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Placer County
Re Wime Ordinance July 8, 2008 set for 10:30 am

Tuly 2, 2008
To Whom It May Concern:

Please find the petitions signed from the Siemra Gateway Business Association, that are in
support of the New Wine ordinance which will be heard on this date.
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Placer County Winery Tasting Room Petition

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agrnicultural
life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery
sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to stike an appropriate balance
between the county's requlatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in
agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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Placer County Winery Tasting Room Petition

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agriculturai
iife in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity o visit local growers and producers, and sampling
thefr products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery
sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance
between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in
agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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Placer County Winery Tasting Room Petition

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricuftural
life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery
sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance
between the county’s regulatory responsibility and its cornmitment to encourage growth in
agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.

Name Address / Email

1= W@ﬁ@fﬂéc@a

-

| ——

2 o e Bty y 2 1C et -con

10.

11.

12.

13.

-

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.




From: Tamaal@aol.com ' RECEIVED

Sent: Wednesday, July 02, 2008 2.39 PM JUL 0 2 2003
T Placer County Board of Supervisors

CLEAK QF T
Subject: Winery ordinance support BOARD OF SUPFF:‘:-ESDHS

Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors,
We are writing this letter in support of the proposed new winery ordinance.

We have lived on Fawnridge Road in Auburn for gight years and watched Stewart and Stephanie Perry, ownears of
Fawnridge Winery, work so very hard in clearing the land. planting grapes and developing their wonderful wines.
it has been a JOY to observe them reach for their dream.

Puiring this time we have not noticed any significant increase in traffic, noise, drunk drivers etc, and feal that
Fawnridge Winery is operating at a very professiona! level and provides an ever friendly atmosphere for those
living near and those visiting the area. The Perrys are very gracious to welcome and include the neighbors in
their fun events such as hand picking the harvest [ast Fall. . it was so much fun and a real family affair!

We feel that having the vineyard on Fawnridge has actually enhanced our own property as the grapevines are
beautiful to look at all year round. The winery and vineyard are maintained welt and it just adds a certain
ambizance to the area.

We have nothing but confidence that this positive addition to our neighbarhood will continue inta the future and
actually inspire other neighbors to improve and maintain their properties as well.

We hope that you will assist in allowing this agirculture endeavor to move forward in our county.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Judy and Bill Faust , homeowners

5805 Fawnridge Roead
Auburn, Califarnia 95602

Get the scoop on last night's hottest shows and the [we music scene in your area - Check out TourTracker com!
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Page 1 of 1

Ann Holman

From: Teri Sayad on behalf of Placer County Board of Supervisors

R reen s
Sent:  Wednesday, July 02, 2008 4:26 PM ECE
To:  AnnHoiman JUL 02 2008
Subject: Winery ordinance suppaort GLERG .

BOARD QF & |,

From: Tamaali@aol.com [mailto: Tamaal@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 02, 2008 2:39 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Winery ordinance support

Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors,
We are writing this letter in support of the proposed new winery ardinance.

We have lived on Fawnrigge Road in Auburn for eight years and watched Stewart and Stephanie Perry, owners of
Fawnridge Winery, work. 50 very hard in clearing the land, planting grapes and developing their wonderful wines.
it has been a JOY to cbserve them reach for their dream.

Buring this time we have nol noticed any significant increase in traffic, noise, drunk drivers ete, and feel that
Fawnridge Winery is operating at a very professional [evel and provides an ever friendly atmosphere for those
living near and those visiting lhe area. The Peartys are very gracious to welcome and include the neighbors in
their fun evenis such as hand picking the harvest [ast Fall..il was so much fun and a real family affair!

We feel thal having the vineyard on Fawnridge has actually enhanced our own property as the grapevines are
beautiful to look 2t all year round, The winery and vineyard are maintained well and il just adds a certain
ambiance to the area,

We have nothing but confidence Lhat this positive addition to our neighborhoad will continue into the future and
actually inspire other neighbers to improve and maintain their properties as well.

We hope that you will assist in allowing Lhis agirculture endeavor to move forward in our county.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Judy and Bill Faust , homeowners

58085 Fawnridge Road
Auburn, California 85602

Get the scoop on last night's hottest shows and the live music scena in your area - Check out TourTracker. com!
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Open Letter to Placer County Agriculture Commission, Board of Supervisors, and cthers:
RE: Ag Industry's Potential Self Destruct and Loss of Favorable Public Perception

Qur family has lived and farmed in Flacer County for over 50 years; we have
supported Placer Grown, agricultural and rural lifestyles, and with others have tamented
the shrinking of operational ag acreage as mare development or nefarious land splits
erode our true agricultural iandscape.

We support "Right to Farm” concepts, but now see a distinct, quickly moving effort
by essentially special-mnterest "hobby” farmers and profiteering individuals ([ooking for tax
write off opportunities after they've moved into Farm or Ag zones) that are depreciating
and marginalizing the public's opinion of ag operations as we know them.

From the weakening of the Williamson Act (both with acceptance of quastionabte
properties into the program that becorme merely tax-break speculative holdings for future
tdevelepment, to the current speed up of development application before the Len-year
expiration—from one to three years early—at the beguest of the building industry) to
bending and stratching of regulations (wine grapes brought in from elsewhere buk
designated as “"Placer Grown”), ag is becoming the rogue elephant in Placer County. We
used to fear encroaching development; now we shudder at the anslaught of "hobby farms”
as well as the bastardization of “Flacer Grown" concepts.

Placer County's proposed wine ordinance is just one more nail in our ag coffin,
How did Placer County officials altow the well-established integrity of true ag operations ko
raach such a low standard and pander to the lowest common denominator?

1 and my still-farming friends are ashamed at the apparent collusion between the
Placer County Wine Growers and the Ag Commission to avoid transparency with what can
only be defined as disingenuous changes in the wine ordinance. We could start & winery
or generate public traffic on our private road and cause a ot of angst, but that is not how
good neighbors behave. Foronce, I agree with citizens who believe you folks stepped
over the edge.

From now on, you will operate as usual, but the Ag Commission does ot have my
support, has lost its integrity, and is unknowingly promoting the demise of ag in Placer
County by bringing us a siep closer to losing our "right to farm” altogether (see Jowa info
below). Meanwhite, seme of us have to self our produce knowing there is now a rift
between former allies in adjacent stands, so we Keep our opinions to ourselves. We're all
being tarnished and no longer trusted by our neighbors. Look at what greed has wrought.
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June 30, 2008 RECEIVED

JUL B2 2008

, CLERK OF TH
Supervisor Rocky Rockholm BOARD OF supenvilzsoﬂs

175 Fulweiler Ave
Auburn CA 95603

Dear Rocky:

We urge you to support passage of the new rural winery ordinance on July 8. Itis an
excellent instrument for promoting rura! diversity and supporting agriculture in Placer

County.
Thamﬁﬁo/é/wﬂw
. ‘_,I.-'. '.,-' CEe A (‘;ﬂ;jt-—-n’/ -"e,.-"?-'i_,;"__.-t{___

Jon Engeilenmer
Darlene Engellenner

1408 Tiffany Circle
Roseville CA 95661
916 782-2909
Jengelle@hotmail com
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricuhtural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the epportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regasding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to stnke an appropriaie balance between the county's
regulatory respensibility and its commitment 10 encourage growth in agriculture and refated tourism,
including vineyvards and wineries.
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
producers, and sampliog their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
sirike an appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment
to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Beard of Supervisors lo strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

- We the undersigned think that wineries and wneyards are valuable part of the niral and agncuiturai llfe .

" in Placer County. ‘We enjoy the. -opportunity to visit Jocal growers and prﬂducers and sampling thelr LT

products guides our purchasing decisions.” As they consider regtﬂatmns regardmg winery samplmg P
~ activities, we encourage the Board of Supe:rwsc:rs to strike an appropriate balance betiveen the county sf;-"-'-‘-:
regulatory responsibility and' its commitment io encourage growth 1n agricuiture and relateu tourism;. '

. including vincyards and wineries: | ..
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
preducers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibilify and its commitnent
to encourage growth in agricutture and related tourism, inclnding vineyards and winertes.

Name;

1PV & et

Address:

B690 AuBord EnlSsy LIS

2 Mot (1L awns

3. ‘HGU\{ " she -

574 ."f-’:.'n? rd SHFT. Loopas
) St oy Aibn

CENML N\CU%

(.40 klbl_ﬁcquu ’ QM@@L.{O

; %f&/

/2575 %ZCZ&@/ iy frm

QA oo
Qﬂ% $58) LocsST Bp [SLVEATH 44._,
8 o _a‘..,._' [J ﬁa_ lt’ Y
g-prenafn 0 Shod buvn.

(790 Viads Jf—u/ﬁ g /;Aﬂm

114D Crok Batien, (4 ) e lzer i)

11, W&% ,&JWW

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18. e nirm

Ny

JUL 03 2008

CLERK GF |
BOARD OF SUPZHY, -

3%



Ay i[)if'i‘l_'w,’

PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that winerics and vinevards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity o visit local growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions.  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment

to encoupage growth tn agriculture and rel!- ted tourism, including vinevards and winerics.
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions,  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Boavd of Supervisors te
strike an appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment

10 encou growth in agriculture and rcl‘!lcd tourism, including vinceyards and winerics,
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activitics, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commiiment
to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION
We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
. activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related t-:)unsm

including vineyards and wineries.
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an appropriate balance between the county’s regulatory responsibility and its commitment
to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life

in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their

products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery samphing -
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agricuiture and related tourism,

including vinevards and wineries.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
COMMERCIAL TASTING ROOMS

[ am in support of the establishment and operation of agricultural wine tasting rooms located
i Placer County, Califormia.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
COMMERCIAL TASTING ROOMS

I am in suppoert of the establishment and operation of agricultural wine tasting rooms located
m Placer County, Californa.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
COMMERCIAL TASTING ROOMS

I am in support of the establishment and eperation of agricultural wine tasting rooms located

in Placer County, Califorma.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
COMMERCIAL TASTING ROOMS

I am in support of the establishment and operation of agricultural wine tasting rooms located
in Placer County, Califorma.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
COMMERCIAL TASTING ROOMS

I am in support of the establishment and operation of agricultural wine tasting rooms located
in Placer County, California.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
COMMERCIAL TASTING ROOMS

I am 1n support of the establishment and operation of agricultural wine tasting rooms located
in Placer County, California.
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and

agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
 producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions.  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Boaril of Supervisors to
strike an apprupl iate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment
to encou growth in agriculture and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulalory responsibility and its cormnmitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the ruval and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit bocal growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions,  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an appruprulc balance between the county's repulatory responsibility and its commitment

to encou growth in agriculture and relgted tourism, inclading vineyvards and wmm ies.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricuhural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agricuiture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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RECEIVED
JuL 03 2008

CLERY 0%

PETIT I(WW‘PORT]N(: WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vinevards are valeable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opporivaity to visit local growers and

producers, and sampling their praducts guides our purchasing decisions,  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activitics, we cncourage the Board of Supervisors to

strike at appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment

to q.m,mﬁrﬁwth in agricuhture and relgted tourism, including vinevards and wineries.
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We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are a valuable part of the rural and agricultural
life in Placer County. We cnjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As the county considers regulations regarding winery
sampling activilies, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between
the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and
related tourism. including vincyards and wineries,

Thank you,

Wineries of Placer County
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We the undersigned think that winerfes and vineyards are a valuable part of the rural and agricultural
life in Placer County, We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As the county considers regulations regarding winery
sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to sirike an appropriate balance between
the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agnculture and
related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.

Thank youw,
Wineries of Placer County
County Name ‘ Address (Optional)
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We the undersigned think that winerfes and vineyards are a valuable part of the rural and agricultural
life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As the county considers regulations regarding winery
sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between
the county's regulatory responsibility and its cornmitment to cocourage growth in agriculture and
related tourism, including vineyards and winerics.

Thank you,
Wineries of Placer County

County Name Address (Optional
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We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are a vatuable part of the rural and agricultural
life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As the county considers regulations regarding winery
sampling activitics, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between
the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and
related tourism, including vineyards and winernes.

Thank vou,

Wineries of Placer County

County Name Address {Optional)
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vinevards are valuable part of the rural and
agricuttural life in Placer County. We enjoy the oppertunity to visit local growers and
producers, and sampling their products goides our purchasing decisions,  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Beard of Supervisors to
strike an appropriale balance between the county’s regulatory responsibility and its commitment

ko encou s growth in agriculture and relgted tourism, including vineyards and wineries,
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the spportunity to visit locat growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an appropriate balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitment

to encougrage growth in agriculture and relgted tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER C‘OUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

. Wethe und emgned think that wineries and vinevards are valuabie part.of the riral and. agrwulmral ltfc' |
" “in Placer County We -enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and. producers and samphng thmr
: 'pmducts gmdes our purchamng decisions. As they ccns&dcr regulahons regarding winery. samp!mg

activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors o strike an appropriate balance between the county’ § R
regulatory responsibility and its commumeni‘ to- encourage gmmh in agnculmre and related tounsrn
cincluding vineyards and wineries. - o : : o "
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PETITION SUPPORTING WINERIES IN PLACER COUNTY

We the undersigned think that wineries and vincyards are valuable part of the rural and
agricultural life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportanity to visit local growers and
producers, and sampling their products guides our purchasing decisions.  As they consider
regulations regarding winery sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to
strike an apprﬂprmte balance between the county's regulatory responsibility and its commitmeni

to encou ?ruwth in agriculture and rclited tourism, including vinevards and wincries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit Jocal growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agricuiture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.

NAME ADDRESS
1 JIRETH %0(,4 Nog C@U&Wﬁ?{‘vﬁdﬂ_ CF qu,rzﬁ,/,(/ ,% .
2 6_‘5‘1' Uto e Y ?r?sq;,

s ézﬁéﬂgg P94 é’s:r(rc—/ 4682

@ﬁm‘xﬂxu&\f\w = Mﬁ-fwmu@d Mmbu‘ SRR

M;ﬁﬁ Wz ﬁﬂé‘ Vﬁt&"”iﬂ,ﬁf ﬁﬁﬁrm@x%%

8 r‘/@azé/ﬁﬁmﬁz_‘ 9{/;{5 Gt A, %Zm«/ p, 9zes
A/Jﬁ.mn BM:.&L‘,Q.M "l’;%xm@r.f ?»L’ Qu,,'(m» (0 fﬁéﬁj'

lzﬂgm_@u _.,, iﬁ £ riervued Dy 4_1{4“’”; ol

?‘ﬂmf

13 Brh Dpeile A& éff»wwﬂpq U/wﬁ_@ﬁi&«/w@?ﬁé

14 [, A Fja,ﬁfap ;o é.a/j'eaﬂ,m W L

T Gt 267 Shunta_ncl T f ket L MY 5645

L gl Peaclfere. L . _2222,{@,_/9 Z 42& foer =I5 %Mﬂ
AZTLEY 1A psa f.:;m.v [\a)éaﬁ (“g%’[éé
1873»&’4 M_f"lh U&M?ﬂ J&JM«UM&.’ dé{-&f{m /{)‘Jé:{)%

!

rECEIVED
JuL 03 208

¥ OF
BO#H%LEE SUPEHWSORS 4



PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural Jife
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions.  As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY W[NERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County, We enjoy the opportunity to visit lacal growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions.  As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we cncourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory respensibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agricuiture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

e the undersigned think that winenes and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and apricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions, As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
aclivitics, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an apprepriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agncu]ture and related tounism,
including vineyards and wineries
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisoss to strike an appropriate balance hetween the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment 10 encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards arc valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local grewers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors (o strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitrnent to encourage growth in agriculiure and related tourism,

including vinevards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuabie part of the rural and agricultural life

in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their

products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling

activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropridte balance between the county's

regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriciture and related tourism,

including vineyards and wineries. . : '
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valvable part of the rural and agriculturai life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's

regulatory responsibility and ils commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
mcluding vineyards and winenes.
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Placer County Winery Tasting Room Petition

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural
life in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, aﬂi__:_;_amphng e
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations r;? uqnem ETE

sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appro

fance -

between the county's reguiatory responsibility and its commitment to enoourage growth.in_ 7 3 qé}w

agriculiure and related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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Ptacer County Winery Tasting Room Petition

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural
fife in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling
their products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery
sampling activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance
between the county’s regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in
agriculture and related tourisim, including vineyards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION
We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and ils commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
including vinevards and wineries.
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION
“We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its commitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
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PLACER COUNTY WINERY TASTING ROOM PETITION
We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are valuable part of the rural and agricultural life
in Placer County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and producers, and sampling their
products guides our purchasing decisions. As they consider regulations regarding winery sampling
activities, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate balance between the county's
regulatory responsibility and its cornmitment to encourage growth in agriculture and related tourism,
including vineyards and wineries.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT PLACER COUNTY
WINERIES

We the undersigned think that wineries and vineyards are a
valuable part of the rural and agricultural lifestyle in Placer
County. We enjoy the opportunity to visit local growers and
producers and sampling their products guides our purchasing
decisions.

As they consider regulations regarding winery tasting activities, we
encourage the Placer County Planning Department, the Planning
Commisston and the Board of Supervisors to strike an appropriate
balance between the County’s regulatory responsibility and the

commitment to encourage growth and prosperity in agriculture and
related tourism, including vineyards and wineries.
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RECEIVED
JUL 07 2008

CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

County of Placer

RE: Fawnridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Aubum, CA

To Whom It May Concem:

As residents in the vicinity of Fawnridge Road, we wish to state that the
activities of Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative
impact to our neighborhood. As such, we are in support of approval of their
request for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions
which allow visitors, sales and related activities in the continued operation

of the winery. this 15 an 24a/c /-,gf)faé)} by siess !
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JUL 07 2008

CLERK GF THE
BOARD O L:L.IF‘E.I'-?‘t."IS'['}FiS

County of Placer

RE: Fawnridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Auburn, CA

To Whom It May Concern:

As residents in the vicinity of Fawnridge Road, we wish to state that the
activities of Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative
impact to our neighborhood. As such, we ar¢ in support of approval of their
request for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions
which allow visitors, sales and related activities in the continued operation
of the winery. '

Yours Truly,
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RECEIVED
JUL 07 2008

CLENY OF (HF
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

County of Placer

RE: Fawnridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Auburn, CA

To Whom It May Concern:

As residents in the vicinity of Fawnridge Road, we wish to state that the
activities of Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative
impact to our neighborhood. As such, we are in support of approval of their
request for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions
which allow visitors, sales and related activities in the continued operation
of the winery.

Yours Truly,
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JUL 07 2008

CLERS (37 7o
BOARD QF SUPLItVISORS

County of Placer

RE: Fawnridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Auburn, CA

To Whom It May Concern:

As residents of Fawnridge Road we wish to state that the activities of
Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative impact to
our neighborhood. As such, we are in support of approval of their request
for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions which allow
visitors, sales-and related activities in the continued operation of the winery.
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RECEIVED
JUL 07 2008

LEILS TR 1l
BOARD OF Su ” nVISOFIS

County of Placer

RE: Fawmridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Aubum, CA

To Whoem It May Concern:

As residents of Fawnridge Road we wish to state that the activities of
. Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative impact to

our neighborhood. As such, we are in support of approval of their request
for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions which allow

visitors, sales and related activities in the continued operation of the winery.
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RECEIVED
JUL 07 2008

.f|r

BOARL l']F lw: HISDHS

County of Placer

RE: Fawnridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Auburn, CA

To Whom It May Concern:

As residents in the vicinity of Fawnridge Road, we wish to state that the
activities of Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative
impact to our neighborhood. As such, we are in support of approval of their
request for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions
which allow visitors, sales and related activities in the continued operation
of the winery.

Yours Truly,

Chyoe D
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RECEIVED
JUL 07 2008

- v THE
BOARD 1 '“-l.lFLIR'\FISOFIS

County of Placer

RE: Fawnridge Winery
5560 Fawnridge Road Application for modification of MUP
Auburn, CA

To Whom It May Concern:

As residents in the vicinity of Fawnridge Road, we wish to state that the
activities of Fawnridge Winery have not resulted in any significant negative
immpact to our neighborhood. As such, we are in support of approval of their
request for modification to their Minor Use Permit to clarify conditions
which allow visitors, sales and related activities in the continued operation
of the winery.

Yours Truly,
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County of Placer

RURAL LINCOLN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COY/NCIL
P.O. Box 716

[Lincoln, CA 95648 .

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010

RECEIVED
JUL 67 2008

CLEIF GE o
HOARD O SLELIISORS

May 25, 2008

Supervisor Robert Weygandt
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburp, CA 95603

Dear Supervisor Weygandt and Members of the Board:

On May 19, 2008, the Rural Lincoln Municipal Advisory Council voted unanimously to support
the current draft winery ordinance approved by the Placer County Planning Commission, as
recommended to the Placer County Board of Supervisors

The Lincoln MAC appreciates your efforts in this important matter.

Sincerely,

Mok, Fowlee
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PLACER COUNTY FARM B

Afiliated with the California Farm Bureau Federalion and the American Farm Bursau Federation

RECEIVED
July 2, 2008 JUL 03 2008

Supervisor, Jim Holmes BOAT

Placer County Board of Superyisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Aubum, CA 95603

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendment to the Placer County Cede for the Creation of
a Winery Ordinance — (ZTA 20050609)

Dear Supervisor Holmes

Placer County Farm Burcau Board of Directors urges you to support the proposed
amendment of the Placer County Code for the creation of a Winery Ordinance. We
believe that wineries and vineyards are a valuable part of the rural and agricultural iife in
Placer County.

The Placer County Board of Supervisers has supported agriculture in the County over the
years, The County’s General Plan has numerous references regarding the unique role of
agriculture 10 the County’s economy. Specifically, the County has a goal identified in the
General Plan, “To provide for the long-term conservation and use of agriculturaliy-
designated lands.” To accomplish this, and support long-term viability, the Plan further
states, “The County shall encourage continued and, where possible, increased agricultural
activities on lands suited for agricultural uses.” For family farmers and ranchers to
remain on their land, they have 1o be able to make a profit. One effective way to do that
is to increase the sales of farm products, including wine, directly to the consumer.

Piacer County Farm Bureau supports the direct sales of wine, and associated wine
sampling, from county wineries in a manner that {s more consistent with the direct sales
of other value-added commodities from local farms and ranches. Other counties have
seen the value in doing this and reap the cconomic benefit of a healthy agri-tourism
related industry that supports family owned vineyards and wineries. We trust that Placer
County will see the value too,

Sincerely,
(ol s&m

Carol Schetber, President
Placer County Farm Bureau
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RECEIVED

July 1, 2008 JUL 03 2008
Supervisors of Placer County BOM%Léggﬁge%HvElsons

Forty years ago we bought our home an a shared private rural road
believing maintenance expense was worth the guaranteed privacy. Now our
private roads are about to be thrown open to public commercial traffic for wine
tasting operations. Except for public hearings held mostly during working hours,
we were not invited to give any serious mput, as the wineries were.

The wineries initiated this change by asking county staff to create a new
ordinance, and that first draft had requirements for operation. Under the spin of
“regulatory relief,” vintners and the Ag Commission bullied the county into
abandoning ail meaningful regulations. Why weren't citizens living on private
roads consulted? We have just as much a right to privacy as the special interest
group that wants more profit at our expense.

The result is an ordinance that aliows wine tasting and sales with gnly one
acre of grapes “planted” on 4.6 acres. Grapes and bottles of wine can be
brought in from anywhere {along with food and merchandise sales). Supervisors
will hear a lot of whining from vintners that they need the wine tasting and retail
sales in residential neighborhoods for profit. Where does this land grab stop? A
lot of citizens will be cutraged that what is supposed 10 be Ag zoning has moved
from growing {and a little processing) to all-out retall shopping using our
neighborhood (private) streets.

If supervisors vote to approve what amounts to neighborhood bars, foed -
service and retail stores, then greed supercedes the entire Placer Grown
program. Try to imagine always having to wonder iffwhen your neighbor will
plant an acre of grapes and then generate hundreds of cars or more a week onto
your private drive for you to contend with.

In addition to bringing commercial business to quiet neighborhoods where
my children and pets play, this outrageous crdinance allows private roads to
have pubiic traffic of "had been drinking” vehicle operators as they travel from
one wine tasting facility to another. Law enforcement does not patrol private
drives!

The county and the Ag Commission have become pawns to benefit
wineries over neighborhood concerns of health and safety. Everyone likes Ag,
and there probably wouldn’t be opposition to wine tasting off public roads, buit
this ordinance ignores reascn. Ag zoning should be confined to plants and
animals—not processing to outrageous levels. Next we'll have vegetable pizza
parlors on our private roads.

If small, hobby vintners cannot make it, they shouldn't have started. The
county should not be guaranteeing profits for marginai operations. [t's pretty
obvious that the real motive for this nonsensicai ordinance is for the nice tax write
off that building a party room will provide.

Supervisors must vote NO on July 8—keep private roads private. A NO
- vote will restore some semblance of sanity to a process gone sour. At the very
least, this ordinance should be voted on by the public, or an EIR must be
prepared.

Randait Cleveland

P.O. Box 848

MNewcastle, CA 956858
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Newcastle Community Association

NCA RECEIVED
Post Office Box 777 1L 07 2008
Newcastle, CA 35658

S . . .. CLEHK GF L
Otticers: Placer Counly Planning Commission BOARD OF SUPEMVISTNS
Drane Aoss 3091 Coumy Cenler Drive :
Fragident A US60T L
c53 4818 Auburn, (A 9300° ey
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Vice Piesident ¢ ) _
663 9546 November 1), 2007 H pare 1150
Jerry Mohlanbrok | )
Treaswwar /O \50&)‘/)&\
b63-4522 Dear Mannmyg Commission Members, bLorraam:
Calhis Cordirea [ —r
Secrefary The Newcastic Community Association (NCA)Y Mission Stawement includes the directive.

“10 take achjion as needed in order to preserve the rural Havor, pride, and safety of the
connnuty.” Pursuing this part of our mission, the Board of the NUA submits the
following comments regarding the Placer County Draft Winery Ordinance.

The stated intent of the Winery Ordinance 15 1o encourage local agriculture and to protect
agpricultural iands. We belicve that the proposed ordinance fails to achicve these stated
purposes and sppgest several significant changes that enzble the ordinance to achiceve iis
goals whife also cohancing compatibility with adjacent land uses,

The Winery Ordinance, as proposed. requires @ winery 1o have only one acre of planted
vineyard. That requirement is unrealistically low. One acre will produce no more than
350 cuses of wine and can produce as little as 230G cases. But the ordinance permits small
winerics o sell as many as 20,000 cases of wine. Even the more restricted boutigue
wineries referred to in the ordinance are permitted to scil up 10 3000 cases of wine. 1tis
vhvious that wincries with even @ few acres in grape production will he Forced to buy
grapes, prape poiee, or Nnished wine from other sources (all of which are pernntied by the
propased ordinance). We believe virtually all of these products will be purchased outside
ol Placer County.

According o the 2006 Agricoltural Crop Production Repant, Placer County has TRY acres
planted i grapes producing 483 tonms of grapes. 483 tons of grapes praduce. al most,
only 28500 cases of wine, Placer County vineyards will not be the source of grapes for
numerous winerics permitted (o sell 20,000 cases of wine. This means that grapes will be
purchisced from [odi, Napa. and Sonoma Coviities. While such purchases will proniote
agricullure in those other counties they will do nothig to promete and encourage
agriculwre in Placer County. A one acre minimum vineyard simply introduces




Newcastle Community Association

conmmercial winery aclivity into rural, residential neiphborhoods while doing litile or nothing to protecl
agricultural luruds.

I the Winery Ordindnce is ta fubfill its stoted intend. the mintmum number of acres required 1o be
committed o vilicalture must be stgnilicantly increased. Five acres of planted vinevard, while still
very low, should be the minimum number of acres required tor winenes located in Residential,
Resource, and Agricultural zoming districts. Filteen 1o twenty acres (which would produce no more
than 7.000 cases) would be more appropriate lor wineries permitled w sell 200,000 cases of wine
annilly,

We also propose that wineries unable or unwilling to grow their own grapes or use Plucer County-
prown grapes need to be more strictly limited in the on-premise sale of wine, Seiling wines that are m
no way u product of Placer County agriculture 1s simpfy commercial acuvity i rural, residential
neighborhoods Such activity, which does not protect or encourage agricuiture, and which may
adversely impact residential neighbors, needs 10 be imure rigorously regolated. Wineries that can
certify they arc growing their own grapes or using grapes grown in Placer County would be permitted
w0 selt more cases of wine. Winertes not able to so ceriily would he required 1o sell fewer cases,
Wineries using very little or no Placer product shoufd be disqualified under this ordinance: such
vendors can use the more (raditional catlets for selling their product.

Finally, the potential tor nolse complaints originating from winery events will be very high i what
have always been very quiet rural neighborhoods, To minimize conflier Irom excessive noise, winery
owners should be meticulously apprised of the requirements of Placer County Code Article 9.36
{referred to but not included in the Dralt Ordinance). Additionally, enfercement of noise repulations
musl be resolute with violators being justly penalized.

- While wineries may have a place in rural residential neighborhoods, they must be regulated and the
emphasis must be on supporting agneuiture. Our association doesn’t support infroducing commereiul
apetitiuns inty these neiphborhoods,

Thank you for your consideration.

Stacerely,

I'-r i s - E : T oa
et ATy o

Diane Rosy

Prestdent, Newcastle Conununtly Association

cos Rinh Alves
Michae! Feydon
Clerk of the Board ol Supervisors
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Fromt: jamesiamy2@aol.com JUL 67 EN}B
Sent:  Ronday, July 07, 2008 10:48 AM
To: Placer County Soard of Supervisors er;-nﬁu' Rk g,uptﬂ‘ﬂSDHS

Subject: Winearies

I support all the wineries in Placer County. 1 feel strongly that they have the right to have wine tastings
on their property. If we allow Mandarin farms to sell directly 1o the public, wincries should have that
right. I think we have made the wineries jump through way too many hoops...pretly soon what interest
people have in wines of Placer County will no longer off set all the problems the winerics are having to
remain established. 'We need to support wineries so they remain in Placer County. 1 don't support the
Neighborhood rescue group of a few lond members to disrupt great family businesses of Placer
Winerics. Amy Phillips Newcastle Ca 95658

The Famous, the infamous, the lame - in your browser, Get the TMZ Taclbar Now!
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CECEIVED

JuL U7 2008
From: Harry Cowan [capeq@jps.net] EOAH%LEE;ESFEIE]F;:'TE[SORS
Sent: Monday, July 07, 2008 10-07 Al
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: wineries

we love to visit the small local wine makers and tast their wares.
thank you
Harry & Sue Cowan

.y A —— e,
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From: Brad & Jolene Wolf [bigbadwolf@surewest.net] "UL J ? m
Sent:  Monday, July 07, 2008 8:25 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

L EFK GF THE
Egﬁﬁ%kég?iuﬁﬂwsoﬁs
Subject: Placer County Winery Tasting Rooms

As residents of Placer County, we enjoy the focally grown and produced wines. Mot only do we purchase these
wines for oursefves, but we often take visiters from out of state to sample {and quite often purchase) the fine
praducts produced right here in our home county.

Removing Placer Winery tasting rooms would remove the Placer County Wineries' ability to compete in the
markelplace - forcing consumers to travel inte El Dorado County or ihe Napa Valley for tasting and purchases.
Local wineries need 3 tasting room o allow consumers to sample and appreciate their products before
purchasing.

Flease join us in support of the Placer County winerigs and their ability {0 locally markat their products. Marntaln
the Placer County Yvineres right to provide tasting rooms.

Thank you,

Brad and Jolene Wolf
8909 Fitzroy Court
Roseville, CA 95747
916.771.0191




From: Trudi 3. Riley-Quinn {trudii@tsriley com RECEIVED

Sent:  Thursday, July 03, 2008 11:59 AM JUL 07 2008
T Placer County Board of Supervisors CLERK OF THE
Subject: Winery Ordinance, Tues July 8, 2008 ROARD OF SUPERVISORS

First, we sincerely thank you for alt that you do for Placer County and the residents you
serve.

Although we are unable to attend the hearing on the 8th relating to the Winery
Ordinance, we heartily urge and hope that you will vote in favor of the ordinance. The
ordinance should solve the tasting room and winery visit issues AND support our iocal
wineries.

The Placer County wineries and wine industry ventures constitute positive, promising
and viable additions to our Placer Grown persona, convivial environment and personal
and professional economic community. For the most part the owner/operators are
“Placer Grown,” responsible and community minded entrepreneurs who add so much to
our community. We should not be afraid of Placer becoming too commercial,

Please embrace this enhancement to PlacerGrown and to our community by voting in
favor of the Winery Ordinance.

Thank you in advance for your consideration and again for your continuing service to
others.

Cordially,

Tirn Quinn and Trudt Rifey-Quinn

4040 Dawn Drive

Loomis, CA 95650 _

916 652 6373 et e e e et e
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& ﬁ"{bl’ ".l-n"""I ‘} & .gdlﬂ ‘
H ;h:
Trudi S. Riley-Quinn, CELA* ii DATE: 7 g O oo
2390 Professional Drive 2/ jl
Roseville, California 95661 I, ﬁ 4
Telephone: 916.782.8212 Tz / Q:__— Ei

Fax: 916.782 8833
email: trudi@tsriley.com
*Certified Elder Law Attorney by the National
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RECEIVED
JUL 01 2008

Dear Supervisor Holmes, a0 M%ng'él?;g;ﬁsons
I voted for you but T am greatly disturbed by rumors of businesses like wineries,

Bed and Breakfasts and others being allowed on private roads in Placer County. As as

guardian of the citizens of Placer County 1 am sure you wili vote again;sl allowing such

nonsence in Newcastle.

Truly,

Frndrernf ™

10235 Indian Hill Rd
Newcastle, Ca 95658
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From: Shela Strong [stronghome@surewast.net)
Sent:  Monday, June 30, 2008 9:25 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject; Wineries in Placer

I would like to express my support in allowing our Placer (ounty Wineries to sell the
product from their wineries. Having locally made wine is something we should be proud
of and not being able to seel at their facility will surely devastate most the the
small wineries,

Sheila Strong
Granite bay Resident
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From: Karin Koons [mailto:karinkoonsidsheglobal.net)
Sent: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 12:30 PM

To: Flacer County Board of Supervisars

Subject: Wineries

June 30, 2008

Board of Supervisors:

It was just recently brought Lo my attention that there is an ordinance that might be passed

that would prohibit tasting winc at wineries.

Who thought this one up? Placer County is surrounded by counties that welcome visiiors
to taste their wing, Nevada County, Amador County, Ei Darade County to name a few.
These are tourist dollars. The cleanest doliars you can get. And usually requicing an

overnight stay.

I am in the hospitality industry and here in Auburn, I {ind it difficult enovgh to bring
people to Auburn. We are not a destination. We have wonderful outdoor activitics to

ofter tourists, but 1ot everyone wants to do that.

Please reconsider this. It will not enly hurt our tourist dollars but hurt the wineries that
are trying very hard to compete 1o the ever popular Napa and Sonema Wineries.

Sincerely,

Karin Koons ]

T8
o2 Board of Supenisors - 8
Co “wivg OFice




From: Jake O'Rourke [jakeorourke@hotmail.com] o _ Tings, JQ__E-EQ_“ :
Sent:  Thursday, June 26, 2008 917 AM =
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors; Placer County County Counsel

Ce: neighborrescue@@live. com S

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

il
June 28, 2008 T i et
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors; t;(m ' féﬁ 1
Subject: Proposed Wine Tasting Ordinance cﬂmn-{/fb

The proposed wing tasting ordinancefzoning change requires the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a vote to deny the changes. To try to use a Negative Declaration
{Neg Dec) is a blatant violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

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

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

The public might be agreeable to wine tasting facilities that come off public roads, or wine
tasting facilities on private roads when all the residents/property ownersimeighbors on the drive
{funanimously) consent to aliow wine tasting facilities. However, such alternatives or mitigation
measures are not even on the table. Thus, all the public has is uncertainty and all the county has is
CEQA violations.

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

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

It is well settled that CEQA establishes a "low threshold” for initial preparation of an EIR,
especially in the face of conflicting assertions concerning the possible effects of a propesed
project. The Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2005) 124 Calapp 4th 803, 828. an FIR is
required whenever substantial evidence in the administrative record supports a "fair argument”
that significant impacts may occur, even if other substantial evidence suppoits the opposite
conclusian. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(a) 1}, (fi{1) (emphasis added). An impact need not be
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momenious or of a long enduring nature; the word “significant” "covers a spectrum ranging from
‘not trivial' through 'appreciable’ to 'impertant’ and even 'momentous.” No OF, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles {1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, £3 n. 16. The fair argument fest thus reflacts a "low threshold
requirement for initial preparation of an EiR" and expresses "a preference for resolving doubts in
favor of environmental review.” Stanisfaus Avdubon Society, inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995)
33 Cal App.dth 144, 151,

Further, where the agency fails to study an entire area of environmental impacts, deficiencies in
the record "enlarge the scope of fair argument by lending a logical plausibiity to a wider range of
inferences.” Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1908) 202 Cal App.3d 286, 311 In marginal
cases, where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a
significant impact and there is a disagreement among experts over the significance of the effect
on the eavironment, the agency 'must treat the effect as significant” and prepare an EIR.
Guidelines & 150684{g), City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1988} 183
Cal App.3d 229, 245 (1]

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

The proposed ordinance allows wine tasting on 4.6 acres with the planting of only cne acre of
grapes. MNo mention is made of viability, production minimums, mainfenance, gic., as is the case with
El Dorado County’s ordinance. Instead, the door is opened for anyone to only “plant” that acre but
process grapés fram anywhere, as well as bring in bottles of wine {"callared”) from anywhere along with
merchandise and foad, te self on site. Thus any hobbyist is strongly encouraged to start a winery. Yel
none of the impacis are analyzed as o increased use of pesticides, herbicides, and other hazards
{winenes Iocated adjacent to homes with children), water quality impacts (surface water runoff}, or
biological impacts that hundreds of fragmented acres of increased vineyards may create. To rely on
“self-regulation” for moderation in winery operations is grossly unreasonable and unacceptable.

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

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

Another huge ignored impact relates to water supply. Again, no study and nc information are
forthcoming as to groundwater supplies and/or non-treated water deliveries (currently, if not afready on
a "waitting list," 1/2 miner's inch is all that is allowed per parcel, per current PCWA cana! policy; this may
change if draught conditions materialize). W boutique wineries spring up in areas where conly well water
i$ available, what will be the impact on the water table? Wil neighboring wells be impacted? We do
not know because no studies were conducled, as they should be inan EIR.

Wineries want one acre of “planted” grapes to meet the minimum reguirement to allow wine
tasting and promotional events on private roadways. They claim they need the public tasting on the
private road access to sustain their commercial industry. However, cne acre of grapes will yield at the
most from 250 to 350 bottles of wine. Is that sustainable” (El Dorado County requires 20 acres and 5

Hez



3600 Clover Valley Rd
Loomis, CA 95650
fakegrourke@hotmail.com

cc Neighborhood Rescue Group
Placer County Counsel

[H G Scott Wiiliams, Sefizer Caplan MceMahon Vitek, A Law Corporation re San Biego Wne Ordinahce, Mav 18, 2007

Earn cashback on your purchases with Live Search - the search that pays you back! Learn More
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From: Peter Willcox [willcoxps@yahoo com|
Sent; Wednesday, June 25, 2008 408 PM
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: suppart wine orginance

Ao

Snagel of Supoavviscos
Placer County

I'm suppor:iing your propcsad wWine ordinance.

It locks Iike =
work . Golipg Lo small wineries

is one of lile's plessures,

wWillcoox
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From: oowine@peoplepe.com ke S OA TOMERE

i

Sent:  Thursday, June 26, 2008 9:20 AM - ! 7.7 0% ii
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors i} DR e

’ it

Subject; winerigs - i
ubject; wr S, 0 JD J| E
Hello A b e T H-""""_'_"'""""_""“:_'::;__"

We wanted to state our SUPPORT for the wineries, As iong as they comply with all the county and state .
regulations, they should be allowed to farm their land, and sell their grapes and wine. In turn it is a benefit to the
county in many ways. itbrings people to other business, for tax revenue and many more benefils o all involved.

L]

Permits should have never been issued, to gel the wineries in the position they are in now. 1t was know by the
board all a long what the wineries intentions were to make and self wine.

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

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

Thanks in advance for your support

Maria and Lou Rego
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From:  slacy taylor [taystacy 1@yahoo.com) | b PR ? “E &
Sent; Thursday, June 26, 2008 9:58 AM ’ :

To! Placer County Board of Supervisors L TrnTg /D S8
Subject: wine ordinance I L e

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

Stacy Taylor
Truckee Ca
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From: Steve Killebrew [esk@starband net) DATE : Z{*é

Sent:  Thursday, June 26, 2008 9:57 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors :

| -
B e [ i U

Subject: Winery Ordinance

BOSups: | support the new wine ordinance to favor Placer County agriculture and the fledgling Flacer wineries. |
believe that wineries are fully supported by every other CA county that | know about, near and far, and all these
other counties are quite proud of their wineries. | suspect the few angry people in opposition {0 the proposed
ardinance would probably be in favar of Placer being the only “dry” county in CA. | ask you to please help suppont
aur Placer County wineries and Plagcer agriculture. Wa have some great cnes here thai have worked very hard to
make us all proud,

Thanks!
Stove Killebrew

P.O. Box 147
Applegate, CA 95703

oame T

Boars ~f Sunendsorg - &
GCour o vive Olfice
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From: Mia Rice Stone [miaricestone@witdblue net)
Sent: Wednesday, Juna 25, 2008 2:29 P

o . il .

To: Placer County Board of Supenvisors
Subject: support of winery grdinance

— -

At B 1 s

INpEIV1ISoOrs:

ol
il
i
-
ol
o
0
h

This letter is vwo inform vou of our support of the upcoming winery ordinance.,  HMy husband
and I have bpeon land owncers in Placer County Ior 10 years, and rast yezar finished bullding
aur "dream hore" here.

We worx nard to support our community by shopping locally &5 much as possible, supporting
the azts, wiidiife rescus servicos, paying hizgh dollars to purchase food at the farmers
market i1 Auvhurn, bhiring all iocal sub-costracters, Loying belidiong and landscaning
supplies in our fouonty and denating Yo Lhe focal school spovts teamns.  Anolher words, we

Are your losal catizens!

Weo are aware Lhat there 15 a small, voeal minorily who strongly object Lo having folks
visit our laocal #lacer County wineries and allowing tThese winerics o have soms ovenls
throughost the vear vo promete their business. 7 don's hesr these same people chhisoting
to the mandarin, applo, irls ov other ygrowerss! 1L scoms a3 Lhough they asra driven by an
unrealistic fesr of a bunch of drung drivers {veled by free local wine, teaving vhrouan
Yho courntbryside wreaking haveoo and running over coniildren and pets. We have tastod wine
all ewer California and in several ocher states and have never ongounteraed Chese problams
or such antli-local agriculiural soentiment, .

I wouid pub roney on the bel that these seme Tearful citizens have nobl speni any Lime st
these wincries. 1f thoey had, trey couldn’. holp bot sce mestly older folks, mined with
the more affluent awed educated younger set (26 -~ 40 years oldd) out with family and
I'riends, sieping sowe local wine, hawving plonles and making purchases fov Lheor
colleslionsfoeilars, [ oknow thar when we go oul, wa rarely avend loss Than S50 andg

sourael ines more than 150 ger coupleo.  Toet is money golng direcily into ooy Janal oonnomy.
Ana guess what, ws don't drink a4 bunch, in fact, we end un nouring out 2s much as we sip.

T

It nakes a heck of & Iobt of tastes o cgual a Qlass of wine., Wnile cut exploring Jioc
wineries, wWe usually go cub to lunch or dinner, adding even mare o the logal oolfers.
Mot to gention gas!

i

T o know how oa few angry, veociferous iolks it this comrmuniity can get a et of atrtention and
appear Lo reprzsenl more of the dewmogreghic than Chey do. ALL Lhat takes is to rezd the
laettors to the editor in the Auburn Journal . That 15 part and parcel of a small town,

Pleasse don'+ Send to Lhese fow unrealistic, learful folks, fnstead try to cnderstand chelr
ajgenda.  Thaen let me know whal Che nock 16 05) :

Perzsonatlly, 1 feel we have moany "true” concerns dn our communlity Lhat need oor onoergy and
attention.  Like the increasing nurber of poeople who are showing the cbvious signs of oelh
acdiction that I see walking around town. Kow bthere is a preblem <hat effects gz a1
Parchaps you can cngags the anti-wine activashs to putl thelr cnergies towards that problem.
That way, bthey can still hawe a common fear ©o Sind them and a project that will henefin

the ccocmmunity.
Thank vou for your time and I bope, your scpport.

Mia Rice=S5torne

Tom Stone

L¢83 Dog Bar Road

Colfax, A 95513
miarxicastonedwilidalae, ner

nard nf Supervisoers - I
m-apytive ORICE
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From: Mali at Garden Fare [malidyck@earthlink net] :

Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 6:40 PM i

To: Placer County Board of Supervisars

Subject: Winery Ordinance H g /Z) !j[)
e

Fledase Sass the up coming ordinance allowing wineriss to sosve bhelr prodacts at bLhelr
progertics,.  As & lgcal ag producer, 1 koow how licanciaslly challenging air ag operaznion i3
in this nec: of the woods.

Having to operate an off-sive tasting reom i1s nobt feasible for most

small, family wineriesg, I often oring family and frisnds from oub of

Cown to The local wineries te experionce this cnigue and special part of our culture harg
in the Sierrza Foothills., Teaking themn to fown just wouldn't be Lhe same, Ik tnis ace of

digeorneel boetwoan consumer and producer T Lhink forbidding consuners [rom experiencing
where thelr food or wine Is growe 5 @ grear disservios Lo us alld.

Thans you for vour consideration,

Mall Dyos

e e —
ONE_
3 agard of SUDeIViSess -

k County Exeariive {ioe




From: Lisa Gubbels [thegubbetsgang@hotmall.com]
Sent:  Woednesday, June 25, 2008 9:02 PM

Ta: Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Placer County Wine Ordinance

To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

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

Regards,
Lisa Gubbels

SATE, e -
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From: Lynn Lombard [lynn_lombard@woridnet. att. net]

e : ‘ yL TN thfﬂﬁ— Hi i
Sent: Wednesday, June 25 2008 9:22 P t

Subject: Winery Ordinance RREZ

P

]

f

!

To: Fiacer County Board of Supervisors l
;

i

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

private roads. As cur representatives, we urge you to protect aur property rights and property value by OppOSIng
the passage of such an ordinance.

Sincerely

Bob and Lynn Lombard
790 Ridgecrest Drive
Colfax, CA 95713
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From: Christine Sindoni (christinesindoni@grmail com) 1% . -ng/ _,2 i
Sent:  Wednesday, June 25, 2008 6:01 PM : nidoa B t
Ta: Placer County Board of Supervisers ” | XO : i
Suhbject: Flacer County Wine Tasting : : --'T_‘T‘rtﬂ?

One of the wonderful things about living in a rural arca like Placer County 1s the abilsty to visit with and
purchase farmers' products. Having grown up in a big city, I treasure being able to wisit wineries, talk to
the growers about their farming endeavors, taste thetr wine and purchase it. Don't take that away from
me and others who live here or come 1o visit, 1tis one of thase special opportunities that we are grateful
to have. Please don't lei the unrealistic concernsof a few misguided individuals ruin the experience for
the rest ol us who arc certainly the majority!

Thank you!

Christine Sindoni
Auburn




From: Darlene Engellenner [dengellenner@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, June 25, 2008 7:48 PM
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: please support the winery industry.

R M e et
e R e il AT L =

I think it give our area a touch of class and interest in tourism to have such an industry here, Please continue o
support them
Dariene Engelienner

RSN R S

CTee Office



From: ART MALLO [AMALLO@SUREWEST.NET]

Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 4:20 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Cc: '‘Stewart Perry’

Subject: tasting at the wingries in placer county

T cannct evern ellieve bthat there is still discussicn on whither or nol to allow Lasting at
the wineries in placer couaty. How can 2ll the adjacent countiss b2 able to have
crdnances to ailow Lasting at the wineries?

I Lhink ¥ the county is trying So grow touriar and tax dollars for placer gcunty than
whis 25 & no hrainer. Tha state has Jdud's In plade, are you goilng Lo gnacl new
tegislarion Lo ensire safo driving???? '
Tone few z2daitional gars that the Tasiing rvooms woold adad on the roads 18 really a oon
facbor in oy oploicn.

please call 17 you would like saddicional fofermation from me.

Brt Mallic
416 ThI DELH

golive Oflics
Sounsel



From: Joanne Neft [jknefi@earthiink.net]

Sent; Monday, June 30, 2008 2:35 Fi

To: Fiacer County Board of Supervisors

Cec: jkneft@earthlink.net

Subfect: Winery Ordinance, 10:30ANM item, July 8

Gentlemen:

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

Grape growing as a single product is not economicaily viahle on the small scale of Placer Courty's family
vineyards. Like many other growers who need to create value-added products in order 1o keep their farming
operations afloat financially, grape growers need value-added products. namely wine, to give their small scale
vineyards and winery a reasonable chance of succeeding  Unless Placer Counlty farms and family ranches can
provide a decent living for farmers, they will Kot survive, and mora agricultural [and will be fost to rooftops and
pavement. Let's not forget that Placer's heritage is family farming and ranching.

The ordinance you are considering is a reasonable and fair winery ordinance that will allow a small number of
Placer County wineries to continue to contribute to local agricuiture. Lel's keap all smalt scale agriculture alive in
Placer County including wineries, agriculiural processing, agritourism, farmstands, and other activities that are
assential to our local small-scale family agriculture and rural qualty of life.

Thank you,

Joanne Neft
326 Aeoiia Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

916 663-9126

AGENDA H"]{‘Eﬁ_ﬁ
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From: Ted Sorensen [tedoni@cebridge.nel

Sent:  Sunday, June 29, 2008 9:34 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Positive support for Wine making and Wine tasting

This emnail is in suppor for Placer County Wine makers and their endeavor o be permitled to have events inchuding tasting
and sefling wing at their agricultural properties,

The people that are trying to ban winemaking and wine tasting in Placer Counly are attempting fo lead the public to believe
ihat their "way of life” is aboul 1o be destroyed. Their selfish, not in my back yard, attilude is their attempt tc control the
freedom of neighbors to use their property (o pursue Agricultural and Farming busingss in Placer County. [f they succeed al
preventing the winge makers from growing grapes and legally selling their wine an sita, next they may lry to prevent Veggie,
Mandarin, and Flower growers from special an site events in order to keep people off of their streets and out of their
neighborbeod. After that, they will move anto Artists, Open Houses, Barn and Garden Tours in an effort 1o keep folks from
enjoving the "Fruits” of Placer Counly that lured most of us "out of towners" to this beautifu! County.

We fully support winemaking, grape growing and one site wine tasting and selling and encourage the Boards support on this
issue.

Ted and Dona Sorensen, 1420 Shadow Rock Drive, Auburp,
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From: Christy Sandhoff [christysandhofti@gmail com)
Sent: Saturday, June 28, 2008 6:00 PM

To: Christy Sandhoff

Subject: Piacer County Wine Ordinance

Your Board of Supervisors is considering the upcoming Wine Ordinance for Plecer County,
Please support dll of our local businesses by attending this informative meeting and
lending your support to its passage.

This is a reminder to attend the Board of Supervisors meeting scheduled for 10:3Cam,
Tuesday, July 8, 2008 at

175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603,

Thank you for your support.




From: Candee Staffard [cl stafford@gmail com]
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2008 4.02 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Wina Ordinance

T am in favor <2f che current Wino Crdirance allowing wincries to romain open and have 6
annual events a year. 1 enoy the countrys’de, thoe wirnerios and agriculoural. It would
be a shame Lo hust Placer County with the closing of vhese winervies, thay add such a charm
To CUY area,
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fFrom: Palricia Calabrese [pa_calabrese@yahoc.comj
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2008 8:58 AM
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Placer Ca wineries

We support Placer County wineries sclling their products onsite. Thank you.

[Dun and Patricia Calabrese
3622 Clover Valley Road

Rocklin
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From: Eleanor Mogler femcosmo@earthiink net]
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 3:38 PM

Ta: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: VWINE

Dear Board
| wish to express my full support for the wineries - old and new, in Placer County.

Itis my helief that much good can come from having the opportunity of providing more activities of interest for our
tourismn bureau to include in tings to do In Placer County plus the beauty the vingyards provide,

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

With sincere appreciation for your consideration in this matter.
Ellie, Granite Bay, CA.
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From: Craig Wilson [CWilson@sanjuan.edu]
Sent;  Thursday, June 26, 2008 2:45 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Placer County Wineries

As a resident of Placer County | think wineries should be allowed to ofter wine tasting on their premises. | think this fits
with the rural and agrarian lifestyle thar Placer County is becoming famous for.

Craiy Wilson
2580 Burl Lane
MNewcastie

HVISOrS - &



From: Doug and Dianne Jones [dodijones@comeast. net]

r"—.\;_.__h'
Sent: : Monday, July 02, 2007 7:14 PM . A

To: Placer County Board of Supervisars oo -

Subject: , wineries Soil o Supenistis - g

Prscutive Officg
WALty Connsel
2 ﬁji'éfi’ Ex::_,jlfi

g .
PFlacer Counly Supervisors: -- wu—@-ﬂni-\imm.-.,..h.um

I am writing Lo you about the ordirnances that the Placer Jounty Superviscrs are
considering concerning family owned wineries and taatlng'room% of Placer Countby.
T am a 30 year resident of Roseville, arnd a ooard member and officer of the Placer Care
Cedalition,lac. Duer the past 7 vears, our organization has raised cver 5300,000 for the
glder’ly, The poor, the abused, and the homeless of Piaver County. We do this by
sponsoring an annual wine and food tasting and auaction. Tne primery contributors of this
evenl are the family cwned wineries and restaurants of Placer Cournty. The wireries ave
small farm operaticns that need to sel) direct to the consumer. The wineries promote
touriam, and the wine industry is a key contributor o tne lccal eoonomy.
I sincerly hope that you will keep in mird that placer County wineries noced to ce
sustainable, as you gonsider ordinances and restricticons that may hamper the wineries’
nDll_tf =0 market Thnemselves and theilr products in Pldacer County. Furtnoer rﬁ“ula:ing
amall iy ownnd winerics in Placer County would nost likel ¥ tiiminate tpelir
partic1put_on ir events such as gurs. Please consider Lhe negative impact eny commarcial
reguaations of these small wineries would have on local charities, as well ‘as tourism in
QU oounTy.

I ook forward to the swift and just rosolutions of these concerns,

L.

Sincerely,
Marilyn Eno=, W.D0.
Placer Care Cosalairion

TR
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From: Richard D). Kngx [dicknox@rcsis.com]
Sent: Monday, July 02, 2007 7:40 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Winery Ordinances

Placer Ccunty Supervisors:

Ioam writing ro you abeut the grirnances that the Placer County Scpe2rvisols arc
consldering concerning family owned wineries and tasting rooms of Placer County.
T am a 30 year resident of Roseville, and a beard member and offlger of the Placer Care
Cosilition,Inc. Qver the past 7 years, our croanivation bas raised over 5300,000 for the
clderly, ihe poor, the abused, and the homeleoss of Plager Cuvunty, Wa do this by
sponsoring an annual wire and food tasting anc avetion.  The primary scotvibutors of this.
event are the fami.vy owned wineries and, restaurants of Placer County. The wineries are
small farm operaticns that need 1o sell direct to the consumer. The wineries promoto
Lourism, and the wine lndustry is a xey contribeter to the local economy.
T sincerly kope that yvou will keep In mind that plager County wineries need toc be
suztainable, as you oonsider ordinances and resitrictions thar may hamper the wineries'
avility to marxet themselves and thelir products in Blacer Coanty.. Further regulating
small family owned wineries in Placer Zounty would most likely eliminate chelx
particivalion in evenks such ag ours. - Please consider the nejative aimpact any commercia
regulations of these small waineries would mave an local charities, as well as rourism in
oY county

I lock forward ne the swifr and just resaliations of these concerns.

Sincerely,
Marilyn Fnox, V.[r.
Placer Care oalition, 604 Widgeon T1. EReseville Ca. 958481 f?-



RECEIVED

From: walleye@usamedia.tv [mailto:walleye@usamedia,tv] JUN 23 2008
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 8:07 AM CLERK GF THE
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors BOARD OF SUFERVISORS

Subject: County Wine Crdinance

I'd like to register my strong support {or the proposed wine erdinance. 1 feei that vineyards are to
this generation what the-orchards have been to Placer County historically. | take pride in
knowing that we have exceptional & conscientions winemakers in our arca, and T don't belicve
that the fears of adjacent property owners will come to pass.

Dennis Freidig

Resident of Shadow Rock Estates & Attomey ar Law
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RECEIVED

From: olivehills@foothill.nel {mailtocolivehillséfoothill. net) JUN 25 'ZD[]B
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 10:00 AM aK OF THE

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors CLE |SORS
Ce: jimwhs@gmail.com; jkneft@cathlink.net BOARD OF SUPERV

Subject: support winery tastings for private roads
Honorable Supervisors:

I'm writing in support of a winery ordinance azilowing tasting rooms, sales, and
limited events localed on private roads, for the following
redasons:

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

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

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

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

Very truly yours-- Mark Perry; 376 Acolia Drive; Auburi,
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From:
Sent:
To:

Janet Riley [rileyranchd@yahoo. com)
Wednesday, June 25, 2008 12:36 AM
Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject; wineries

G.V.

To The Board, | I enjoy visiting wineries
But I do Not think that they should be in residential
neighbors rural or not. The potential for an accident if
just waiting to happen. Right of freeways or in Non
residential areas are fine. Restaurants that serve
alcohol are Not allowed in these areas ,s50 neither
should wineries. If their vineyards are in a residential
area then they should have to sell the wines
elsewhere,

Janet Riley 17264 Franchi Place
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- From:  Diare Mils [dbogie@psybercom] —

VED

Sent:  Wednesday, June 25. 2008 6:39 AM T AGE IR HECEI

To: Placer County Board of Superviscrs N & IL\, & JUN 25 2008

Subject: winetasting realities | DATE: GLERK OF THE o

NS BOARD GF SUPERVISOR
* t L 3
== ——
Flease read what | sent to Robert Weygandt's office. You may want to hear this opinion before the July 8
meeting. i|
F..__ﬂ&"\-% 50K

_____ Original Message T Hgniid of Supervisors - &
From: Diane Mills o County Bxcoutive Office
To: jpereira@placer.ca.gov T County Counset
Cc: Angela Tahti ] o Mke Do
Sent: Saturday, June 21, 2008 6:33 AM TEm MiRE boyle
Subject: winetasting ~£3 Planning =350
Robert Weygandt,

| have seen many letters in local newspapers lately about the small vineyards in Placer County. They are all
rehashes, somelimes in the same wording, probably obtatned from a church or blog, of someone’s original gripe. |
helieve this was all started by a resident on Ridge Rd. in Newcastle, who tried to shut down the widely publicized
Auturmn Art Tour/Wine TouriCowboy Poetry event for our county last November. This event was a huge,
coordinated one (talk to Angie Tahti at PlacerAuts) to introduce the county's entertainment, aris,

produce and scenery to readers of Sunset Magazing and other publications in this era of econemic hardship.

I went to a few of the wineries gn that tour, and let me tell you the maximum | ever saw 2t any one site was 10
peopie, some of whom were gquests or family members who drank nathing at all. This includes those just arriving
and those just leaving.. . very small groups. Many rode together in one car because it was a social outing, and 1 am
sure those cars included designated drivers. | even ran into other {retired) teachers | have known for 10 years,
who live in Loomis and were showing off our county to visiting friends, The peaple who tasted had, all told, the
equivalent of one glass of wine, due to smal pourings of very limited stock. This is surely less than anyone would
drink at a dinner in Roseville, Auburm, or Sacramento, where there would be many more cars and pedestrians to
pass on the way home. Some p=ople didn't even taste more than three types . so their intake, along with the
offered crackers, cheese, dips, chocolates, etc., was perhaps half a glass. For the most part | saw._and this is
important..people buying unopened botiles to take home for drinking later or to give as gifts. | bought wine to
save for a future dinner party, where | couid brag to Sacramento friends about Placer winerigs rather than Napa
of Sonoma ones.. wine that has, by the way, remained unopened since November and when served, will be in the
style of a Wine Flight, which is a sampling of wine from one region. Surely this will be good advertising for Placer,

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

Diane Mills, Lincaln. who drinks only one or two glasses of red wine a month, for heart health

“Hiolo
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RECEIVED
JUN 25 2008

CLEAK CF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISOAS

From: Big Auntie [mailtc: bigauntie@gmail.com]
Sent; Wednesday, June 25, 2008 8:58 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Fiacer Wineries

I think it is a great privilege to visit wineries in my county. [ would detest any ordinance to stop visiting
my local wineries. Why would you even consider this ordinance? Arc Napa and Amador counties
financing this effort?

Sincerely,
Doris Sherer
Roseville, CA 95747
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From: Mark ard Janet Thew [mandjthew@yahoo comj RECEIVED
Sent:  Monday, Jung 23, 2508 5.01 PM

T Flzcer County Board of Supervistrs JUN 2 I! 2003
Cc: (= County County Counsel CLERK OF THE
¢ aoer L OHIY HOuT © 20ARD QF SUPERVISCRS

Subject: wine tasting ordinance cancerns

e\ O
Dear Board of Supervisors, ﬁﬁﬁm. ITEM | _\;_;J ('[\'9 é\ \0
] \E;"L&k? _Isnnrd of Gupendsors - 5
DA 54‘: Uranty Executive Office
e 2, S ’“Ounty Counssl
gpm T }| ) Mike Boyle
‘1 =] Planningyi {A 31‘{‘“(‘“

I am asking you to look more carctully at the proposed ordinance that would allow the public 1o
use private roads for commercial wine tasting and sales. It needs to be created with input from citizens
who share private roads with wineries, and an Environmental Impact Report (EIR} needs (0 be
prepared. Folks who have written and spoken out against this ordinance have repeatedly shown that it
more than meets CEQA’s threshoeld for preparation of an EIR with traflic, health and salety, and other
impacts. Please do not subject the county to depletion of resources by nviting stili another lawsuit.

Large/Small Winery Breakdown:

The threshold in this ordinance has been set s¢ high that probably no new wineries will ever come
under the “large™ winery designation and the requisitc Minor Use Permil (MUP) requirements. Has
anyone really evaluated what a 20,000-case threshold means? Loomis 1s looking at allowing wineries
downtown, and we had the owner of the downtown Nevada City winery speak 1o us at the Planning
Commission this month. He stated that 20,000 cases is an enormous number. He felt that the facilities
and storage arcas necessary tor 20,000 cases would be far too large for rural areas, and [ agree.

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

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

Hif



I donr't think it's the wine tasting that the public opposes. It's the use of private drives, lanes,
and roads that 15 and should continue to be itllegal. One winery owner stated that as a taxpayer, he
thought they were “extremely repulated,” and wanted the county to make it easy for them fo operate at a
sustainable level. This attitude neglects to consider the negative impacts 1o unsuspecting neighbors who
purchased their country homes in good faith that Placer County would not turn a private road into a
public, commercial access road. :

Vintners stated that the tasting 18 necessary for survival. No one has proven that point, but
agsuming for the sake of this discussion 1t may be true, no one wants public wine-tasting traffic (and
conumercial stores) on their private roads. Winenes should reasonably be expected to conduct the

operative venue.

Vininers have tried 10 plead that they have a great deal mvested in their winery operation. They
fail to recognize that their neighbors have even more invested in their homes, in maintaining the serenity
of their rural lifestvies, and in protecting their families and pets on their private drives.  When citizens
live on private roads, they know that commercial endeavors will NOT be allowed. The vininers knew
what the ordinances were when they started their operatons, jusi as the home-owning neighbars knew
what the zoning was when they purchased. How can the county even consider this ovdinance change
wihen it has the potential for whait onc vintner stated—that one Apple Hill wine region gets 50,000
visitlors a weckend?

Please vote NO on this ordinance as it 1s currently drafted and then prepare an FIR 10 inform all
the citizens who live on private roads what 1s coming their way ..

Cordialiy,

Taneil Thew
3372 St Francis Cir W

Loomis CA 95050
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CLERK DF THE
BOARD OF SUPEAVISCORS

To the Board of Supervisors:

RL:: Proposed Winery Ordinance ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT

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

Alas, we now see that as citizens we canaot rely on pubiic officials to follow
existing zoning ordinances and do what is best for the majority. Instead, because a small
group of special-intcrest commercial vintners want to make money at the expense of their
neighbors’ privacy, health, and safety, that once again, we, the taxpaying public have 1o
oppose another absurd proposal. We urge you to vote NOQ on this ndiculous zoning
change amendment—Ieave things as they are; and/or listen to your constituents who have
pointed.out the plethora of CEQA violations in the Negative Declaration and prepare a
ful! Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Also we strongiy urge vou to listen to your/our own County Counsel’s advice.
They certainly know that this Negative Declaration will not stand under even munimal
scrutiny with regard to CEQA. Supervisors should not be voting to approve such an ili-
advised zoning change amendment that so blatantly violates CEQA and, after {itigation,
will cost the county when ordered to pay/reimburse attorney fees. Vote NO and prepare
the proper CEQA document--an EIR.

Just a few of the bothersome aspects of this ordinance will be mentioned here.
However, you can be assured that there isn’t enough time to express all the consistent
dismay at the many negative impacts expressed by fellow citizens whenever they arc
informed and realize what this ordinance will bring. Don’i take our word for it; reach out
and survey your own constituents who live on neighborhood, privately-maintained,
and/or gated roads; you will hear a much different story than you are hearing from the
group that has asked for this nasty zoning amendment. Ask residents who live on
Creekside Lane, Ridge Park, etc., how pleased they will be when the gates bave 10 be left
open or when the public is given the gate codes. None of this has been addressed.

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

How was the “affect more than 1,000 people™ figure determined? The truth is
that in all of Placer County, which this proposed zoning change will cover, possibly more
than 20,000 or more citizens will come under its umbrella and be impacted—always

470



worrying as to when the neighbors will plant the cursory one acre to start commercial
wihe tasting operations and hold “promotional” events.

Roadside stands are aliowed for agricultural products grown on-site. This
provision already allows vintners to sell their ag product, which, in this case, is GRAPES.
[However, wine 1asting, a far streieh from grape growing, belongs in “restaurants and
bars” defiition, which is where 1t rightfully is now, and should be confined te existing
commercial and industrial zoning districts. Can anyone honestly say they would Like to
have a bar 1n their rural neighborhood, using their private lanes and drives? We urge vou
Lo not alow commercial wine tasting in any establistunent that must use privately
maintained roadways.

At one hearing, an argument was presented 1o equate other roadside sales
{busloads of kads corning in for pumpkin farms, mandarins, ctc.) 1o wine tasting. Talk
about apples and oranges! Thase evenis (mandanns, pumpking, ete.} are SEASONAL.
Neighbors might be impacted for a week or so, but not day-in, day-out, In perpetuity.
Wineries, by definition, have already impacted neighborhoods because they are allowed
the “valuc-added” advantage. If there is any zoning change amendment to be made, we
urge you to revisit and remove “wineries” from ag zoning and definition; put them in
commercial/industrial zoning where they belong,

Conflicting information does not instill a scnse of confidence in this proposcd
amendment: “There are currently 13 approved wineries....” (May §, 2008 Hearing, page
2}, although on page 8 of the same document, it states, “Cunrently there are only 14
approved wineries....” If this zoning amendment proposal is passed, therc will be many
more wineries and wine tasting facilitics as commercial interests realize they can butld
the lasting structure and write it all off their taxes as a busmess expense, compliments of
the county. We cannol be certain of this growth impact because we see no evidence of
any surveys or studies. But even with 13 winenes, if the public (customers) must use a
private neighborhood drive for access, with no specified hour restrictions, no {rmit on the
number of customers, and 1o road requirements, there will be many more complaints
than what 1s mentioned on page 3 of the May 8 document.

The May 8§ hearing document states that winery owaers indicated they need to be
able to market their wines on site through tasting, divect sales, and promotional events.,
Does this mean that the standard to change zoning and start any commercial endeavor on
privale property is merely an “indication™ to county planning that it 1 needed for profit?
If one raises sheep/spins wool, then would an “indication™ of the need for clothing stores
to sell to the public for economic gain be sufficient to grant a retail outlet on a private
road? If one grows zucchimi, can one start a vegetable pizza parlor and sell ancillary
products on a private road? Doesn’t this ordinance automatically open the door to all
commercial endeavors as long as the fecblest agricultural connection can be made? Are
restaurants and/or snack bars uext oun private roads? The need for a profit should not be
the concern of the planning department; 1ts oblective should be to regulate activitics to
conlorm to residential or other zoning, and not to make special-interest amendments o
the detriment of neighbors. '

Yes, Placer County via the Board of Supervisors can promoie agriculture (grape
growing), and Yes, it can also protect rural neighborhoods.

This proposed zoning amendment nns contrary (1f not violates) the county’s
(General Plan which slates:
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! D3 The County shall require that new, urban, community commercial centers locate
adiacent 1o major activity rodes and major transportation corridors. Community
commercial centers should provide goods and services that residents have historically
had to travel outside of the area (o obtain. [Land Use, page 397 The intent is for
“public” transportation corridors (not private) and makes the case that wimne tasting would
be suitable for co-ops coming off public roads near transportation corndors—not at the
end of private lancs.

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

7.A.7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes 1o retain viable farming
units, The General Plan also states [7.A,10] that the county wili facilitate ag production to aliow
ag service uses “_..to locate in agriculturalh-desigrated areas if they relate to the primary
agricuitural activity in the area.” Boutique wineries are NOT a primary agricultural activity.
The added guidelines include [c.] “ft is compatible with existing agricultural activiiies and
residential uses in the areq;”  Wine tasting and promotional events on private roads in private
neighborhoods are incompatible and thus violate the General Plan.

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

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

For a winery to claim that it can’t stay in business if it cannot market on site is
absurd. There are many winenes that do NOT market on site and are doing quite well.
We see local wines in super markets, in specialty shops, at farmers” markets, ete. We
read of local wanes being sold across the U.S. The vintners would do well to establish a
coop 1f their market is so tipht. Again, did they not know what they were going nto
wheit they started? Tt is NOT the responsibility of the county to guarantee a profit at the
expense of family neighborhoods. When property values drop because there is constant
wine-tasting or promotional-cvent activity (traffic, noise, dust, blocked driveways, cic.)
on the private access roads, will the county step up and help re-cover home sale fosses?

If a winery is producing a quality, competitive product, it will sell anywhere. 1f
the wine is marginal and overpriced, then the winery wiil and should fail. 1f winenes
need this zoning amendmert to show a profit, which is akin to a subsidy at the expense of
neighbors, then thetr product does not befong in a competitive market. The county has no
business sending good money after bad. Stay the course and promote true, bona fide
AGRICULTURE and PLACER GROWN. This amendment was concocted by a fow
special interests and places others at risk so that they can make money and enjoy tax
wrile offs.

We read where the Planning Department was asked to provide more certainty and
regulatory reliel in terms of the permit process. The “certainty™ could just as easily be
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provided to vintners with more stringent requirements for any permitting activitics; this
would protect neighborhoods as well. The county should vote for NO wine tasting
facilities or wine tasting activities on any private roadways. Wouldn’t we all like more
regulatory retief! However, laws are not arbitrary; they are made 10 be followed, not
ignored or changed at the whim of special interests that find them mconvenient.

In addition, we read that county staft met with wine indusiry representatives to
“get a better idea about concerns and objectives.”™ [hd county statf also meet with
citizens living on private roads to get a better idea of their concerns and objectives for
living in a rural area on a private road? [hd county staff talk 1o citizens who live on
private gated rural roads and discuss the potential contlicts and impacts?

After a self-appointed tour-member subcommittee from the Ag Commission
made recommendations, we learn that “...mast of the suggestions were incorporaied into
the Draft Ordinance.” Is there any court in the land that would find this fair and just?
Every previous restriction was deleted or made more lepient, and parking reguirements
were eliminated. To fall back on existing parking space regulations is inappropriaie.
“Land use™ parking space requirements are inadequate for wine tasting or promotional
events as omitied in this zoning change amendment. Requiring one parking space per
1,500 square feet, or for 100 or 300 square feet, in no way restricts the number of cars
that may turn up at tastings or at events. Thus private driveways and roads are at risk for
being blocked or rendered impassable.

In addition, a convenient new definition was ¢reated for “promotional events”
associated with wineries. But now the wine can be produced elsewhere, 50 a vineyard
need not even be involved in wine processing, which was the link, the stretching of the
connection, 1f you will, between the Ag zoming/growing of the grapes and the wine
tasting. Hoew will any enforcement agencey determine whether the wines sold at these
cvents were indeed produced from grapes grown on site? What will be the cost to the
laxpayer for enforcement? Theoretically. the winery can disappear from the scene; just
have 4,6 acres with one acre planted. The processing of grapes grown any where can be
processed elsewhere as well, and wines from any other winerics can be “cellared”™ for the
wine tasting. This effectively removes the legitimate PLACER GROWN connection and
removes all regulatory authority.

Currently, the county allows the wine “processing,” which 15 a value-added
activity that creates a “winery” category, but is now one step further away from the
legitimate agricultural activity of the actual growing of the grapes. From there, the
winery declares that it needs to market via wine tasting. This ordinance says, “OK, and,
oh, by the way, you can cut out the winery—the processing part—you can produce the
wine elsewhere; cellar anything you want.”

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

Who will pay for the inspection of the “Road Standards™? Who will pay for tree
trimming when vertical clearance 15 not in compliance?

The amendment in Section 17.56.330 is contradictory. It states, © .. to proiect the
agricultural character and long-term agricultural producrion of agricultural lands.”
liow can trailic and drinking drivers on privale roads “protect ag characler™?
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Who will pay for the auditing of the winenes to determine the 20,000 cases
“breaking” point? What constitutes a “case”?

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

Part B provides every other loophole remaining to sell any wine produced any
where under the wine-tasting amendment.  All that is required is that the wine be cellared
ot bottled by the winery operatar.

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

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

This is a situation where a very few commercial interests (apparently marginal)
are changing county policy and zoning that will irmpact private homeowners and
neighbors. [t’s a “business”™ being granted preferential treatment and infringing on
privacy rights. Traffic will be bad enough, but drinking and driving is over the cdge.
How can any reasonable official believe in hig/her heart that this is an amendment that
should be passed?

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

The argument that because this zoning amendment/ordinance has been a “long
process” it creating a number of drafis, that somehow makes it more passable or viable.
Thas 1s nonsensical and illogical; the very opposite is true: The longer a plan or process
takes, the more indicative it is that there are major problems. “Working hard on it” is
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meaningless if it’s a bad (or in this case. very bad) proposed amendment to hegin with.
It’s a difficult birth because it wasn’t meant {o be.

Many wine growing regions that have been in the business a lot longer than Placer
County are now pursuing cooperative options {Co-ops) where multi-winery tasting rooins
bring the area’s best to one spot. Co-ops such as Vintner's Collective (Napa), Suisun
Valley Wine Cooperative, Wineries of Napa County, as well as others are being formed
thronghout the U.S. and the world. As a viable alternative, a wine-lasting cooperative
would solve the problem.

) .
We urge vou to:

1. Vote NO en this ordinance; 1t is not justifiable in-any way. 1t does not allow
for county or public review or regilation and as such is unacceptable. As county statl’
stated in a hearing (November 15, 2007). it will be move difficult to regulate.

2. Require an EIR and publicize it widely since EVERY homeowner thal
aceesses a private roadway in Placer County will be subject to many of 1ts negative
impacts. This is a county-wide zoning chauge that is attempiing to avoid public
disclosure.

3. Support Agriculture by creating more and tougher restrictions for ag land use
conversions to development —land/parce] splits coentributing to the problem. When
zoning changes are bent or yield to allow development, ag operations are pinched, and
boulique wineries germinate. They may not be viable, but that s no excuse for granting
(them entitlements that impact others so significantly.

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

Ag already receives a leg up by allowing roadside stands; vineyards have the
same right. Stay true to ag: Grow, taste, and sell the grapes, but not value-added
processced products. Otherwise, the door 15 opencd to all kinds of expansive abuse.
Revisil the zoning for “winenes” and make only the growing of the grapes the bona ide
activity. Remove the “value-added” or “processing”™ allowances. [f a vineyard 1s
producing good Placer Grown grapes of any variety, it should be economically
sustainable. 1fthe ag activity is marginal, then it needs to consider planting/marketing a
different crop and stop the winery operations along wath all the nuisances it/they
generate.

mincerely,

Y ap

Katie Cather
P.O. Box 20352

Loomis, CA 95650
Cc Placer Co Counsel
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RECEIVED

JUN 17 2008

13 June 2008 CLEAK OF THE
BOARD DF SUPERVISORS

TO: Placer County Board of Supervisors:

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

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

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

Tasting wine is NOT an ag event, any more than a ﬁgo}(_mg contest is,
They are fine events, in and of themselves, but they are agmcul‘rure they
are NOT hands in the dirt activities.

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

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

Cordially,
M —_

//Z/ 2t e
Mike Finch \ -:\ ........ <} of Supervisors - &
P.O. Box 713 % Coui |1y Executive Office
Loamis, CA 95650 ] County Caounsal

) Mike Boyle

Planning Zcst L
N CRONA
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Please distribute the enclosed letter from the Newcastle Community
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| Wineries endanger
private road residents

As 18, Placer County’s winery éM{ LA NUIN S
_erdinance will allow future wine.ieg . -

to sell 20,000 cases of wine PET e,
have wine tasting 365 days a vear and

have promotional events lasting two ; d / ) ’
days. Under the new state winery / % M‘fé m{jﬂ ML
ordinance, (they could also) establish ,D C. = ,
an eating arca and sell beers, wWines,

and brandies, regardless of source, W 7y ﬁ?él"&(’é %& b-&

far consumption on the premises and

allow removal of any partiaily com-

sumed bottle from the premises. Q/ 5 N g #)OF
Mo one notified al] private road i}é/&#‘ Vol MM tedt .

owners. that this legislation potential-

ly affects them; nor did anyone publi-

cize the dangers that this ordinance

could force onto them. The wineries .

would net have to pay road mainte- : M bwﬁnﬁ’—ﬂ-ﬂﬂ £rL
nance costs based on their increased W

teafFic. The road does not have to be . - . S/
wide cricugh for two cars to pass / M M /
cach other easily, If a person drinks . ' nt commer 7
oo much, and then causes an acei- / :

denl, every private road owner is

legally and financially liable. 2 M Gr-€.02. W EAt_ WM

Placer County, please replace the
minimal protections provided to

wineties” neighbors on private roads. ]é‘l(_e #wr-Q .
Do not exercise eminent domain to "
strip us of our read rights for a neigh- —

bor’s commercial gain, Do not allow

wineries {0 create unmonitorad traf

fic on private roads, which are not

controlled by law enforcement, thus

endangering residents’ lives, - )\
Concemned private road residsnis

miy want to call their supervisor at

{530) 889-4010 10 request that they /6/
madify the winery ordinance to pra- / 713&& .
lect privale roads, & 0@ 5 ’f
Ruth Dalrymple : - ;ﬁl SZ}
Weimar M WW% C 7 é
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From: Charles Richards [mailto:sanchaz@zetabroadband. com]
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2008 3:11 M

To: Placer Counly Board of Supervisors

Subject: Winery Ordinance, Placer County

As 3 35 year resident of Loomis I wish to register my displeasure with tha recent Winery Ordinanca. |
don't want our private road/driveway to become a thoroughfare for wine-tasting inebriales. Change the
ordinance to keep "had been drinking" drivers off our private roads.

Charles & Sandy Richards
3840 ODawn Orive

Loomis, Ca 95650
sanchaz@zetabb com

RECEIVED
auG 11 2008

THE
CLERK OF CAVISORS
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From. Peter Kessler [mailto:pelerk@kesslerrollins.com]

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2008 5:21 PM : RECEIVED
S T e A 11208
Dear Board of Supervisars, BDAH%LEEESE;S‘ESORE
1. Please notify me when the next meeting on the wine ordinance will

lake place.

2. The following changes in the Draft Winery Ordinance is requested:

New Paragraph C-2

ra If a private road is covered by recorded CCER, the provisions of

the CC&R will prevail, and are not superseded by this ordinance.

Conseguently Tasting activities defined in Paragraph 6, and the Promotional Events
covered in Paragraph 7, are nat ailowed in this case.

Peter Kessler
916 652 9416
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Neighborhood Rescue Group
P.O. Box 394, Newcastle, CA 85658
neighborrescue@live corm

August 6, 2008

Supervisor F.C. "Rocky” Rockholm
Placer County Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Supervisor Rockholm:
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We would like to thank you for taking time from your busy schedule to meet with
members of our Neighborhood Rescue Group Steering Committee. We really
appreciate your attention to our concerns about the proposed Winery Ordinance,

as revised in 2008.

As we discussed, we have no complaint about wineries and their ancillary
activities on public roads, where the existing infrastructure will deal with traffic,
vehicle code enforcement, road maintenance, neise, and liability issues.

QOur pamary concerns are

* Protection of private roads (no wineries on private roads without 100%
agreement of a road’s residents, and provisions defined in the ordinance
to assure safety, traffic enforcement, liability and maintenance, should
such agreement be reached)

+» Impact of AB 2004, recently signed by Governor Schwarzenegger (Placer
County needs to add restrictions into its proposed winery ordinance to
protect the consumption limits as intended by the county)

Thank you again for your time and for your willingness to consider our concerns.
We hope you will refer the proposed Winery Crdinance back to the Pianning
Department so that the democratic process may proceed to a satisfactory

solution.

Respectfully yours,

Neighborhood Rescue Group

Mike Giles, Steering Commiftee Chairman
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August 6, 2008 o

Supervisor Jim Holmas

Ptacer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Supervisor Holmes:

We would like to thank you for taking time from your busy schedule to meet with
members of cur Neighborhood Rescue Group Steering Committee. We really
appreciate your attention to our concerns about the propesed Winery Ordinance,
as revised in 2008.

As we discussed, we have no complaint about wineries and their ancillary
activities on public roads, where the existing infrastructure will deal with traffic,
vehicle code enforcement, road maintenance, noise, and liability issues.

Our primary concerns are

+ Protection of private roads (no wineries on private roads without 100%
agreement of a road’s residents, and provisions defined in the ordinance
to assure safety, traffic enforcement, liability and maintenance, shouid
such agreemant be reached)

e Impact of AB 2004, recently signed by Governor Schwarzenegger (Placer
County needs to add restrictions into its proposed winery ordinance to
protect the consumption limits as intended by the county)

Thank you again for your time and for your willingness to consider our concerns.
We hope vou will refer the proposed Winery Ordinance back to the Planning
Department so that the democratic process may proceed to a satisfactory
solution.

Respectfully yours,

Neighborhood Rescue Group
Mike Giles, Steering Committee Chairman
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MNeighborhood Rescue Group
P.0O. Box 394, Newcastle, CA 95658
neighbomrescue@live com

August 6, 2008

Supervisor Kirk Uhier

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 85603

Dear Supervisor Uhler:
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We would like to thank you for taking time from your busy schedute to meet with
members of our Neighborhood Rescue Group Steering Committee. We really
appreciate your attention to our concerns about the proposed Winery Ordinance,

as revised in 2008.

As we discussed, we have no complaint about wineries and their ancillary
activities on public roads, where the existing infrastructure will deal with traffic,
vehicle code enforcement, road maintenance, noise, and liability issues.

Our primary concerns are

« Protection of private roads (no wineries on private roads without 100%
agreement of a road's residents, and provisions defined in the ordinance
o assure safetly, traffic enforcement, liability and maintenance, should

such agreement be reached)

» [Impact of AB 2004, recently signed by Governor Schwarzenegger (Placer
County needs to add restrictions into its proposed winery ordinance to
protect the consumption limits as intended by the county)

Thank you again for your time and for your willingness to consider our concerns.
We hope you will refer the proposed Winery Ordinance back to the Planning
Department so that the democratic process may proceed to a satisfactory

solution.

Respectfully yours,

Neighborhood Rescue Group
Mike Giles, Steering Committee Chairman
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JUL 28 2008
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From: Breeding, John [John Breeding@parsons.caom]

Sent: Tuesday, August 12 2008 1220 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supearvisors
Subject: Winery Ordinance RECEIVED
importance: High AUG i 1 2008
BOARD OF SURERVSORS
To: The Placer County Board. Of Supervisors
]
From: A registered vqier IATE _q_; [' _b _l_ .
'_'_‘:'?:_"-?'r‘i‘ﬁ: g oot Supserdsors - §

Ay Freculive Gifice
% & rmruty Coursel
=52 ke Boyie

: I!["
l'_'l

Re: Pending Winey Ordinance

| am writing in regards to your impeading Wine Ordinance.
| am appailed at the fact that you would consider a sweeping ordginance of this manner ‘)4 Planning Soggy

Recently it seems to have become common place where our elected officials attempt to yield
to a few vocal, and probably wealthy constituents. And in this case this has to be what's
Happening. The wine industry is expensive and takes big money to do it even at & "Boulique” leve|,

However it only takes a few nat so rich people to recall the entire Board of Supervisors. Only a few folks with a
rrission.

And | promise, | will provide all the support { possibly can to make that recall a reality if you as the board of
supervisors yield

to special interests and allow this ordinance to bass.
Placer County is a beautiful county that may or may not effectively support commercial grape growing in the long
term. However your passing of this ordinance

will reek havoc on property owners who came to Placer county to live.

[ plead with you to not pass this ordinance. If any individual property owner wants to plant grapes and install a
tasting room, Great 1, However it should be done

on a case-by-cases basis with a majonty of adjacent landowners and effected individuals huying in, To “wilily
Nellie” allow private roads, maintained by private parities

mandated to support a commercial endeavor is simply undemocratic!

Please don't allow this to happen!

ﬂGEN‘%A
) . \UQ‘
John "Pat” Breeding

2250 Bradley Lane RN
Newcastie Ca. 95658 . \\ OO A
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August 13, 2008

I received a call from Don Gardner. He called regarding the alert to opening up roads
like in Hidden Valley to be used lor distribution of people whe want to sell wine. He
thinks that is a ridiculous proposal and wants to make surc his position is he votes No to
any changes to private road usage.

Phone #791-0885
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Rabi . Yon ryonash@foothill.net
P.O. Box 1152, Colfax, CA 95713 (530)346-6037

August 12, 2008

RECEIVED
Placer County Board of Supervisors:
175 Fulweiler Ave. AUG § b 2003
Auburn, CA 85603 LERK OF THE

Supervisnr Jirm Holmes, District 3, Cha‘ir _ _ . Emﬁ% OF SUPERVISORS
Supervisor F. C. "Rocky” Rockholm, Disirict 1, Vice Chair

Supervisor Robert Weygandt, District 2

Supervisar Kirk Uhler, District 4

Supervisor Bruce Kranz, District 5

RE: Craft Winery Ordinance
Dear Flacer County Board of Supervisors;

| arm writing 10 implore you to not pass the draft Winery Ordinance unless access on non-county
maintained roads, i.e., private roads, is disallowed,

lNive on a private road. Based on the experience of a friend of mine, who also lives on a private road
where a Bed & Breakfast was granted a CUP over the chjections of the local Fire Chief, if the Winery
Ordinance passes | face the foliowing consequences should a winery be zllowed to develop on my road.
These are shared by all property owners on private roads.

s Decline in property values—My friend’s realtor told her that if she lists her house for sale, she will
have to disclose the B&B and "If there are 10 possible buyers and you disclose the B&B, b won't
consider the house, (f you tell them they have a liguor license, 9 of the 10 won't consider the house.”
That's 2 serious threat to resale vajue, and hits property owners in the pockelbook. And iower
property values mean less property tax revenues.

= |nequitable road maintenance costs—my private road does not have a formal maintenance
agreement. We have a handshake deal under which each property owner pays a percentage based
on distance from the top of the road to their driveway. This percentage does not take into account
how many cars an owner has or how many trips they make. S0 if a winery, or any other small
business, were granted a CUP on my road the additional traffic generated would create wear and tear
on the road far beyond that of any other property owner, yet the winery owner would only have to pay
as if they had single car usage. Further, the road would have to be resurfaced more frequently
because of the increased traffic. Many private roads in Placer County are in this situation.

+ Insurance concerns—If a customer of the winery sues due to a claim about the road, that lawsuit
could name every property owner on the read.

e« Risk to public safety—In every day usage the residents along the road weould face increased risk of
accidents due to additional traffic generated by the winery. Another concern: the draft Winery
Crdinance stipuiates that the road shall mest "State and tocal Fire Safe Standards as determined by
the serving fire agency.” In my friend’s case, her road does not meet fire safe standards, yet the B&B
CUP was approved over the vociferous objections of the Chief of the lacal Fire Protection District,
Even if a private road was brought up to code, that might only mean adding turnouts, which could be
inadequale to allow evacuation of winery guests and residents while firefighting apparatus was
respanding to the fire.

Please don't pass this ordinance as it stands.

Sincerely, o f‘;\\\ ,\\ N '
W 74 : M _\_ Supervizorg - 5 AGENDA ITERY :3‘
—=% rrouny Executive OIS < ;

Robin N. Yonash ,._‘:m {,’r;i;nt; Counsél CATE: SL;LL\\Q [{ i
1 Mixe BO}'IE' \\ Q‘ . ;

—F7 Planning 4.7% 5.\__} t




From: Kathy Rogers [mailto:ckrogers1985@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2008 9:40 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisars

Subject: wine ordinance

As a (fairly new) property owner on a private road, I do not like the thought of any business
setting up shop on our private road, the private road that is paid for and maintained by the
owncrs of the property on the road. If businesses want (o set up on public access road, that 1s a

different story. 1 urge the board to reconsider this ordinance and do not allow business on pnvate
roads,

Kathy Rogers

L NBI0E AGENDA ITEM
= Ppmrd Of Supervisors - 2 % b{;.?:t.f:' E.%
FHCounty Cxecutive Office DATE: > y
~Ch County Counse| o OORH

5 Kike Boyle TiNDR: v 1]
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From: Lorraine Sexton [naturelvr@infostations.com] SR -
Sent:  Friday, August 15, 2008 6:16 AM
Ta: FPtacer County Board of Supervisors ) _
. . . - AGENDA ITERM
Subject: No to the Wina Ordinance that would open Private Roads fo Retail Safes 5

m L\_ "l,r__) \D\"\,‘ E-E‘

County Supervisors
175 Fuhweiter Avenue W\ e
Auburn, CA Y5603 FIRER: \ RN LY

The ordinance which would open up retail sales of wine as an option for anyone awring a minimum of one acre of land that
is serviced by & on 3 Private Road that s owned, maintained and the respansibility of other private property owners is just
WRONG,

Wineries have lang been a revenue staple in California; however entrance {0 same, from ail that | have visited have been
entered, upon the wineries own private road and driveway. '

People wha live on Private Roads—especially in rural areas—endure the burden of many expenseas urban dwellers do not
face. We do so, because we want privacy, peace and tranquility. We paid for acreage and live on a Private Road because
we want a certain QUALITY of lite. We maved away from urban settings to be rid of traffic, noise, populations of people
and overcrowding & pollution from vehicles. We have wells to maintain, propane gas to pay for, wood to gather or buy,
satellite or cable Ty to pay for (since antennas render few TV stations) and hopefully, with neighbors who can AGREE--
PRIVATE ROADS & Ditches to maintain.

It is bad enough that {and owners come in under the guise of some plan other than what they actually are going to do, split.

their own personal ditch—destroying the rood. By the way, County Inspectars did not inspect the development of same
and by the time it was reported years later, when the road was falling—we were told that the correction could not be made
“retro-active”. Now, itis a Civil matter—another burden to the rest of us property owners on a Private Rogd to enduye.

Wty point being, is that to expect other private land owner’s on Private Roads to endure giving up the right to their peace
and privacy & having Lo pay for additional read maintenance by those who create increased expenses to repair, maintain or
rebuild private roads should NOT be LEGAL.
As far as the revenues to be gained, think outside the box for a moment—putting the proposed money to be made, aside:
+  Sparing fue! prices are not going to enable the general populations to be driving around on Wine Tour Tastings;
therefore Wine Tasting bars should be centrally located whereby access can be done by a mass transit situation

with use of shutttes andfor buses to & from. 1t is doubtful that the proposed révenue 55 expected, will come from
a retad setting on a private road.

+  Environmentally, we do not nesd more frivolous Carbon Footprints by individual vehicles. The planet is 1n dire
distress, asitis.

. Further encroachment upon what few spaces wildlife has left, is yet, another concern,

Please vote NO on the Winery Qrdinance which opens up private roads —paid for & maintained by other private property
owners who live there,

Sincerely,

Mr. & Mrs, Michael J. Sexton -1000 Easy Lane- Colfax, CA 95713

P.5. Our signed letter has been malled to the Neighborhood Rescue Group in New Castle, CA )7&”
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Those of us asking that the Winery Ordinance be re-evaluated, especially regarding the new state ordinance, are
not against wine tasting. We just want it done safely, for all concerned.
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Placer Couniy Board of Supervisors l _
175 Fulweiler Avenue RECEIVED
Auburn, California, 95603 S5 19 2008

Placer County has roughly 50,000 residents living on private roads. The Winery Ordinance sets a precedent for
allowing commercialization en private roads. You really cannot call selling wine and brandy, regardless of
source, by the glass or bottle, agriculture. And that is what your ordinance and the new state law will aliow., So
those businesses already set up as wineries, and any in the future, will essentially be able to set up a bar on 4
privatc road, and bring in traffic, but in your stripped ordinance, wiil no longer be required to pay a-fair share of
road maintenance based on traffic. Your Negative Declaraticn says that there will be less thar significant
irnpact to road maintenance. Unless the winerics are planaing on having no wine tasters in their tasting rooms,
then the County may have no sigmficant road mainienance impact, but the private roads certainly will. It also
says that, due to the limit to number and size of wine samples, impaci lo shenff service will be less than
significant. That may have been true before AB2004, but that staternent of impact is now invalid. The one
ounce taste rule is gone. This all needs to be addressed in your ordinance before you pass it,

The state just anncunced a drop in deaths due to drunk driving as a result of increased enforcement of drunk

- driving laws, but the CHF does not patrol private roads. That certainly seems to reduce the safety of private
road residents who live on narrow winding roads that may in the future house a winery tasting room. The
county experts in protecting the health, safety and welfare of the public evaluate each applicant site and set in
place tequirements for each individual property to establish a winery or tasting room. In order o provide
"regulatory relief" to those winery owners, your website for Community Development says those conditions
would be null and veid. So the safety requirements as yet unmet go away. Wasn't there some charge about
protection of the public health, safety and welfare? If wineries get an exemption from the health and safety
requirements, what type of business is next? Without the protections that were removed from this ordinance,
and some limitations on the new state AB2004, this winery ordinance potentially harms thousands of people as
the winery business grows, and over time probably gets a few Killed by drunk drivers.

The increase in tourism from becoming a wine lasting venue will certainly benefit our county. But would fair
road maintenance agreements really hamper that? If the winery has no customers, there would be no increase in
mainicnance. If they are wildly popular, they will benefit financially, and be able te pay more in maintcnance.
They also need to be required 10 handle liability Insurance in such a way that il exempts their neighbors frem
responsibilily when an alccohol impaired driver causes an accident on a private road. 1f the driving force 13
Placer County's economic improvement, and compromise between wineries and those objecting is a goal, then
have the county upgrade, maintain and vigilantly patrol any private road with a winery. But don’t put the
private road owners at financial and legal risk for the profit increase of a group of vintners.

Compromise is possible to allow safe conditions for wine tasting. Let's compromise. This time make sure all
the private road owners are aware of their future risks, not just the neighbors of current wineries. And allow
the public to sit at the table while this is finalized.

I do not, and may never, have a winery on my road. But my {riends’ beautiful daughter was hit by a drunk
driver on March 6. This once vibrant young woman is now scarred and disabled. She has 1o walk with a walker,
cannot gel out of a chair without help, has no short term memory, and has to wear diapers. She has spent the
last five months hospitalized, is now in a carc home, and it 18 doubtful she will ever be able o live
independently again, let zlone work. Her medical bills were over $500,000 after the first two days, so they must
be in the millions by now, She has no insurance. The legal bills will zlso be astronomical, We don't need a
tragedy like this to show us why wine tasting rcoms on private roads are a bad idea, Please protect private
roads, and set some limits to AB2004 before you pass the Winery Ordinance. Sincerely,

sk Calph gy




AUG 19 2008

CLERK QF THE
August 16, 2008  BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Supervisors:

Before the proposed Aug 26 vote on the revised Winery Ordinance, | ask that
you read it with particular attention to the traffic, maintenance, and liability
protections for private roads —they're totally missing. That's just wrong.

The May “streamlining” totally strspped the ordinance of any protections for your
constituents.

I'm sure that you wish 1o be viewed as protective of all of your constituents, and
thorough in your evaluation of the crdinance.

The other thing that is missing fram the ardinance is any attempt to restrict state
bill AB 2004 — just signed in the last few weeks. It allows counties to restrict, but
not eliminate, its provisions. We must do so. Here's why:

AB2004, unless Placer County restricts it, additionally aflows brandy and beer
fram any source to be sold by the bottle or the glass, for drinking right at the
winery. That potentially creates a bar environment that would just add tc the
risks for neighbors, and does nothing to help wineries, agriculture, or fourism in
Placer County. in fact faux wineries could be created just to take advantage of
the huge loopholes thus created.

The proposed winery ordinance must be modified to address these concems — a
good start would be some of the 13 protections that were removed in May's
revision.

Sincerely yours

Robert M. Dalrympie

I aGmrDA o ohuled

DATE: Q’: \"‘?”- - ]l\ J r'..':;"-

e ) Gt BUpenisors - &
5 Ly Faecutive Office
-7 Sounty Counsel

O rram A3 2000 73 Nika Boyte .
e " CA e pvieg s P ke
P it Planming 750 ‘4’@‘5




RECEIVED
AUG 19 2008

CLERK OF THE
August 15, 2008 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Pear Sir:

As a private road property owner in Placer County, | am very concerned about
the proposed Winery Ordinance.

While [ have no complaint about wineries and their ancillary activities on public
roads, where the existing infrastructure will deal with traffic, vehicle code
enforcement, road maintenance, noise, and liability issues, | have two very
serious concerns about such activittes on private roads such as mine.

My primary concerns are _

o Protection of private roads (no wineries on private roads without 100%
agreement of a road's residents, and provisions defined in the ordinance
to assure safety, traffic enforcement, liability and maintenance, should
such agreement be reached)

« Impact of AB 2004, recently signed by Governor Schwarzenegger (Placer
County needs to add restrictions into its praposed winery ordinance to
protect the consumption limits)

[ would like you to refer the proposed winery ordinance back to the Planning

Department so that protection of private roads from commercial activities and
restrictions on AB 2004 may be incorporated into the winery ordinance.

Sincerely yours,
W
Weimar, CA 95736
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Placer County Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweiler Ave, -
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Sirs:

[=e LY

RECEIVED
AUG 19 2008

CLERK OF THE
RD OF SuPERVISERg

I am reading about budget cuts in Placer County, and [ see that we need tourist
money. Ithink wine tasting rooms could help. ButI don't think rushing to pass a
Winery Ordinance before all the problems are worked through is a good idea.

I ain retired and live on a meager fixed income. T know a lot of people in the same
boat who live on private roads. Everybody on a private road has to chip in to do
road maintenance. But you don't have anything in your ordinance that says the
wine tasting rooms should pay a fair share because of the traffic. We retired folk
cannot afford to support the wineries because of the traffic caused by their

customers.

People are acting as though wine tasting rooms serve grape juice. Alcohol is not
mentioned. I know the state has a new law that lets wineries serve wine and

~ brandy. Brandy is a ot stronger than grape juice! We have horses, dogs, and Kids
on our private roads who do not need to share space with drunk drivers. If we
allow wine tasting on private roads, who is going to patrol them? I know CHP

doesn't, so will the Sheriff? Ihave heard that if a private road is not safe enough, the
owners could get sued by someone hit by a DUI driver. If the road was safe enough,
it wouldn't be a private road! The nice wide safe roads are county roads and county
maintained. Can't you put something in the ordinance toc make the Winery assume
liability? Otherwise, you should not even put wine tasting rooms on private roads
unless every one of the road owners agrees.

Sincerely,
a’ if [ Vol
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RECEIvED
AUG 19 2008

CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
18 August, 2008

Pitacer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue,
Auburm, CA, 95603

Dear Sirs,

We are private road property owners in Placer County. The proposed Winery Ordinance
is of greal concern 1o us.

The following are our concerns:

Protection of privatc roads (no wineries on private roads without 100% agrcement of the
road’s residents)

The provisions in the ordinance should be defined to assure safety, traffic enforcement,

" Tability and maintenance, should such an agreement be reached.

Governor Schwarzenegger recently signed AB 2004, Placer County needs to add
restrictions into its propesed winery ordinance to protect the consumption limits. Qur
road follows the contour of the mountain and in some places has steep drop offs. A little
over consumption and a car could go off the road and land on a home or get out of
control and hit a child and/or adult pedestrian, '

We weuld like you to refer the proposed winery ordinance back to the Planning
Department to address our concerns. Private roads need protection from commercial
activities. '

We thank vou in advance for your consideration of our concerns.
Sincerely,
& - - - - :—‘d—’\
@Jmﬂ/()/‘-’“ ) @/ﬂm-‘
Bettie Hunt and BiltHunt -
861 Coyote Hill Rd.,

Coifax, Ca. 95713
530-637-4508
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RECEIVED

AUG 20 2008
e e S o e e e 0 708 o e e T S
From: Chuck-Muriel Davis fchamdavis@yahoo.com] BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Sent:  Monday, August 18, 2008 10:50 AM
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Winery Ordinance - letier to the BOS

RE: Winery Ordinance — PZTA-20050609, Hearing date: 8/26/2(08

TO: Supervisor Holmes, Supervisor Rockhalim, Supervisor Weygandl, Supervisor Uhler, Supervisor
Kranz ’

Gentlemen:

3ecause this new Winery Ordinance is of such magnitude in its impact to Placer County residents, this
ordinance should he decided at the ballot box, not at the Beard of Supervisors hearing.

This Winery Ordinance will negatively impact the safety, security, privacy, and the quict country
life for THOUSANDS of families, in order Lo benefll only a fow winery businesses!

The public has not been sufficiently notified of the changes to the winery ordinance, specifically with
regard to ihe ease by which wineries can have promotional events and wine tasiting on private roads,
There has been NO report of the final conditions of this winery ordinance to the MACs!

PLEASE reject this Winery Ordinance, as it stands, and require more evening workshops and require
more public information about this ordinance in local newspapers and at the county MACs,

Sincerely,
Muriel Davis
§/18/08
916-663-4123
Penryn
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Request to Speak Regarding the Placer County Winery Crdinance

|

N Name Address City, State, and Zip Representing
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Request to Speak Regarding the Placer County Winery Ordinance

Address City, State, and Zip Representing
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790 Ridgecrest Drive

Colfax. CA 95713 RECEIVED
August 18, 2008 AUG 2 G 2008
CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Supervisor F. C. “Rocky” Rockholm
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. Rockholm:

Qur concern for the Draft Winery Ordinance focuses on private road protection,
protection stripped out of the revised draft on which you'll be voting August 26, 2008.

This is your opportunity to fulfil what we feel is your moral obligation to protect the tens
of thousands of us Placer County private road residents whose way of life and whose
financiat security rests in your hands. We are your constituents.

You're aware of our concerns: financial liability, road maintenance costs, privacy, quality
of life, safety and property values. Combined with the recent passage of AB 2004,
revision of the Draft Winery Ordinance is imperative.

Commercial use of private roads is a disclosure issue. With the passage of this Draft
Winery Ordinance, a realtor will have to disclose the potential for a winery, tasting room,
and the unlimited saile of alcohol, which will decrease marketability and the property
vailues of all homes and land in Residential Agricultural areas. Not only will the value of
our property be diminished further (we already have the B&B to disclose), Placer
County will lose, too. With reduced property values, property taxes will fall, and Placer
County will have more budget problems.

Passage of the Draft Winery Ordinance in its current form is taking our land, reducing
the value of our biggest asset for our retirement, and giving us increased liability and
personal danger in exchange ~ all to benefit to a neighbor.

Avoid having your legacy in Placer County lumped with the infamous legacy of Bruce
Kranz. Avoid having Placer County face expensive litigation over this badly flawed Draft
Winery Ordinance. Vote 1o send this back to the Planning Department to amend its
terms to protect the more than 50,000 Placer County residents who live on private roads
~ your constituents.

Sincerely yours,
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From: WMichael Gowring [mgowring@inreach.com}
Sent:  Wednesday, August 20, 2008 9.52 PM

Te: Flacer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Winery Ordinance

For the attention-of Supernviscr Bruce Kranz

As a resident on a private road in Place County | am very concernad about the proposed ordinance allowing
grape growers on an acre or more, the right to invite prospective buyers for wine tasting and sale of their
produce, This would very much impact the insurance that we have to pay for users of our private road. We try (o
cover the liability of normal use, but a commercial enterprise with its traffic will increase our liability for accidents
and uliimately mean increased premiums for us to pay. | speak for my neighbors as well as myself, in protesting
the fairness of this ordinance. | ask you to represent the justice of my case when this ordinance is tabled for
discussion. In fact please inform me when this matter will next be brought before the supervisors. Penny

Gowring

(e Pps |
S0

8/21/2008
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