and
conunercial uses. (Exh. 1, Exhi 2; Exh 3, p. 1; Exh. &, p. 2.) Anincrease in these existing
problems is anticipated if the Winery Qrdinance is adopted, since 1t encourages the expansion of
these commcercial and visitor-serving uses. The small 4.6-acre minimum parcel stze for
Residential, Resowrce and Agncultural Zoning Districts is insufficient to eliminate impacts by
creating a “buffer™ for the neighboring landowners adjacent o these winenes {(Neg. Dec,
Section I1X, atp. 15)

The oppaitumty {or public input that would be allowed for Administrative Review Permuts and
NMinoe Use Pernits for events and large wineries does not mezet CLQA’s Teasibility test for
reducing or avoiding these iWdentified significant envivonmental impacts, sinee the County
agency's discretion to modify the evenis or projects js rather limited. Although the
Administrative Review Permit gives an opportualty for public input, there are no guaractees that
the puibbic’s concaris or wishes will be acted upon, especially given the precedent that appears ta
have been estublished wiich dismisses these concems.

Neighaors of wineres have also expressed concerns about praperty values, wisich the Negalive
Declaration disimisses. The Negative Declaration’s bare conclusion disnissing this impact as
merely an uncorreboraled concem sumply ignores the documented opinion of an experienced
Norihern Califomia real eslate appraser that adjacen: property values would in fact decrease.
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(Sge 7/13:03 letter from Dariel G. Cripe; atzached as Exhibit 7 to this fettzr.) The decrzass in
property values, while having a ditect ccononic effect on rural commuanities, may alse have an
indirect phivsical impact on the existing environment if adjacent properties become run down and
may resuft m pressure for even more commercial development within rural County areas.

X NOISE

The Neganve Declaration inadequately analyzes potential notse impacts by assuming thers wi'l
be complianee with the Placer County Noise Ordinance. The deternunation of less than
signiflcant or no inpacis aiso religs an a belief that limiting promotional events to six or less per
year along, with compliance with the Noise Ordinance, somehow elimipates significant impacts.
The Negative Declaration dismisses inpacts claiming that winery and tasting facilitics are
hiistarically “not high noise generators.” Limiting events to six or less per year will not ensure
cornphance with the Noise Ovrdinance for each event. Furthermore, the hours and succession of
Promational Events and Temporary Qutdeor Events are not defined or restricted so as to assure a
reduction In potcntial noise impacts. The Negative Declaration’s bare conclusions conflict with
the weil-reparted history of non-compliance with the Noisz Ordinance by the {ew cxisting
winertes, Residenis adjacent to these few existing wineries have reported numerous complaints
of disturbances from loud music and events, with little or no eaforcement 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 commiunities,
there have also been reports of noise from winenes disturbing livesiock. {(Exh. 1, p. 2; Exh. 6, p.

)

The Negative Declaration fails o provide any quantitative analysis of noise. There 1s no
discussion of the existing background noise dunng any particuiar tine of the day or night. There
13 no discussion of the anticipated noise generatzd by the operation of a winery, expansion of
vineyard operations, or visitor-serving uscs within the area. The County fauls to provide zny
information about the ncreased noise associated with the allowed promotional and commercial
events. Fually, there s no information abeul the additional noise generated by oraffic visiting
the winerics and tasting rooms, or traffic geing to and coming from allowed prometional and
commercizi events.

XL TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

The Negative Declaration’s conclusions about transportation and trafilc impacts again
mmprirnssibly vedy on the assumption that the County’s wineries will resnain simall. Not only
mav the level of service on County roads be aflected by the mcreased trafilc generatad by
VIsilor-serving uses, but there are potential safety impacts for pedestrians, cvelists, and residents.
(Exh. 1, p. 2. MNeizhbors of existing winerics have already reported incidents of winery visitors
driving up private dnveoways, sometimes shining headlights o private homes at nraint, and are
concernad abouk the safety of cluldren and pets. (Txh 3, p. 1. Many of the roads that are
currently used for winerres, or migh? be W the future, are private roads desivned for rasidantizl
wse aad Sannot support comimercial businessas. Heavy tounst tratfic on navrow, winding pnvate
roads creates a nuisance and safery hazard for residents. (Exhe 1, p. 20 Exlu 5,001 Exbu &, pe 30)
Whiie concernis about drunk diivers may seem speculative, thers have baen reports of existing
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wireries offering tastings that exceed the amount permitted by Department of Alcoholie
Beverage Contral regiianons. (Exh. 1, p. 6; Exh. 3

There is no baseline information on the raffic velumes on the to-be-affccicd County roads,
There 15 no discussion ot competing commercial and recreationsl 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 1o wineries and wine tasting reoms may
conflict with exisiing local bicyele use on these roads for recreational use. This information
meeds to be included and evaluatad (n 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 Ordirance requires compliance with Placer County Code Section 17.54.000 to meet
parking nezds. Perhaps better and more specific requirements should be considered, especially
given that parking from the few existing wineries has already resulied 1n nuisances for
neighboring landowners. {See 6/21/07 comiments from Larry Graves, attached as Exhibii 8 o
this letier.)

The environmenta: impacts of generating dust from dint reads caused by increased visitor ratfic
should be further examined. In addition, public comments have been expressed regarding the
cffects of parking and crude grading of roads hordering ripanian areas on watersheds and salmon
habitats. {Exh. &, pp. 1-2.} The proposed ordinance does not address this potentially sigmficant
adverse impact on sensitive habitats.

NI, 500C1AL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Many residents of Placer Couniy purchased property based o the value of the arsa’s quiet,
agrreuttural setting. (Exh. 1, p. 1; Exh. 3, p. 6.) The existing environmental sciting 1s not
adegquately discussed and evaluated in the Instial Study. Therefore, neither the public nor the
pubiic’s decision-makers can adeguately evaluate how the expansion of wineries, tasting rooms,
and other associated visitor-serving facilities may afleel the existing rural environmental setting.

There is a fack of quanttative irformaton in the Negative Declaration daspite residens having
repeatedly commented about the potentially significant impacts of nose, safety, dust and
pollutants, and the decrease of thew overall quality of hife, {(See 7/03 Petition 1o Piacer County
Zoring Admnustrator, attached as Exhibit 9 o this leiter.) The Negative Declaration stales that
“ftlhe purpose of the RA zoning district s to stabilize and protect the rural residential
churacteris[t]ics of the aren and to promote and encourage a suitable environment for family iife,
eluding agnicultural uses.” (Neg. Dec., Sectiou 1X, at p. 13.) Facilitating the expansion of
wileties and wine-tasting and processing faciities may frusirate the purpose for RA zoning
districts. '

NI, CRQARFQUIRES THE ADDITION OF FLRTHER MITIGATION MEASURES OR AN EIR
Section E3064Ha) of the CEQA Guidelings requires lead agencies, whan presenied wili a fur

argument that a project may have a sigaificant effect on the envirommend, o prepare an BIR,
Furthenmore, the County, acting as the lead agency in this maiter, has a duty 1o (ully inveslizate
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the environmental consequences of its proposcd winery and wine fasting ordinance, which will
axpand commercial and visitor-serving uses within the 2xistng rural setting. The County’s
farlure to fully investigate the substannal evidence provided by existing residenis 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 unpacts. indiecetly or directly, on the existing rural environment.

Beafors the Winery Ordinance and Zoning Clearances are approved by the Board of Supervisors,
these potentially significant adverse impacts should be adequately evaluatcd and mitigated prior
to approving the ordinance; or, i the aliermative 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 commereial and visitor-serving, which the
Couniv's proposed ordinance encourages withm the existing rural environment.

CONCLLSION

Because the Negative Declaration fails to mect CEQA’s envitorumental review and mitigation
requircnents by failing (o investigate and 1dentify poteatially sigraficant environmental effects
raised in public comment, and where mitigaticn 1s suggestzd, improperly defers the mitigation
until after the ordinance is approved, on behalf of our client we urge the Board to take the
ordinance off 1ts agenda and direct County stafl to conduct the proper environmental
investization and evaluation required by CEQA.

Trank you for your consideration of our chient’s position.

sincerely

Mﬂh

Bl'll Yeats

Attachiments: Exhibits 1 through 9.

ce: MNeigliborhood Rescue Group
Tohn Marin, Director Community Development Resource Agency
Melanie Heekel, Deputy Director Plaoning Department
Anthony La Bouff, County Counsel
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Vo Placer Courty Planning Depurtment Zenine Admntisirugy
Fru Noeigbhoernow! Rewoue Group Assodiation

Re: BMPMTIS0N0Y, PESCATORE WINERY/DAVE WEGNER - MINOR LSE PERMIT
MODIFICATION - TOMODIFY USE PERMIT TO ALLOW WINE TASTING ON A BY
APPOINTMENT BASIS.

W bizlieve this “madifled use pormit o allow wine tasting”™ as it is now written sthoukd be demed
{uf a aumbor of roasons; some m [ them to be prosested &t tus heaning, b
with considerabie detall are submisted tediy with Gus lever

I"‘

BRIy \Jf aolme s
for the Adminisiatve Reeord

[he Melghborkeod Rescue Group Association (the Associziiond s a coalition s home vwpers i

Plucer County thay have a vested interest in this stppl_ic;t:i v bzeguse the granting, of thrs permus will
Rave a debeterious enpact on cur guatiey of btz Vhas propesed use denizs vs vurindivadual doka.

o

Vhess rights, fur e purpose of this filag, ars found mthe du.».,pt:u defimition of now one

tadiidual may iriemct wigh avother in \OL,.-..I\. Lndividus] richis are distine! em human richis an

the po*a:l*s*.trm ot thess righis dees ret depend an fumumaesy as the souree ol aitoorty. but rather

the rodons of the individual who does things. aiber on their own prapanry tael disturhs the normal
peace and gt oF 4 vers ool mnghht‘r.m_‘.m“l. s thoe vicales the individual Suhits of othors.

(}Ilr CORCeris are :-:'.-1-*11 angd tha oy

2 Wiopar Pescitors
I.rl:ulElill.‘..lll.u]. ||.r'

L [N, L.
e Dbz il
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Nefahtporfivod Rescte Gronp Asvociaiion — Comraent; - Call for Denial or Coatinuation
PMPMTI0060909, Pescatore Winery/Dave Wegacr - Minor Use Permit Modifieation to
Modify Use Permitto Allow Wine Tasting o2 B Appointment Basis” - 3-1-07 - 22 of 24

tis howeyer ine furction of 3taf 1o provide squal soosideration Lo the peiticners of ihe request
rid adiacent property owrars wha may b2 adversaly imeastad as a rasu't of the petidicnar's
requasts '

Wheee i all of this are any of the comments listed below from the Gites §-23-07 Aling wish the
Plarning Depmlmm on the Wegner Questionnaire? The

complete Giles response docwmzat
already in thils record is Exhibit 5

Here ure very pertinent paragraphs in direct answer so the Staff Report to be considered
today where Mr. Fisch deseribes the project as — corsistant with the rural residential character
cf the surrcuncling neigherhead

XV, Soctal Impact

This project will increase, notse, watiic and dust in this quiet netghborhoed. There werz 4 notse
complaints filed against this facility tn 2006, Moise from this factlity has alezady disruptad livestock
and residents lecated adjneent to the {actlity.

AV TranspenationCirculation

Ridue Rd. serves countiess bievelists on weskends while Welcame Ra. is a smull, private, chip and
seal road which already serves 13 rasidents.

Eoeated at the juncture of Ridge Rd and Welcome is a bus stop that serves Newceastle Elementary
and mailbexes that serve all the local residents. Any vehbicle dmmb @ the winery has to pass
Cdirectly past the bus stop as well ay the mailboxes,

The entrance 1o Ridgz R from Welconte Rd has puor visibilisy and a sieep einbarkment on the
west side. Residents driving out Weleonie Rd havae alrzady had close ercomvers with vehicles
tumning from Ridge Rd onte Welcome R4

The inerzased iraflie from this PFD_]CCi poses a thireng to 'r*nm local residents and the public,

Headfighis from vihicles leaving the winery poss 4 neisan

¢ a5 they shine dircetly inta the windows
of the Fordan i:mm} focawed acress from the winery,

venicles headed tihe winery offen pass the faciiny and dris ¢ ap the driveway of Jucal resident
Earry Geaves,

A “Z‘l.\_ﬂ"lf wants te sall 45 caze w230 botles of wine Fut i th VIATUUR d This TIprInetis A Ve

!_1.-’;1-3 incrosse an raffie and a coyrespondingly large nesatve mpoct on this celgihcrhood.

. [P U R R It B IS N T P -
s merton ebwcine sond goetd or el arzanar apd so cap tie Tenmast o ot
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Neighedorland Raveny Geonp Assuciaiing = Comments = Call for Deniat or Continuaiion
PMPMTI0GH009, Pescatore Winary/Dave Weener - Miner Use Permit Modifieation to
Modify Use Permit to Allow Yiae T.ntm-i o By Appointmeat Basis™ - 3-1-07 - 16 of 24

Greir lses Corrlaigis nas :.

Traady been fied oy several indlviduals 'on this iavie amd ‘rc [EREEE
worlt lakan ‘-\.-l'.i'.'-. e 3an tiw aciions of the irdividual who does things, atoelt on thelr own progerty
rhat distrts :'.'.-: itormmal peaes and Julet of @ very rural neighbothoud, and thus violate the
wrdividual fani ol others ar: wrohg and when Phicer County approves conditions that make it OK
e violare our 'ru: cdual righis, i s more Man wrsng, it s mersusable.

- E’la st oumiy b3 sa interested in enlarzing the agnealmira! base, then i ought o De more carzful
our ke Suaisands of acres ihey have abezady given o dev “.oprmm and ot oy ta farse these

cam;:z:::::a:l apterprises 1o our tural cormmunity, To iy te foree these wineries iniw these naral

aveds 15 wWrong any way you ook acit,

SPECIFIC COMPLAINT (11) Ca this project thers are twe other very important elements, that
we beileve tae County nas wiahy ignored. Refer back w NRG Exhibir (2), second page to the map
ui the area used in the tor spHT operation and look at the three way junciion of Ridze Road,

Yo zleome Road and the driveway to the Pescators.

The intersection of Welcome Road and Ridge Road is a bus stop for the bus that transports -

children from ibe arca, and we do not believe that this is either a healthy or morally right
thing 10 have a wine tasting facility at that location.

Wiy should chitdran be 2xposed o this thieat and questionable influence? We have not had the
tirae 10 cheek the legality, but that cught not Be our Job anyway. it should be the job of the County
to takie cars of this properly.

The Larry Graves comments sent o Alexancer Fisch wers notmentioned ia the Saff Report and
should have been becansgs they were very on poinlt, 2eourate and incheded pietirss. For Me Fisch o
make the foliowing comument indicates his disdain for the provisions of CEQA which calis fur
careluil consideration of public ioput. He writes:

it is reitner appropriate nor the functicn of staif to make a judgmant as to whose varsion of pas!
eyvents i3 most accorata when providing the Zoning Administraicr with 2 weitier aralysis angd
rasoramiendatizcn on the requested modifications {0 this Minor Usa Permmt,

Iy is Powever, the luncten of 343K (o provids acual considerstion (o the petiiianers of the ragus
ard adjacent oropety cwrars whe may be adversaly impania a a rasult of the petiticnar's
F:‘-...'L...E.:-L-}

Thig Doy raneuaze mioht satisty ihe Zoning Admusrater, buwe dowt that it will
Tw wirements of CE Q-\ 20 Pl i WL I"'u. Lu‘D\.\I'—r'LI. [ lf‘\:"‘f'x.n.

2L Feonomic wnd Sucial FEeets
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A chronology of evenis of Pescatore Winery
Jub 19, 2006
Dute of original comnlan STy {;‘-::-I.«:f-:'ﬂ ¢ayen e el ..ij e i;-’#’--’i-b'*'”if; L L iof .
- I T Al
[0 2005 Pesentore Winery had numerius zvents that sounded fike Wedding receptions.
We did not Suther documenting them.
e wac bimvgug L3
Unknown date. | r¥¢orded “Brick Honse™ and other musis from aar desk in whas sounded
hkea 'we,ddtng reception at Pescatore Winery:-

Marsh 9. 2005 Letier and phato sent to Bili Schubiz and Mike Johnson compiarning of
public wine te2ting hy Pascatare Wineev. Tneluded with the Jetter wus 2 photo advariiving
puilic wine pasting.

March 9, 24 Levter seni ta Mike Harris complaining of pubilic wine tasting, wedding
recepiiong, Joud music und sofictation for public evens (on iheit wehsite),

[nciuded with the ietter wers photes advesnising wine tsting and a copy of their website
advertising weddings and banguets.

Mareh 27, 2006 We reezive 2 letler saying Code Enforcemaent has been requestad to
stlspend any acticn on Jur commpiaine

May 20, 2066 RECORDED from our deck what sounded like 2 nedding reception. Loud
aresie patil 2330, e fled noise complaint w Sherifls #P0C0504232

June &, 2008 Mike Jaheson sivs ke is 2oiny o issue a cease and Jes st order to Peseatore
Winery, Task fora copy

June 20, 2006 1 leave another message for Mike fobinson o call me back. [ have not
received ceuse and desist arder.

. Qu—i’
Juize 24, 2008 Photograph siims showing wedding reception ai Pescaiore Winery  Foud
rwgsic from recegiion untl] slier 2238 hours, We flie noise complaint with Shariffs
BPOAENGHI249
Jume 15, 006 Lazer with phow. website adverisuments ane wite siing daies seni w
Christine Tumer {Plecer Co. Ap. Corumission)

Jufy §. 2006 Mike Jua a2 e

T T Y IS I EN T TR il N o £

e our maching explaming thay he cans issue

F Prsoainre Winery savs thelr svenis arg privats, non

COMEERAITIT SVENIE LG iy LG Gas DE20 GuIviEEd,
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Pt 'I'j-p‘.'-:;".'l_'_}liiz CNOHEE GLIATURABAND

Lecion TSRS RIGGE RDONC
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ST ENTRY  CommentiAMNON RPSTATES PESCATORE WINERY AT LISTED ADDRESS [5 HAVING A
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COMPLAINGIN OF THIE SNOISE AND THE LACK OF PERMIT FOR THE BUSINESS TO)
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G534 0000 23472
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Loct rosy:biwst GO LY
Map ESHI LocType:§

CommentRP RPTD RESIDENCE AT LISTED 10-20 ARE PLAYING THEIR MLUSIC
FXTRENMFLY LOVD ANDHE IS REQUESTING PCSORESFOND AND 5K THEM TO
UTET DOWN. TP I3 WILLING TG SIGN A COMPLAINT [FXNEED BY. RPWOLLD
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[ RN
13
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131

L3,

VML CamamentINQUIRY QVAMONIDE ALDCoge.
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L3l

A D OO Commuane3P0KS WITH B2 540D MREADY HAS CUDE ENFORIEMENT
m}'z;n SO THE SOIRE PROBLEYL HE HAS NGT TRY TO TALK FO THE
NEIGHAOR I MADE CONUAUT SITH THE 12 COULD O HEAT THE VHISI0 AW 3
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= LAURENCE A GRAVES
| 6593 Ridge r-.d

Astention: MaryAnne Giichnst
Licensing Reprasentalive

o ~J---o:~.~°a<.‘:=

)

,naar your offics wou
sacators Winery for wine _
l fowing two tu‘.‘..c- i_x)"dLl s o8 well a3 the original pratest conditions afm
Mayvember 7, 2006, teiter o you as wail as thar b" David Maclkenrath in his lotier o
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susmRTing the

[
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aril 220 2008
PL;: e County
Commmumizy Dewelepmenr R2soeree Ngenoy
Ml Coent: Ceesop Bive Syste 190
LhIJlU C»\ G303

‘-

Sabject. Winery Ordiones Envirsamenial [mpaers

[ rassewing the Nogans ¢ Declaration (W0 for the sew Winery Ocdicdiee we moticad the
fullowing deticionsizs:
Lo AIR QUALITY
Dust genzratad by oodditionasl e 1 access road s unpaved s s nod
abdressed in the ND.

Mitiorion: require o dust-tree roud surfiace (chip seal may sutlice)
20 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Acsecondary, but magor impact of & penmissive winery ordinanee | E tha
(] SR R ]n. I H s, [ \_l-u Ao Ve

fikely constriction of moee vinevands, with extensy ‘rpl“‘ o wildlef

L W HE L._h N Al 2 Eoibe B0 'C‘.-;_.

habrian waner gualioy Chorh suetice water and weld waarer die to pesticide

s, s erasion 2aad the Tratuzad T desthetios o cur curnd areas, The ND

should address this

Miisgtion: Ensure that all nzw vieevards are subiect to tufl environmentad
pevies as part of County approval This should include the
assesarient of vupacts on netchborsT wells, Closely control
ard monitor pesileide usean al winey ads,

I0ONOISE

\'c-as:: unpiacts arz dnderstamod il B0 - eopectuil vl there ame neaon

relanbers oy wihin 1007 of a windry,

Mittrsen Limi the dass and houss of operaton of the muchizen
Adao T dho enoracdon of the tstivg raem. and e tvpes af

acrvitizs allowed Lo g ne amplified nuaste; s videessd
s

Voo o tieee delwencies s be addizssod sl Bl proper masoaton e ares wilt by

reludaed il new Ordinance

Thank v
Sooeen L

Boorer & frene Sansh
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Alternatis es;

As some wineries have alrzady discovered, many retadl establishuments pow have a "Loea
Wine” section in thelr vrocery aisles. This i3 where sertons and fecinmatz local vintners who
bave a worthwhite prodect canswill sei therr wines  In addivon, a number of very large wine
retallers {wine superstorss Ty ars opening theie dooes in Placer County. ts providine anether
venue for wine sales.
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