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PLACER COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE SECTION 17.60.110

Rulings made by the below are considered by the Planning Commission:

Planning Director (interpretations)

Zoning Administrator

Design/Site Review Committee

Parcel Review Committee - other than road improvements which should be appealed to the
Director of Public Works
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* Environmental Review Committee
Rulings made by the Planning Commission are appealed directly to the Board of Supervisors.

Rulings made by the Development Review Committee are appealed to the hearing body having original
jurisdiction

Note: An appeal must be filed within 10 calendar days of the date of the decision. Appeals filed
more than 10 days after the decision shall not be accepted by the Planning Division.

For exact specifications en an appeal, please refer to Section 17.60.110 of the Placer County Code.
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RECEIVEL:
DEC 28 2017

REASON FOR APPEAL, PMPB20120092, WISEDDEA
WINERY COMMUNITY CENTERMUP 50001

A Community Center is not a restaurant, a bar, or a meeting hall.

community center: Noun

A place where people from a particular community can meet for social, educational, or
recreational activities. f[www.merriam-webster.com]

As shown above, a “Community Center” serves a local community; indeed the example
of a grange hall given in the Placer Code definition indicates that this is the intended
meaning. The “Event Center” being proposed by Dr Lee at Wise Villa Winery will not
serve his neighbors (the “local community”), but transient guests who will fravel various
distances and then pay to eat meals and drink wine on the premises. The purpose Dr
Lee intends for his facility fits the definition of a restaurant/bar:

restaurant: Noun
A business establishrment where meals or refreshments may be purchased.
fwww.merriam-webster.com]

“Restaurants and bars” (land use) means restaurants, bars and other establishments
selling prepared foods and drinks for on-premise consumption, as well as facilities for
dancing and other entertainment that are secondary and subordinate to the principal
use of the establishment as an eating and drinking place... .[Placer County Code, sec
17.04.030, “Definitions”]

Restaurants and bars are non-allowed uses in Farm zoning. Calling this facility a
"Community Center” to evade this proscription sets a dangerous precedent, undermines
Placer Zoning standards and erodes the respect of Placer citizens for the planning
process.

Michael Johnson, Director of Planning, in his memorandum of June 21, 2012 has
acknowledged that the Wise Villa "Community Center” and two other proposed facilities
are not really “Community Centers” but “Private Event Centers:”

As County staff has discussed at tength, the term *Community Cen.ter” c_:onjures irpages of public
buildings that allow for public gatherings, yet this is the only definition in the Zoning Code.that
addresses such uses. In reality, what is being proposed at Wise Villa Winery, Rock Hill Winety and
Gold Hill Gardens are private event centers, in conjunction with agricultural activities on the property,
where the facilities are available for rent by private individuals or groups. Unfortunatel;f, the Zoning
Code does not include such a definition, which continues to lead to the mischaracterization of the
proposed uses as being “community” oriented.
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However, rather than holding applicaticns for these mischaracterized facilities in
abeyance until the code definitions can be corrected and standards written, the decision
has been made at some level in Placer County administration to persist in pretending
these facilities are public, community service astablishments.

Because there are no objective criteria for assessing a “Community Center” application,
approval of the Wise Villa “Community Center” MUP sets a dangerous precedent for
other uses. If Dr. Lee is succassful in having his eating and drinking establishment
approved as a “Community Center,” what grounds would the county have for denying
an IHOP restaurant application to be a Community Center, and opening a dining
establishment in Farm or any Residential zone? Indeed, many uses, such as pool hall,
card room (‘recreation”) or nightclub ("An establishment for nighttime entertainment,
typically serving drinks and offering music, dancing, etc.”), fit the vague “Community
Center” definition currently in the zoning code. Once one non-standard use has been
permitted, on what grounds will these applications be denied? The lack of tight
definitions and objective criteria for the suitability of “Community Center” applications
means that it will be difficult to stop even patently undesirable applications.

The establishment of these entertainment venues in Farm Zoning is contrary to the
intent of the Placer County General Plan and Placer County Zoning Codes, which state:

General Plan: AGRICULTURAL LAND USE

Policies:

Goal 1.H:

1.H.1. The County shall maintain agriculturally-designated areas for agricultural uses
and direct urban uses to designated urban ... areas...”

Zoning Code: 17.10.010 Farm (F)

A. Purpose and Intent. The purpose of the Farm (F) zone is to provide areas for the
conduct of commercial agricultural operations that can also accomimodate necessary
services to support agrieultural uses, together with residential land uses at low population
densities.

An Event Center is not an “agricuttural use,” even if it is coincidentally associated with a
property zoned for agricultural use. No crop is grown, managed or harvested by the
existence of an Event Center. The only association with agriculture at the Wise Villa
Event Center is potential consumption of a crop, which also occurs at restaurants. By
their ephemeral nature attracting a transient clientele, Event Centers in fact destabilize
agricultural areas and, because of their inevitable negative effects on water supplies,
drainage, air quality, noise and traffic, actually are harmful to agricultural activities.
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Our concerns are not misplaced or overblown, as has been suggested by county
Planning staff. Two MACs (Meadow Vista and WAC*) and the Placer Agricultura!
Commission have expressed similar misgivings about the inappropriately broad
latitude of the current “Community Center” definition and the lack of standards
for these types of facilities. Rural Lincoln MAC is planning a forum on this topic
for early next year. During the discussion of the Wise Villa application, Planning
Commission members expressed significant reservations about the vague,
inappropriate definition, the lack of guidelines for assessing the merits of these
applications, and the troubling precedent granting approval of the Wise Villa MUP
would set.

An additional drawback to the lack of objective criteria for distinguishing
allowed/nonallowed "Community Centers” is the time-consuming, expensive and
wasteful process for all parties that results. Without a set of objective criteria for judging
the merits of these applications, Planning staff applies undisclosed standards
nonuniformly. All applications are accepted (Ms Carnahan has stated that to her
knowledge no application for a “Community Center” MUP has been rejected by
Pianning), some minor modifications may be made, a CEQA analysis is prepared, and
the application, no matter how inappropriate for the neighborhood, or how outrageous
the approved uses are to nearby residents, goes to the Planning Commission. In
addition to being extraordinarily wasteful of time and expense for all parties, this
process generates enormous mutual animosity among the applicant, the affected
citizens and Planning staff. A potential appiicant should be able to consult a set of basic
standards for these types of facilities; if he cannot meet those standards he will know
not to waste his time and money applying for an MUP. Placer citizens (both in Farm .
and Residential zones, where "Community Centers” are permitted uses) need
assurances that the intent of Farm and Residential zoning will be upheld and that they
will not end up living next door to de facto restaurants and dance halls.

Pianning Staff have asserted at the MAC meetings and the Planning Commission
hearings on “Community Center” MUPs that the two existing facilities of this type in
western Placer County, The Flower Farm (Loomis) and Newcastie Wedding Gardens
(Newcastle) are well-tolerated in their neighborhoods. These facilities have four
attributes that are key to their successful integration into the surrounding communities:

They are located on arterial roagways

They are located adjacent to parcels zoned “Commercial’
They are located within three miles of the nearest city fimits
They are located six miles apart.
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We propose that these four characteristics would form a good foundation for
establishing standards for future private Event Centers.

Save Placer Farmlands has never advocated for a prohibition of “‘Event Centers.” We
seek reasonable solutions that will promote Placer County agriculture and tourism, but
not at the expense of the rest of the County residents. To this end, we request that the
Board of Supervisors:

OVERTURN the Planning commission decision of December 20, 2012 that granted
Wise Villa Winery a two-year MUP to operate a “Community Center.”

HOLD alt further for-profit “Community Center” applications until suitable definitions and
standards can be written.

CLARIFY what activities constitute “support” of agriculture or are “agriculturally related”
in determining appropriate farm zone uses (e.g., can a cattle rancher propose an Event
Center that will host rodeos as “supporting” his cattie operation?)

ESTABLISH a task force with representatives of all interested parties to redraft the
definitions in the county code and set separate standards for Community Centers and
Private Event Centers.

Thank you. Additional material to support this appeal will be forthcoming in the thirty
day allotted time.

Carol Rubin

Save Placer Farmlands

2079 Country Hill Run
Newcastle, CA 95658
saveplacerfarmlands@ymail.com

* ) would like to acknowledge and thank Deputy Director Thompson of Planning
Services for his assistance in presenting this issue to the MACs
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{ &% SIERRA PUBLIC INTEREST

CLUB COALITION
Placer Group P.O. Box 713
P.0. BOX 7167, AUBURN, CA 95604 LOOMIS, CA 95630

December 28, 2012

Board of Supervisors RECE‘VED

c/o Placer County Planning Services _
3091 County Center Drive DEC 28 20

Auburn, CA 95603 CDR A

Ladies and Gentlemen: ' ’i/ 9 Ol ;)OOC? /QN

Subject: APPEAL to Board of Supervisors:
Placer Co Approval of Wise Villa Winery Community Center (PMPB 20126092)

Public Interest Coalition and Sierra Club join Neighborhood Rescue Group and
Save Placer Farmlands to appeal the December 20, 2012, Placer County Planning
Commission’s Wise Villa Community Center approval decision on many points.
However, due to the coinciding of the ten “calendar days” window to file this appeal
(and supporting documents) with the same time frame as two major holidays—public
staff on vacation and office closures—more extensive “additional information” will be
forthcoming to support our appeal to reverse the decision of the Planning Commission
(PC). ‘

In general, we believe the PC’s decision did not adequately address or consider
CEQA issues, reasonable Minor Use Permit (MUP) alternatives, and modifications to
the Conditions of Approval (COA) as it should have. The decision appears to have an
undeserved basis of sympathetic subjectivity, rather than an adherence to objectivity. In
addition, enforcement concerns were ignored. We have other 1ssues that will be
included in our “additional information” appeal submission.

Background

Lack of Guidelines. The issues of “Community Center” (CC) land use
designations has been strongly debated for more than a year when the first of four
requests were made (one in the high Sierra; three in western Placer County). Nonprofit
or government owned “Community Centers” are not the problem, but private, for-profi,
commercial, CC’s being allowed in any Res Ag or Farm zones with no established
conditions or parameters for approval, and their unacceptable, impacts constitute part of
the issues.

The County is aware and admits that there are no stated guidelines for private
event centers in Farm and Ag zones, and that because there are none in the zoning
codes, the issue of CC’s “... continues to lead to the mischaracterization of the proposed
uses as being ‘community’ oriented.”" Planning Commissioners, Ag Commissioners,

! Memorandum to Planning Commission from Michael Johnson, CDRA Director, June 12, 2012,

Appeal—Planning Commission Wise Vitia Approval--Dec 20°2012—pg1



MAC’s (1n letters to supervisors), and citizens have all expressed concerns regarding
private CC’s——negative impacts, concerns over lack of guidelines, and the need to
define and distinguish between traditional non-profit/government-owned Community
Centers and for-profit, commercial private event centers—yet no action has been taken.

To no avail, citizens have repeatedly asked for a suspension of all CC approvals
in Farm and Res Ag zones until guidelines and/or parameters can be established.
This alone should have signaled the Planning Commission to (1) deny the application,
(2) postpone it until regulations (or a “list” to follow, as one Planning Commissioner
stated) could be established, or (3) modify the Conditions of Approval (COA) to
mitigate the most egregious potential impacts. Thus, we are appealing the PC decision.

Misleading and/or lack of information to Planning Commission.

The PC’s reason for approving the request was predicated in part on
Commissioner Brentnall’s procedural comment regarding two threads—County policy
and the application. He stated that he didn’t think it was fair 10 not take some action, so
that it can go on to the Board if it’s appealed and be finalized. Brentnall also stated he
was bothered from an equitable sense that the “man [applicant] has been hanging fire
for so long....” This statement or belief was evidence that the Planning Commission
was either unwilling or unable to objectively address the issues surrounding the CC
application.

In fact, (1) the applicant had not been “hanging fire” at all over the CC
apphcation; and (2) the applicant insisted on serving food, but was attempting to kill
two birds with one stone by pairing the requirements of a wine tasting facility that
serves food (not just county requirements but also state health and safety laws) with his
Community Center application—two totally separate issues.

The PC’s vote to approve the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for two years is an
unacceptable action because it ignores all the concerns and issues that citizens raised.
In spite of comments imploring the PC to impose strong enforcement measures
(enforcement bonds, “shall revoke” the MUP language, rather than “may revoke,” etc.),
modify the Conditions of Approval (COA), and other recommendations, the PC’s
approach was to give the CUP a two-year trial, which will only “bother” the next PC
vote even more so after the applicant attempts to renew the MUP and has or has not
complied with the CC requirements. After operating for two years, any denial of
renewal may truly create hardships, whereas denial now, or postponement, before the
CC has started, would be a more reasonable progression.

Granting a two-year CUP is akin to telling an applicant to go ahead and build a
house, but it will be re-visited in two years, and a decision to renew or not will be made
at that time. One Commissioner stated, “And when he comes back in for renewal, if he
has not followed the conditions, or if there are objections or noise complaints, or
whatever, we can revisit those at the time.”” Thus, the PC’s decision was based on (1) a
misrepresentation of the applicant’s different obligatory requirements for a
winery/tasting room that serves food and a Community Center, [see Exhibit A] and (2)
a dismissal or ignoring of citizen testimony as to lack of code enforcement on existing
complaints, modification of COA, and stronger language in the MUP.

2 Note: A “revisit” if conditions are not followed, as opposed to an automatic revocation of the
permit, is unacceptable.

Appeal—Planning Commission Wise Villa Approval--Dec 20°2012-—pg2
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PC Vote for Two Year Revisit Is Defacto Non-Decision

For over a year many groups and individuals have been asking for a stay,
suspension, or moratorium, of all CC approvals until guidelines or a framework, such as
that in the County’s Winery Ordinance, can be established. Although we have had no
response from supervisors to our requests, Commissioner Brentnall justified his motion
for a two-year approval of the CUP on the basis that it would send a message to other
potentiai applicants via planning staff that the application for an event center (CC) must
be accepted by law but that “the PC is in effect having an unofficial hiatus on this until
such time as the standards are set more objectively.”

We object to such a rationale for making the decision to approve for two years.
It is not the purview of the PC to merely “send a message” or create arbitrary
uncertainty. The minute our codes and ordinances take on such subjectivity, then the
objectivity that governing bodies must uphold, as well as public trust in agency
integrity, is lost.

A more honest and honorable approach would be to simply deny the project or
postpone the decision until the guidelines are established. At that time, the applicant
may be allowed to continue with the proposal or modify the application to comply with
the guidelines or new ZTA and resubmit. Thus we urge the Board of Supervisors to
tackle the 1ssue head on and grant our appeal to reject the PC’s approval and condition
of revisiting in two years.

Unenforceable and Meaningless Conditions of Approval (COA)

The Board of Supervisors should grant our appeal of the PC’s decision to
approve the Wise Villa Community Center, and deny the MUP because the Wise Villa
COA’s allowed activities are excessive and much too inconsistent and incompatible
with surrounding pastoral farmlands. Many if not most of the terms presented in the
Initial Study use the verb “may” instead of “shall” in discussing mitigations. Aithough
justified by a desire to offer the applicant flexibility, this loose language construction
offers no assurances or concrete stipulations that the public can rely on—especially for
enforcement. Flexibility is unacceptable when neighbors’ enjoyment of their properties
and community harmony is threatened.

Living in the vicinity of a commercial event center that may be open to the
public 365 days a year, with wine tasting plus the 232 “Smaller” and “Larger” events
that can last until 8:30 pm, with clean-up noises, lights, and traffic until 10 pm, are
unacceptable, espectally when modification could assuage neighbor/community
concerns.

Once again, negative impacts and burden of enforcement are borne by citizens
in the surrounding community. It doesn’t matter what the applicant promises because
the land may be sold, the vineyard may die—disease, pest, climate change, etc—or a
new crop {medicinal in nature, as mentioned at the PC hearing) may have more promise
of profitability. New owners may have different event plans; today’s promise of “soft
jazz” (which can be the equivalent to another of fingernails scratching a blackboard®)
can turn to hard rock with the next owner. Because the CC designation goes with the
land, none of any applicant’s promise(s) should have influenced or been factored into

* One man’s meat is another man’s poison. Ancient phrase.
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the PC’s vote to approve the proposal. We urge the BoS to deny the approval until the
MUP and COA can be modified to more reasonable, enforceable, and community-
acceptable stipulations or standards, if they are forthcoming.

COA #3, “All events...shall have an agricultural or wine/food educational
component,” epitomizes an arbitrary COA that will have little-to-no value to ag
preservation and/or to enforcement capacity. Even the least creative individual could
create an event nexus to agriculture with any activity in an Ag/Farm zoned area. To
violate and/or to enforce this COA is 99.9%% impossible, and the fact that it was stated to
be a self-imposed COA clearly supports its uselessness. This meaningless COA along
with the MUP must not be approved as currently stated. We urge the BoS to support
this appeal and revise both the MUP and COA to fully address community concerns—
number of events, hours of operation, etc.

Responses to Sierra Club and Public Interest Coalition’s comments submitted on
November 5, 2012 for Wise Villa’s Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)

Although we appreciate County staff’s responses to comments submitted on the
WV MND, we respectfully disagree with the conclusions drawn. We shall be
submitting “additional information” to address what we consider to be erroneous
response conclusions and to assert our contention that this project requires the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). As we stated in our comments
on November 5, 2012, if a project “may” create a negative impact, regardiess of what
the lead agency claims in terms of adequate impact mitigation, the Califormia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) clearly requires the preparation of an EIR.

Last, we will be submitting additional information to support our claim that this
commercial, private, for-profit event center, with such a large-scale, ambitious
operation, violates the General Plan. Although individuals may “cherry pick” General
Plan policies in an attempt to justify private, commercial centers in ag or farm zones as
long as there is a nexus to agriculture, we assert that is an untenable, unsustainable, and
unacceptable (mis)interpretation of the County’s General Plan.

We urge the Board of Supervisors to take right action:

(1) Grant our appeal to reverse the Planning Commission’s decision to approve
this Community Center application/proposal request; and/or

(2) Send the application back for modification to address concerns of neighbors
and community, especially with regard to enforcement and permit revocation issues;
and/or

{3) Suspend this and all other Community Center application requests until
County-wide standards, requirements, and clear definitions can be established, such as
in the Winery Ordinance, for private Community Event Centers and nonprofit or
government-owned Community Centers.

Thank you for considering our appeal,

%«4/»’0 /& 2Lt/
Marilyn Jasper, Chair

Attachment: Exhibit A
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Sierra Club and Public Interest Coalition — APPEAL-Placer Co Approval of Wise Villa
Winery Community Center (PMPB 20120092)

Exhibit A

Mischaracterization and Inappropriate Pairing of Winery/Tasting/Food Serving
Requirements and Community Center Minor Use Permit/Conditions of Approval

Because the Planning Commission (PC) appeared to be in a quandary over the
lack of guidelines for Community Centers (CC), we believe their decision was incorrect
and should be reversed—our appeal deserves to be upheld.

At the Planning Commission hearing, the applicant, Grover Lee of Wise Villa
(WYV), blended and intertwined requirements for 2 winery (Placer Co Winery Ordinance-
17.56.330) and attempted to assign those winery requirements to his CC land use
designation project in claiming that he’s spent hundreds of thousands of dollars and that
he “tried to do everything that the county asked me to do.” To have the current bonded
Wise Villa winery and tasting room and to be serving food, public health and safety
conditions had to be met (road width and fire safe standards, paving at the “throat” or
entrance, kitchen/sanitation provisions, parking standards, potable water, waste disposal,
etc.). :

The applicant, in trying to gain approval of the CC via a sympathetic route and
affix blame for the opposition to the CC request, stated, “I’d like to see someone up there
apply for this CC...and go through what I went through.” Most likely, either the
applicant has not “gone through” anything yet for the CC proposal, or if he did, it would
have been premature for anyone to invest in a proposal that had not yet been approved.
For example, a public water system is required for a commercial kitchen and/or food
service that the applicant is conducting with the existing wine tasting—but not for his
proposed Community Center per se. Yet he characterized the winery requirements as
being for the CC, which they were not, and appeared to gamer PC sympathy that was
unwarranted.

Most likely the requirements that the applicant “went through” were to establish
the winery, not the CC designation. The “hundreds of thousands of dollars” spent were
for health and safety issues involved when serving food—not for obtaining the CC Jand
use designation. Yet the PC appeared to take pity on the applicant due to his
mischaracterization of the process and mixing of the requirements. Any premature
construction or expenses incurred prior to approval of a new fand use would be a risk an
applicant willingly takes as an entrepreneur making a business decision, It is not a reason
for the County to approve “after the fact” merely because the applicant moved ahead on
any expenses, related or not.

Further evidence that the Board of Supervisors should reverse the Planning
Commission’s decision to approve is the fact that the Planning Commissioners verbalized
their “dilemma” at the hearing:

Commissioner Sevison: We’re frustrated because we’re being overwhelmed by
similar apphcations. We don’t have the tools to work with. We’ve asked the Board to
consider standards for these kinds of things, and we haven’t gotten there yet. Not sure
what we can do.

Exhibit A—pg 1 4
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Sierra Club and Public Interest Coalition — APPEAL-Placer Co Approval of Wise Villa
Winery Community Center (PMPB 20120092)

Applicant Lee: 1know. You've brought me two years into this, and now I'm
standing here, “Well, we need more time to discuss this now.”

Again, the applicant was either misleading the Planning Commissioners or did not
understand the process. The applicant wanted a vineyard/winery, but implied that the
required 20’ road (base and paving), the public water well, and other requirements were
burdens placed on him for his CC proposal, which is simply not true. Those are
requirements for any winery that has tastings and serves food. The applicant’s
investment was freely made; no burdens were unfairly imposed on him by the County,
and the decision to approve or deny the CC designation should have been made on the
basis of facts, not erroneous innuendo or sympathy.

Applicant Lee: [1:43:40--interrupting Commissioner Denio] You know, I wanted
to have food. T wanna have food, and the only way I, I believed, for whatever reason 1
believed it, to serve food with the wine, I was told this is what I needed to do. 1guess
that’s true. 1 don’t know if that’s true or not. Do I need to do this to have food service?
That’s what my belief was.

Lisa Carnahan: [1:44:05] You don’t need to have the MUP for the CC to have
food with your tasting, but you would not be able to have anything other than just tasting.
You wouldn’t be able to have your wine pairing dinners.

Applicant Lee also stated that he was told that “___if this wasn’t approved like
really quick, that it could be another year or two years before it is.”

This indicates an extra “push” that’s being applied to have these egregious private
event centers in Farm and Ag zones approved because (1) guidelines may be
forthcoming, and (2) it attempts to reinforce the pretense that they somehow will support
and preserve agriculture. First, there are no requirements whatsoever that any CC must
have a nexus to agriculture. Second, even if an ag nexus is promised with a CC approval,
there are no guarantees or means of enforcement if the ag operation is discontinued and
the CC continues.

The applicant’s only CoA (#3) relating to agriculture is that “All events held at
the site shall have an agricultural or wine/food educational component.” As stated at the
hearing, this was a self-imposed condition, but regardless of its origins, it’s useless and
meaningless. With a few exceptions, all of life’s primary elements have a nexus to earth,
sun, and water, and any activity can make a connection to life’s necessities (food,
clothing, shelter) via agriculture. This is a self serving, unenforceable, CoA, and should
be recognized as such.

%7/%‘“ 5 vt/
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RECEVED T202:001%

DEC 2 8 2012
CDRA

12-28-12

Placer County Board of Supervisors,

In their pursuit of Community Center authorization Don Dupont of Rock Hil§ Winery has claimed
that Placer County Wineries are ‘holding events and doing whatever they want’. The same claim was re-
iterated by a Wise Villa representative at the Planning Commission hearing for Wise Villa. Another
speaker recounted how she could not get Code Enforcement to return her call for a “noise complaint”,
When she finally reached Code Enforcement she was told “noise complaints are a low priority for us”.
The fact is there is a long history of Placer County Officials knowingly preventing enforcement of County
Ordinances. In 2006 Tom Milier directs Bill Schultz of Code Enforcement to “hold in abeyance”
enforcement action. The Planning Department carries that mantra to date as evidenced by public
testimony by citizens and Winery owners. The attached documents describe a few of the incidents
where there has been Non Enforcement in the face of overwhelming evidence of violations.

Mike Giles

Neighborhood Rescue Group

47



Attachment 1-

Details Mt Vernon Winery is having concerts without permits
and directs where to find schedule of concerts.

Attachment 2-

Details Dono dal Cielo Winery is having concerts without
permits and asks Michael Johnson (Planning Director) what
happened in regard to the above Mt Vernon complaint filed in
July 2011. Michael Johnson said he would get back to me but
never did. This is a pattern of ignoring compiaints regarding the
wineries. |

Attachment 3-

Concert Schedule from Dono dal Cielo Winery website
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PLACER COUNTY RECEIVED
COMPLAINT FORM UL 0 g 201

CDRA

Your Name: Mike Giles Telephone: (916) <N

Mailing Address: <iibiniemaamingg Newcastle Ca 93638
,, City/ 72 State Zip Code
Your Signature: L ‘ L Date: 6-24-2011

Ca

NOTE: Dee t lega! requirements, only written and signed complaints cam be Investigated. Complaints wilt remain confidentis] wnless legal sctios Is taken
that may require the complainnnt to be specificaily Identificd.

This report will assist the County Departments in investigating your complaint. Complete and accurate information with photographs
and/or additional documentation will assist in expediting this review. Complaints regarding sctivities/vses involving potential health
or safety bazards will be given priority. All other complaints wilt be investigated ia sequentinl order as they are recefved.

WIAE
TypeofComp]amr Verno olmm

{Additional information and/or a directional mep may be included on the back of this form.)

Address or APN of Yiolation: __ 10850 Mt. Yemon Rd., Aubum, Califonia 95603 | (330) 8231114

Property Owner: __Jim apd Lynda Taylor Telephone: (530} §2331111
Address: 10850 Mt. Vemon Rd Apbum o 95603
City State Zip Code
Tenant; Telephone: ("~ ) o
Address: :
City State Zip Code
For Office Use Oaly
Computer 1D: Category: Referred to:
Date Closed: By: Final Disposition;

D
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Print : Page 1 0of 5

Subject: RE: musical entartainment

From: Michael Johnson {(MJohnson@placer.ca gov)

To: SnhinsntURINEN G Rosasco@piacer.ca.gov,
Cc: MJohnson@placer.ca.gov,

Date: Thursday, May 24, 2012 12:56 PM

Mike —

[

1 will look into this and report back to you next weekK.

Thanks —

Michael

From: michae! giles {maitto:

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 12:43PM
To: George Rosasco

Ce: Michael Johnson

‘Subject: Fw: musical entertainment

Gentlemen, Mt Vernon and Dono Dal Cielo continue to hold and solicit wine tasting events with LIVE
MUSIC. I believe we clarified that a TOE permit would be required for this Live Music. Why is Code
Enforcement not cnforcing the ordinances and requiring a TOE permit for these events?

1 am pasting a schedule of LIVE MUSIC at Dono Dal Cielo. If you go to Mt Vemons website you will
see that they too are having live music as ] explained in a complaint submitted in July of 2011, Lastly,
What was done about Mt Vernon not having TOE permits for live music in 20117

ATTACHH ENT #*2 -
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We are excited to welcome Mike Goroll back to Dono dal Cielo this weekend. Come on out from 2:00-
5:00 pm on Saturday, May 19 and enjoy a glass of wine while relaxing with Mike!

Upcoming Engagements

Saturday, May 19 Mike Goroll

Suluiday, May 2§ - Guitarp-Sex |

Saturday, June 2 Pushback (NEW BAND')

Saturday, June 9 TwoB

Saturday, ime 16 Mike Goroll

Saturday, June 23 Domiric “The Dominator” Pieranunzio
Saturday, Fune 30 Midnight Sun

Take a listen to some of our FREE LIVE MUSIC acts frequenting the winery on Saturday afiemoons. ..
keep checking for dates and times and mark your calendar to join us. Get your friends together and bring
a picnic lunch to enjoy with a bottle of Dono dal Cielo!

Macment 5



Attachment 4

This series of emails occurred after | personally informed
Michael Johnson that the wineries were not in compliance with
County ordinances because they were having live music and
public events on private property, which requires a Temporary
Outdoor Permit.

in his response Mike Johnson never acknowledges the fact that
the wineries and out of compliance and enforcement continues
to be circumvented.

Attachment 5

A series of emails with County officials establishing the fact that
a Temporary Qutdoor Permit is required for public events and

.. P bt Kok o |
live music. In fact, simply the fact that they are

necessitates the permit requirements.
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Tushoey, Ociober 9. 2012 .50 P

Re: musical entertainment

FROM:  richael gles.
To:  Michaei Jofwuon  Geame Rosawco
< Lisa Comahan

Mr Jotngson, When "music® becomes a "concert® (Mt Vernon has described their mmsic as a "concert
"seriaeg” on their website) it would fall under the Temporary Outdoor Event requirements as detailed
from the following section of Placer County Cofes.

Outdoor Festivals/Concerts, Btc. Outdoor festivals/concerts, arts and crafts fairs and similar
short-term avents may be authorized in any district provided that a minor use permit is firat
approved for the event. However, for one-time evants (not to exceed three consecutive diays nor two
times in one lorcation in a calendar year), the planning director may spprove a temporary outdoor
event permit in lieu of a minor use pemmit.

Beyond that, you have not addressed the fact that these are "public™ svents solicited in
publications and on the interpmet, located On "private®" property which does WOT exclude them from
the Temporary Outdoor Event permit requiremesnts as covered in the following section of Placer
County Code.

Tempordzry Events Not Subject to Thia Section. The following types of temporary events are not
subject to the requirements of this section, and are also not subjact to the permit requirements
established by Sectiona 17.06.050 (Land use and permit tables) and 17.06.080 et seq., (Zone
district regulations):
iii.Public Ewrus. Admisslon-fiee cvents, and evenls with ndmission charges where the orpanization or isdividuals conductivg the event qualify for a
frec busieess liccase pursiat 10 Chagier 5 of the Placer County Code (Butiess Licetsoes and Regolations), whese the event is conducted at a
public park or on other puidicly-ownod Lend witt the pormiseion of the landowser, and the cvent also satisfies the requirements of subsections (B)
{2) hrough (BX5) of this scetion for other types of sempororyevernts,
iv_Private Pacties_ Privete non-comwiorcial events! parties held ot 3 privase residence

I consider you to be an intelligent map Mr Johnaon and I sm confident none of this information is
foreign te you. Please feel free to respond to my assertions, however, unless I hear differently
from you I will assume you have no intention of enforcing the County Codes as stated above and 1
will proceed as necessary To try to gain enforcement from Placer County Officials.

Cordially,
Mike Giles

Fromc fiichaa Johneon <MJahnscnf@piacer cs.gov>

To: mickswel gies QEENNNNINRENY, Goorge Rossacn <GROSRMCOERNiecer. ca. gov>
Ce: Lisa Camabwn < Camaha@pincer.co.gov>; Michasl Johveon <Michneongrkacsy.ca. gov>
Sort: Tuosday, Ockober 8, 2012 11:38 AM

Sublject RE: qusical eplecisinrment

MikE -

As stoll hos previousty stated, wien music s provided as accessory 10 the primary use [l.e., wine tasfing|. no speciol sermit of
Temporary Ouidoor Event permitis required. Accordingly. live music, inciuding ompified music. is permitted whan such music is
aocessory to wine tosting. The noise levels ol such events are conholled by the Plocer County Code noise standards,

inlogking at ibe Dona dat Ciedc onc bt Yemon wed poges. if woulkd appear that iha music events arg accessory fo ihe primory use
ol wine tosting, While A, Vermon does nclude o chorge for the evenl, the music appears o be secondary 1o the primary use ol wine
tosting. Inreading thouah the Placer Counly Coda. there is ne prehibition on charging tof wine fosting actlivities. As stoled on each
of the web pages. the primary octivity is the wine tasing, with music included as an accessony use.

Thanks -

Michoel Johnsen

From: michael giles [

Sank: Thursday, May 17, 2012 12:43 PM
Yor George RO

Cez Michawd Jahrson

Subjucts Far musical entertainment

ATTACHMENT 4
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Geatlcmen, Mit Vernon and Dono Dal Cielo coutinme wy bnld and solicit wine tasting cveats with LIVE MUSIC. [ beficve we charifiod thet & TOE
permil would be vequaived for this Live Muic. Why is Code Eafiorctment nol enfiecing the ardimancc: and requiring » TOE permit for these
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expisined i 2 complaint rubmitied in Jely of 2011, Lasly, What wat dose sbout Mg Varmom not Saviag TOE permits B Hve mmsic in 20117

We wre excited 0 welcome Mike Goroll back to Dono def Cielo this weekand. Come on out from 72-:00-5:00 pin on Saterday, May 19 and atjoy 3
plass of wine while retaxing with Mike!

Upcoming Exgagemonts

Saturday, May 19 Mike Cioroll

Satnndzy, May 26 Gibitar-Sax

Saturday, June 2 Pushback (NEW BAND!)

Saturdury, Junt 9 oo hs Sh

Saturday, b 16 Mike Gomit

Satwdey, banc 23 Derinic ~“Fhe Dominsior™ Pieranunziy

Satwday, Juoe 30 Midnight Sur:
Fukoc & tiston 10 some of our FREE LIVE MUSIC acts froquestiey the winery on Ssharday afiernocns. ._keep checking Sor dutes and times and mark
your catendar 10 join us. Get your friends together sod bring a picaic lunch fo anjoy with = boitic of Dono dal Ciclo!
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From: Michae! Johnson <MJohnson@placer.ca gov>
To: ‘michael giles' @ iilENENNENNE

Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 12,52 PM
Subject: RE: musical entertainment

Mike -

You are mis-interpreting my response. Without krtowing the specifics of the issus, | cannot state
whether or not a Temporary Outdoor Event permit would be required, and my response to you was not
discussing the merits of the need for a permit. Rather, my response to you was focused on the piaying
of music (whether at as a private property owner or as part of a sanctioned event) and the restrictions
on the amplification of the music. As noted in my e-mail, as long as a private property owner andjor
Temporary Outdoor Event are compliant with the noise standards for the respective zoning district,
there is no prohibition on live andfor amplified music.

Thank you for lefting me clarify —
Michael

From: michael giles [mailtoFl
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 11:15 AM

To: Michasi Johnson

Subject: Re: musical entertainment

[ believe you are saying that a Temporary Outdoor Event permit is required for such activity. As such, if
a winery does not have a TOE for such an event they would be in violation of County Ordinance.
Correct? '

From: Michael Johnson <MJohnsong@placer.ca.gov>
To: 'michae! giles'

Cc: George Rosasco <GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 $:41 AM
Subject: RE: musical entertainment

Mike —

| have read the attached e-mail, and | have reviewed the referenced sections of the County Cade, and |
carn find no references that prohibit the use of live music at Temporary Quidoor Events. As discussed
at the Winery Taskforce meeting, aft hoise levels {interior and exterior) are controtled by the County’s
Noise Ordinance. As long as a private property owner and/or Temporary Qutdoor Event are compliant
with the noise standards for the respective zoning district, there is no prohibition on live and/or amplified

music.

Thanks —
Michae! Johnsan

From: michael giles [mailto:
Sent: Saturday, November 19, 2011 10:01 AM
To: Michae! Johnson

Subject: Fw: musical entertainment

Mr Johnson, This is the email | was referencing at the winery taskforce meeting when I said the wineries
are in violation of County ordinances by having live music at their events. As such, it stands to reason
that the wineries need such a permit if they have live music at their event. I lock forward to your reply.

ATTAcHBEST 4
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—— Forwarded Message —-

From: George Rosasco <GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>
To: 'michael gilas’

Sent: Monday, August 29, 2011 12:26 PM

Sublect: RE: musical entertainment

Mr. Giles,

In response to your email, the section of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance which governs
Temporary Events is section 17.56.300. Specifically your friends event would regulated by section
17.56.3G0, section 1(b.) of the Temporary Use and Events Section of the Zoning Ordinance, this
section of the ordinance would require that he obtain a Temporary Outdoor Event Permit. I your friend
had a non-commercial private party it would not be subject to the Temporary Use and Events Section
of the Zoning Ordinance per 17.56,.300, section 1 {c.)[v.}):

In closing, the Placer County Zoning Ordinance is available for your review at the Planning Depariment
web site at www.placer county.ca.gov..

Cordially,
George Rosasco_ : et s

From: michael giles [malltp]
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2011 3:06 PM

To: George Rosasco

Subject: Fw: musical entertainment

Mr. Rosasco, Kathy appears unable to answer the below question and has referred me to you. Please
reply and please include the specific ordinance that is applicable. Thanok You

— Forwarded Message —

From: michaet giles

To: "kwisted@placer.ca.gov” <kwisted@placer.ca.gov>
Sent Weadnesday, August 17, 2011 11:30 PM
Subject: Fw. musical entertainment

Kathy, I have not received a response to this question. I would appreciate your response to this matter.

—- Forwarded Message —

From: michael giles <yl -

To: “"kwistad@placer.ca.gov” <kwisted@placer.ca.gav>
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2011 5:32 PM '
Subject: musical entertainment

Kathy, A friend of mine informs me that he attempted to have musicians come to his barn and pay music
for his music loving friends and family. All for a very reasonable admission fee. The music was not
amplified. Reportedly, he was informed by Placer County Officials that he needed a permit for such
activities. Can you please provide clarification whether a permit is required for such an ongoing event
and if so what type of permit. Thank You

ATTHCHAERT 5



Attachment 6

Wise Villa Winery advertising a Wine Luau

Attachment 7

An activist questioning why Wise Villa did not need a permit for
the Wine Luau. '

Lisa Carnihan from-Planhing advising that Wise Villa did not
need a permit which is not true. Planning is knowingly allowing
the wineries to violate permit requirements.

Attachment 8 -

A notice issued in 2006 verifying events that are not
“residential use” require a permit. As such, the publicly
advertised Wine Luau required a permit. Lo Additos,
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Thanks,
A
Public Interest Coalition

Sierra Club Placer Group

___________

From: WiseVillaWineClub@wisevillawinery.com
<WiseVillaWineClub@wisevillawinery.com>
Subject: Luau & Wine Stroll

Date: Monday, July 16, 2012, 9:16 PM

Hello Wine Clubt

} wanted to send out a quick reminder about our Hawailan Luau coming up on July 268th! It's filling up
quick 80 book now! The 4th of July event booked out a week in advance, so I'd advise you to RSVP
early, with a donation click here or click here to RSVF for free! t also wanted to let everyone know that we
have changed the start time of this event to 7pm, due to the high temperatures we're expecting! We'l
have a cool tasting room and shaded oulside seating, but we want to make sure that everyone is
absolutely comforfable!

Also. | wanted to see if any of our Wine Club would like to volunteer fo assist the Placer County Vintner's
Association (of which Wise Villa is a member) with the "Wine Stroli” wine Tasting event at The Founiaing
in Roseville on July 21st. Click here for more details or read below, and emait us if you are interested in

volunteering (I've been told that volunieers receive a ticket to the event to use after their volunteer shift is

done).

Cheears!
Aloha From Wise Villa: Hawaiian Luau July 28th 7pm start

Wise Villa will be providing traditional Hawalian specialties to go along with traditional Hawaiian dancers,
music and performers. We know it's Lincoln and we don't have the waves, the palms, or the sand, but
come prepared to be whisked away to the islands. Wa'll have a menu of traditional Hawaiian food to go
along with the entertainment, so it shouid be an amazing evening!

This is a gathering for Wine Club & their friends & family. In order to offer this evening to our Wine
Club {in accordance with current county policies regarding events) we are now offering this event
100% free! Since we will be providing so much food, wine, and entertainment, we are giving you the
opportunity to donate to help us cover costs. if you would like to RSVP with a $9 donation (Wine Club) or
$19 donation (General Public) pleaseRSVP HERE to ba a part of this friendly summer tradition! if you
would like to RSVP without & donation ¢lick here. Either way, we'll be happy to have you, and you wilt
receive all of the benefits of this wonderful evening of wine, food, & Hawaiian tradition. Alcha!

.‘W]ﬂf /\}wﬁq){ é
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Sent: Monday, July 30, N apoud  Hwe Enax
To: Crystal Jacobsen; Lisa Camahan SRDnAVEE S
- Sublect: Wise Villa Event Permit Question /
Greeﬁngs,

Sorry to bother you on top of your work load, but we have a question on un eversi fcid
this past weekend.

The following email (pasted below—bold red added) and associated website promotion
(attached) indicates that “Public Events™ may be held without a permit as long as they are
“free.”” However, from what we have found, “Public Events” must be held on public property—
not private, as this event was (attached).

Also, at the North Auburn MAC mecting, Grover Lee of Wise Villa, where this event
was held, mentioned that he had used up “two of his six” allowed events. However, we have
been informed by the Placer County staff that Wise Villa does not have an ARP from the Winery
Ordinance that would allow six events. Therefore, it’s our understanding that only two events
(maximum) would/should be allowed under a Temporary Outdoor Event (TOE) pemmit, if proper
permits were obtained for the TOE,

Can you tell me if this “Luau” event on July 28, 2012 at Wise Villa was permitted, and if
so, under which code/ordinance? And if not permitted, can you tell me if this event violated any
County’s ordinances, zoning, codes or other regulations?

ﬂf# A c/‘/mffw‘f W
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" COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource
John Marin, Agency Director CODE ENFORCEMENT

Mike Harris
Supervising Officer
| NOTICE OF CODE VIOLATION o
The property at _7¢55 Ridge Road APN:_ (31161028
was inspected at _2:45 sm/pmon Aggust]4.2006 by Mike Hamis
and found to be in violation of the Placer County Code, Section _17,10,010 _Farm ' ——
)

Section
Section _
Onocafrer Ociober 18 ., your property will be re-inspected and if asy violation still exists, saforcament action will
follow. You are haveby directed to correct all listed violations by Nov 22 2004 . The property ownar may roquost and be provided 2
mecting with the Code Enforcement Officer o discuse possible methods and time limits for the comection of idertified violations.
Please call the Code Enforoemwmt Division at (530) 745-3050.

WM P e A
Signature, County of Placer Dade:
PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY
The Comsty mmy charpe the propesty owasr for all adsalaistrative costy smeciated wich abatement of conditions definad s & Nuistacs by
Sectien 17.6L.156A), pursaant te Sectiom 17.62.0%0 (Rocovery of Costs), Fadurt te correct the sbove lstad vioktions sy reslt in the isuance
of n Citation or othec legal action. H an Infraction Cltation is fsswed, couviciian of cods violations maybe punishabls by o fiss, xot te sxceed
$580 per viclation. The pensXy lmpseed foT & canviction wnder tis Section may imciinde probation and/or eondithor of saatance. Tha Court Is
sathorteed, as & condities of seutonce, to Linposy faes, xad/or to order that fhe preperty be brought inte complisnce. Undar the Coda, esch
day axy vicletinu coutizues constitutes 2 separste offcnse andd you can be cited for mvitiple day visistioas. This notks of Cede Vicketion may
. be recorded against e property iu the Placer County Recorder's Ofice pursuamt to ceetion 17 62.0308 (Notices-Services mrd Ralenses).
Should you corvect the couditions idcutified as boing fn viciation, You msust ionmedisivly notify this offlcs 5o thit we can confirm the correetion.
Where & Notico of Codt Vielaties kas bern recorded and we have confirmed the correction of the violxtion(s), we will thes recard a
*Sathxfiaction Releuse snd Ronwoval of Nation of Code Vielation™ with the Recorder's Office;

oe: [ Assessor [] Other

- Ownar: Steve & Noelle Weaner ot gl Lwes:_gba: PescatoreWingry
2055 Ridge Rd

Addiess Newcastle, CA 95658

3081 Coumty Candar Dy, 3. 100/ Auburn, Callftrnis $3903 | (530} 7452050 / Pax (330} TdS-30M9
et Addrese: ity fwww piacercagey | enal: codeenifipiace.ca.gov

’fi ﬁl A lf '/"iofﬁ l/ #g
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This email is one example of how the Planning Dept and County
Officials have prevented the enforcement of County Ordinances
against the wineries. Even to this date Michael Johnson is
circumventing enforcement claiming winery events with “live
music” do not need permits and claiming “free” public events
don’t require permits. | |

NEXT phAge ~=2
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lSchulze Re Pescatore WlnarI’ML‘ 511

1

_1

From: Tom MiBer

To: Bill Schulze
Date: 322006 7:44:17 AM '
Subject: Re: Pescatore Winery MUP 2511 - ST 920

proposal crafled by a consorthim of vineyerdwinery owners { with concuvance of our Ag Commissioner )

(Therewasagamlml(hdm?)whddhabeyamanyCEadm\sbecamofa
to amend the cumment code. Michael- any movement on that revisit 7

>>> Bill Schuize /2112006 8:58 AM >>>
Tom, Michaet, Michoc | Tebasm,

Werecewedaoanplamtonheaboverefmwoedﬁmy The owner of the winery Steve-Wegener has
stated that he has met with Tom Miier October 2005-and this actiorr should be on hold. We have received
a renewed complaint and hquilywhywahavenotaaadonﬂ\ismattef

The person filing the complaint has asked Code Enforcement to take legal action as the winery is not
operating o the conditions of ie MUP. The viblation is advertising public wine tasting which is not

allowed by the MUP. ‘
- EehiBiT 92C
‘ Flease advise,- :

Thanks,

Bill Schulze

cc: Michael Jdﬁsm

T
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PLACER COUNTY BUILDING DEPARTMENT
CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION

Bill Schulze, Chief Building Official 11424 B Avenue, Aubum, CA 95603
(530) 886-3050 FAX: (530) 886-3059 County-wide: 1-800-488-4308
& 3010 www.placer.ca gov

[

et
) P veoref
265 Welcome Lane
Newcastle, CA 95658
March 27, 2006
TOCATION: 7055 Ridge R4 APN: 031 161 028

-REGARDING: PESCATORE WINERY —MINOR USE-PERMIT #2511 —-

Dear Mrs. Giles,

This offico has received your renewed complaint and documentation of March 22, 2006. The
reason no-action has taken place at this: time. is because several months ago, the vineyard/winery
owners with concurrence of the Agricultural Commissioner; came forward with recommendation to

At this time the proposed changes are still under review by the County with the Planning
Department as the lead agency. Therefore our Code Enforcement Divigion has been requested to
suspend any action at this time. 1t is anticipated that there will be some movement on this issue in
the near future and we will be better able to provide you with information regerding the direction
the County will take, enforcement action or proposed changes to County Code.

 realize this is an inconvenience to you and request your patience for a bit longer. Thank you for
your assistance with the matter and should you have further qumt\ons you may call our Code

~ Eoforcement stafforme. . . . ) U —— o

Chief Building Ol el e T
* cc: Michael Johnson, Planning Director

CermpGiles fr CBO.doe
Rev 2G4
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Supplementary document, Appeal of PMPB20120092: Wise Villa
Winery Community Center MUP

Carol Rubin, representing Save Placer Farmlands
January 22, 2013
Summary:

. The Placer County Planning Department decision of December 20, 2012 to
permit a “Community Center” at Wise Villa Winery must be overturned.

. The Wise Villa Community Center designation contradicts the intent of the Placer
General Plan and Farm zoning.

. This facility will cause a noise and traffic burden for county residents.
. Permitting this Private Event Center as a Community Center establishes a

precedent that will make it virtually impossible to deny other applications, no
matter how inappropriate, and erodes public confidence in the planning process.

. As currently proposed, these event centers do not promote sustainable
agriculture.
. No more Community Centers or Private Event Centers should be permitted until

an adequate code enforcement mechanism is established.

. There is a place for Private Event Centers in Placer County, but there must be
standards set for their location and operation. Encouraging Placer farmers and
businesses to establish co-op event centers can benefit all the parties involved.
Specific recommendations are presented for Private Event Center parameters.

Arguments supporting denial of the Wise Villa Community Center MUP

1. Establishment of a Community Center at the Wise Villa Winery is contrary to the
intent of the Placer County Code and General Plan. The activities the applicant
proposes to conduct at the "Community Center” are those normally conducted by a
restaurant/bar (preparation, serving and consumption of food and drink):

“The applicant is proposing to host groups of up to 50 people four times per week for
agricuitural, vineyard or wineffood pairing educational events, and host larger events (51-100
people) twice par month. The larger avents will also include the promotion of agriculture andfior
wine industry education.

(A



“During wine pairing dinners and farger events, the applicant is proposing to have meals
prepared in the tasting room kitchen, although a caterer may supply food at some events”
[Wise Villa Mitigated Negative Declaration, Project Descripticn]

The atternpt to conduct a restaurant business in zoning where it is prohibited under the
guise of a “Community Center” twists an ineptly worded definition in the County Ccde to
allow a use which any rational person would expect to be forbidden in Farm zoning.
Placer County residents do not purchase or own property in the Farm zone with the
expectation that a restaurant, bar or meeting hall will appear in their neighborhood
because a developer, with the encouragement of county Planning staff, has elected to
cynically misinterpret the code language to serve his own purposes. This sort of
manipulation undermines the intent and purpese of the county code, erodes confidence
in the county planning process, and exacerbates bittermess and mistrust among county
residents and government representatives.

2. The location of the proposed “Community Center” will impose a traffic burden
upon a peaceful rural neighborhood. While Wise Road itself is a rural arterial route, the
feeder routes (Fowler, Garden Bar, and Fruitvale Road) recommended by the
applicant’s own traffic analysis are rural collectors:

“Guests arriving from the west are expected to use Interstate B0 to Sisrra College Bivd to SR
193 to Fowler Road, then turn left onto Fruitvale Road and right anto Garden Bar Road and
Wise Road. Alternatively, guests could take SR 65 or Sierra College Blvd to Lincoln and follow
McCourtnay Road north to Wise Road and drive about 1 mile on Wise Road to the project.
Guests who arrive from the east could be directed to use SR 193 then turn right onto Fowler
Road to reach the site.” [TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR WISE VILLA WINERY USE
PERMIT,PLACER COUNTY, KD Anderson and Associates, Sep 20, 2012, page 5]

Current traffic to the winery is occasional and spread throughout the day. Traffic to the
eighteen events/month proposed by the applicant will be concentrated within the hour
preceding and following the event, creating significant noise, poilution and
inconvenience for residents along the route. Road wear will increase and more sheriff
patrols will be required. These costs will be borne by all Placer County residents to
benefit this private facility.

3. Permitting this “private event center” and other similar for-profit facilities sets a
precedent that makes it almost impossible to control the proliferation of these
operations. Because there are no standards for the siting or operation of “private event
centers,” approval of any one application sets the conditions for approval of subsequent
applications. This problem troubled the Planning Commission during its hearing on this
MUP, with one of the Commissioners turning to Mr. Carson, whose proposal for a for-
profit Community Center had just been denied, and stating “I find it hard to look you in
the eye,” meaning he was having a difficult time approving the Wise Villa application
and denying Mr. Carson's without firm grounds. In fact, as expected, Mr. Carson has
appealed the denial of his MUP, and certainly the basis of the appeal will be the
perceived capriciousness of a process that has no firm guidelines.



4. Permitting “private event centers” in Farm zoning does not, as has been argued,
promote sustainable agriculture. In fact, proliferation of these facilities makes
agricultural operations more difficult for all other rural residents by increasing noise,
pollution, traffic and crime in rural areas. Ms. Fake of Placer County Extension has
argued that these facilities should be permitted because they allow marginal farming
operations additional income to tide them over lean times. To the contrary, Planning
staff have argued that “private event centers” won’t multiply to unmanageable numbers
because the amount of capital required to establish and run one of these operations is
beyond most small landowners. These assertions cannot both be true. None of the
applicants for the current proposed “private event centers” (Wise Villa Winery, Gold Hill
Gardens, and Rock Hill Winery) are in danger of losing their land to foreclosure without
the addition of these facilities. As currently proposed, these private event centers in
agricultural zoning do not enhance sustainability, but in fact destabilize it by making
their neighborhoods less desirable places to live and farm.

5. Current code enforcement is inadequate for event facilities already established in
Placer County. New facilities must not be permitted without adequate redress for
neighboring residents if the operators do not follow the conditions of the MUP. For
example, Dr. Lee proposes a maximum of sixteen small events and two large events
per month at Wise Villa Winery. What recourse do neighbors have if the number of
events or number of guests are exceeded? These events are typically held in the
evening or on weekends when county offices are closed. The sheriff does not enforce
the conditions of the MUP, only code violations. It is unreasonable to expect Placer
residents not only to cope with the disruption these operations cause, but also to police
them.

Suggested Private Event Center Standards and Workable Solutions

Save Placer Farmlands has never contended that there is no place for private event
centers in Placer County. We do believe that these facilities should be well planned
(rather than slid through under the guise of a bogus definition) with standards set for
their location and conditions of operation. Wise Villa Winery and the other two current
applicants are not jeopardized by the denial of “Community Center” MUPs. They are
already able to hold several events per year under the Winery and Temporary Event
ordinances.

We suggest that Placer County establish a task force composed of representatives of all
interested parties to redraft the definitions of “Community Center” and “Private Event
Center” and establish standards for each type of facility. This is not a novel
undertaking. Many jurisdictions are contending with the “event center” issue and good
definitions for “community center” and “private event center’ can be found on the
internet [Attachment 1}. Alameda County has prepared a comparison of California
zoning ordinances regulating wineries [Attachment 2] that is a usefu! source document.



We note one solution that could be acceptable to rural residents, wineries, agricultural
interests and tourism and commerce advocates is the establishment of winery co-ops.
One example (the Old Sugar Mill in Clarksburg, Yolo County; Attachment 3) is an
association of ten wineries that have consolidated their tasting rooms and event center
in a large common facility. This association promotes true sustainability because the
lower capital exposure and pooled continuing expenses means wineries of any size can
participate. The association can afford a larger facility which is more efficiently used
than individual centers. Failure or withdrawal of one member from the association does
not leave an abandoned event center and parking lot, unusabie for future agricultural
purposes, blighting the rural neighborhood.

Placer County should establish standards for these facilities and encourage formation of
co-op event centers by all county growers and merchants, not just wineries. We noted
in our coriginal appeal justification [Attachment 4] that the two well-tolerated and
successful private event centers in western Placer County (Newcastle Wedding
Gardens and The Flower Farm) share some important characteristics that contribute to
their prosperity:

a. They are located on arterial roadways

b. They are located adjacent to parcels zoned “Commercial”
¢. They are located within three miles of the nearest city limits
d. They are located six miles apart.

We suggest that standards for Private Event Centers in Placer County include the
following:

1. Allowed in all zones with the following stipulations.

2. Direct access from a freeway or arterial roadway;

3 Within one half mile of a property currently zoned “Commercial”; and/or within

three miles of the nearest city limits by the shortest route;

Sufficient parking to accommodate an average of two guests per vehicle;

Not permitted within one mile of an ecologically sensitive habitat {e.g., salmon

spawning stream or habitat of a “threatened” or “endangered” species) or a

historically or archeologically significant site (e.qg., cemeteries);

6. Each Community Center or Private Event Center shall be required to contribute
0.5% of gross event revenue to fund a compliance hot line staffed every day
between the hours of 11 am and 10 pm with a county employee empowered to
investigate citizen complaints. The first two substantiated complaints will
generate warnings to the facility operator. Upon the third substantiated claim the
operator must appear before the Planning Commission and justify why the MUP
should not be revoked. Any facility generating substantiated claims in two
consecutive years will automatically have the MUP revoked. Compliance with ali
provisions of the permit (e.g., number of guests, hours of operation, types of
events, numbers of events) will be apply and be enforced. Public service events
(i.e., benefit events for which the facility receives no income) are exempt from the
fee but subject to the enforcement provisions.
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7. If in a Residential or Agricultural zone, the following additional conditions shall

apply: .

a. located no closer than three miles to another Community Center or Private
Event Center,

b. twenty acre minimum lot size;

C. no building or parking area within 1000 feet of a neighboring dwelling;

d. maximum 6000 ft total for all non-residential buildings on site, maximum
height of buildings two stories above ground,

e. no events with more than 200 guests permitted, no more than three
events per week;

f. events must end by 8 p.m;

g. no outdoor amplified sound systems;

h. no outdoor stadiums or amphitheaters (i.e., no outdoor events such as

kart racing or rodeos are permitted). No events of lewd or obscene nature
are permitted (i.e., a strip club).

With these few sensible stiputations, Placer County can protect its rich historical
heritage, productive farmland and rural beauty AND promote agritourism, healthy
economies for foothill communities and sustainable agriculture. We believe that the
conditions outlined above represent a workable solution to the event center issue that
will be acceptable to Planning staff, the Agricultural Commission, county residents, the
Farm Bureau, Chambers of Commerce, PlacerGrown and the Placer Vintners
Association. The Board of Supervisors can demonstrate its commitment to good
planning by promoting cooperation and sensible solutions, providing a forum for all of us
to work together to do what is best for Placer County.

Carol Rubin
Save Placer Farmiands
2079 Country Hill Run

Newcastle, California 85658
saveplacerfarmlands@ymail.com

Attachments
1. Suggested definitions for “Community Center” and “Private Event Center”
2. Alameda County Community Development Agency Planning Department, Survey

of Other Counties’ Winery Regulations

3. Oid Sugar Mill, from www.oldsugarmili.com

4, Reason for Appeal, PMPB20120092, Wise Villa Winery Community Center MUP,
Save Placer Farmlands
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Attachment 1:

Suggested definitions:

“Community Center” ... “a government or nonprofit facility used for recreational, social,
educational, cultural services and activities. Services may be targeted to certain
populations (e.g. youth, seniors) but membership is available to the general public.
Examples of services include tax assistance, fithess training, senior meals, after school
tutoring sessions, food pantries and public assemblies. This use does not include
schools, places of worship, banquet facilities, social or service club, or counseling
services. A community center is different than a neighborhood center, which is a use
that is accessory to a residential development.” [Wyoming MI City Council,
http:/iwww.mlive.comisouthwestadvance/index ssf/2008/1 1/city_council_approves com

munit.htmi]

“Private Event Center” ... “means a building and/or premises used as a customary
meeting or gathering place for personal social engagements or activities, where people
assemble for parties, weddings, wedding receptions, reunions, birthday celebrations,
other business purposes, or similar such uses for profit, in which food and beverages
may be served to guests. This definition shall not include places of worship, as defined
elsewhere in this chapter.” [Section 27-31 Dekalb GA County Municipal Code]
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Attachment 2

ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Survey of Other Counties’ Winery Regulations

County Planning Department staff surveyed eleven other counties in the state to obtain
a sampling of how these jurisdictions regulate wineries. The attached matrix contains
the results of the survey.

Summary of Survey Results:

* Al eleven counties surveyed reguire a use permit for wineries under at least
some circumstances.

= In three of the counties, the type of permit required vares depending on such
factors as parcei size, intensity of use, zoning, and general plan designation.

» In San Diego County, boutique wineries are aflowed by right.
» Ten of the eleven counties surveyed require a use pemit for a tasting room.

+ Restrictions on tasting rooms vary from county o county, but include allowing
them only in conjunction with an on-site commercial winery, limiting their size to a
percentage of the total square footage of the winery buildings, limiting days of
operation, limiting the number of patrons at any given time, and allowing tasting
by appointment only.

+ In San Diego County, a tasting room is aflowed by right if it does not exceed 30
percent of the total square footage of the wine production structure.

+ All eleven counties require use permits for special events. Restrictions on the
number, size, timing, and type of events allowed vary from county to county.
Napa County does not atlow weddings at wineries.

+ Most of the counties address traffic and parking issues through the use permit,

« Butte, €} Dorado, and San Diego Counties have restrictions specific to wineries
on private roads.
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Comparision of County Winery Regulations

A B C ] E F G H
Type of parmit required for Wine tasting rooms Typs of permit required for Distinction betwaen Speclal Events Parnit Trafflc maasures Noise standards
winery altowed? wins tasting room, diffarsnt spacisl events In
zontng ordinance
Agency _

Bustte County ALIP, Minor Lise Permit, or UP |, Himited to Hwee days & [On a case-by-cass basis ) Y, sy Spaciel Event requires 8 |Based on AUP, Nenor Use Pemil |Based on Nolse Org.
dependng on the size and woek. tased on ths type of winery Minor Uss Parmit for the first or UP concditiona,
Intensity of tha proposal. ALP oparabion and wing tagling event and an AUP for sach
required for winesry when room proposal, aubsoguent avenl. No Spedal
access I8 only via a private Events are parmitiacd on Orchard
road. The winary shall pay 3 of Fledd Grop designetad in the
fadc share towards a privats Ganeral Plan. No more than 12
oad, Special Events are panmitied par

yoar wilh a4 mmdmum of 12 howuns
por day. No more than 200 peapla
pef svent at aryy ona time.

El Durado County Dapends on toning, GP Y . up No Y, must apply al least 60 days Winery and wine tasling room 1fthe winary is localed on a
designation, parce! size, and ) prior 1o event. Maimum of 250 {access driveway must connect I |privats road with accass to
commercial vineyarg perscns, Prometional avanis = 24 |a public road. If the witery Is open | the public, appeoval must bay
production (5 acre minimum), tevenls par calendar yr nd max. 1o public is localed on a private  |granted from the Develop.

of 260 persons not to axceed romd within an A district, an AUP | Services., Direcior, followlng
three consacutive days. UP or must be appeoved. Applicantis  [the recommendation of the
Minos Use Permit when raqulred o 2 falr share for road  [Ag. Commission. No
datarmined by the Ag maintenance, A road ouidoor amplified music
Commissioner. Temporary Use | maintanance entity or agreement |permnitted,

Permil = Thess svents psr for those on private reads.

catendar yr, not to exceed 1 per

month. Not {0 fast more than thiee:

consacutive days and ne more

than 250 pergons. Weddings

require Spacial events permit, No

outdoor amplified music

permitted, .

Montersy County UP, possible Initial Study Y, in A district and in certain{UP in A district and some Not yat. Presently under Y, UP improvements as UP conditions off Nolse set at proparty Une

commerciel districts/ commerciat disiricts consideration, approval, such ag drivevay land tima of day. This 18 on

jencroachment improvements,
providing a commercial driveway,
elc.

Btc...

a case Dy case basis based
on slze of property, fadlity
location, zoning district,
proximity 10 sensitive
receptors,, topography,

Base on Noige Ord.
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Comparislon of County Winery Regulations

nght if located on public road.
Ctherwise, UP required,
pogtible Initial Study

commercial winery
processing. Pre-packaged
food requirng no
refrigeration i& pemitted
o can ta be ealon on
premise. Mo food
preparation s allowed at
winesy, but catersd food
sanvice l& permitted at
Markefing Events.

footega of the wine production
siruchure.

excoed 30% of the total square year and reguirsd o end by

suhsal.

ag woddings) are not pitowed
inside or utside Lha winary.
Outdaor sating aress are lmited
0 sccommodats A maximum 5
tabies for seating of 10 paople.
Vahicle with a capacity in excass
of 12 pasaangens are not aliowed.
Signege Is iimlted 10 12 sq. fl. on-
she,

Parking Requirements In Section
6778, Ag., industrial, and ‘
Whedasals Storage. The onr-gile
drivewery 8nct paridng araa shall
be surfaced with Chip Seal, gravel
of an alternative surfacing
malarial appropriabe for lowes
traffic leveis.

A B [o] 8] E F G H
Napa County WP, possible initlad Study (must) Y, only with winery. UP, only permitted with winery, [ Yes, no weddings aliowed, 1Y, Spediat Eventa Peritit, No Traffic count sonducted for Based on Noisa Ord,
be at lsast 10 acres). By appt. ondy, except more han § svends/yr up to 309 |winanes, Shutttes sarvice to off-
prandiatheced in winarles. persons. 3 eventsiyr for 2400 she parking when aufficent
lpersons. parking ta nol avaliable on-sile for
spacial everts. Promotional event|
parking = 1 space per 2.5
parsons.
Placer County Minor Usa Parmil in A district 1Y CUP, MUP and AUP. Permit  [No, but type of planpning ¥, max. § evantefyr. No special | Case by case basle for traffic Hased an Noise Ord.
{minimum zize ks 4.5 acres). type depends on the zoning application required event shall axcead two days. modifications depending on
district. depends on Iorkng. propass| and road conciions.
Tomporary off-site pardng is
. pamitied for special avents.
Riverside Cournty U2, possible inftiat Study Y, only with on-she UP In GV {Citrus/Vinayard) UP Specia] avents facility 1Y, Temp, Ouldnor Event. 3378 |As per UP eonditions. Based on Neise Ord.
commerctal vineyard at district. requine on-site commercial |fes, CEQA axampt.
lsast 10 acres, Al leasi 75% vineyard atjeasi 10 acres,
of the nat lol must to be
planted with vineyards prior
to building permit issuance.
San Diego County Boutique Wineries for packing |Y, one wine tasting/retail  [The tasting/retall room is Y. a maximum of 4 winety [Y, Spedial Event Parmit, anfi'ﬁa Patidng will comply with the Based on holse Ord.
and processing are afowed by [room ls parmitied, exceot  [aliowad by right if it does not  |events are pernittad per  music and public gatherings (such
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Comparision of County Winery Repulations

A B D E F G H
Santa Barbars County |UP, poasible el Study, ¥ UP. ficor area of the winery |1, wineriss and Guitoor |, Spacial Events Pemmil 1ha  |/As par conditon of aperovel. Based o Noise O,
Devolopmoent standards differ shat! not excead 400 aq, ft or  (entertainment {camival, number of speclal winary events Ampiified muslc associated
betwean INand and coentiai 10% of the winary crafts fair, ele..) avents vary on the size of winary and with spachal svents ahalt not
AreAs. davalopment struchures locatedtdiffer in the pleaning parmit |production capacity Smaker axcaed 55 dba at the winery
on the premises, whichever is |required. winakes am akowed 4 svents per axdacior boundmry. Tha dha
{greater. Tasting rooma are year and attendance not ko level can be contasied by
grented for winades that excaed 150 alendses. Up 1o 8 depariment review for
produce less than 20,000 apecial winery events are specinl events depending
CASSS DOr yaer. pevmittad for larger winertes. The on the size of the winary
[mamber of special avents 00 and sunounding
winery premises can exceed 12 envimnmant.
por year ahd attendance for sach
event may axoeed 200 perschs
'with & CUP under Ter |l
i(deveiopmant plan under the
Flanning Gornmissicn) on & case
by case baals bafore ha Planning
Commission. CUP process can
grant eventa over the allowed
anvual maximen to up o 40
. daye.
9
Santa Cruz County Depends on zoning. GP A4 AUF, by appt. onfy with a Jimit [No Y. Spacial Events Pamii required.| As per UR conditions. Ouisite operaling hourg
ldemignation, parcel size, ard of 12 persons max. al one timiied to 7a.m -7 pam,
commercial vineyerd Bma. UP, public heanngs by except during harvest
production, Levels: ASP. CUP Zoning Administralor of seas0n. Use Pernil nolss
(hearing befora the Zoning Planning Commission batad lavests. Max, nolse atandue:d
Administration and more on project proposal 0N B casa of 65 dte for 8 cumulative
intenslve process requiring by case basis. period of 15 minutes in an
Pranming Commission hearng). bl Up to 80 doy fora
asndative period of 5
minytes In an hour, A max
roise kevel of 100 dba.
These lavals shall ba
tethuced by 19 dba batween
10p.m. - 7 am. Leveis can
potentlally be increased witht
CUP,
10
Sonoma Coudy P Y UP, depending on 2oming. Doeser't differentiate Y, Uk Measures and conditona of Based on Naise Ord.
ARawed wio winary. between what typre of approval are detaanined through
apedial events require a the UP process, Complaints of
permil, but have a critorla weokend traffic, but they do aot
whether one is necessary or| axkoead the LOS standards in rural
11 not. areas.
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A C 3] E F G H

Tan Luls Obispo 0P Y, MUP Inmostzoning  JAUP o, but specific crilena for 1Y, MUP and CUP required. A8 par UP condidons. Tha mai | Bated on Noisa G,

County districts, CUP, in others. rwirrery Special Events drivewsy b winery with public Oudoor amphified music is
Must be within 200 ft. from exists, 20 gores minimum tours, wine tasling room or spacial jonly parmitied batwean the
the winery faciites. This {can apply for a MUP 10 ovents must ba jocated wilhin 008 {howrs of 10 am. - 5 pm.
required can be watved if required jot size). Limited to mile of an arteral or cobectar, and net 1 excesd 84 Db,
exemptions can be proven, 40 days per year. Wi Lse
Legally constructad Parmit or Concitions! Ugs
sructures budit befors 1930 Permi regulred for svents
can be motified with an with 50 oF mote persons.
AUP, Only + tasting room Mino: Use Permit allows for
pex winery, even for up ta 60 persons for a
twinaries on i same site maxmum af & events per
that share production catendar year, CUF
faclfies, requined for events over 80

ipersons for & max. of 6

special evanis per calendar
yaar. Appécations must ba
submitted at least 120 days
prior to the avent. Flnos wall
e appled for those without
County approval.




Old Sugar Mill - Eight Wineries, One Location - Clarksburg, California
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0Old Sugar Mill | Clarksburg, California

The wineries at the Old Sugar Mill, in Clarksburg, California, are a bridge to the rich agricultural heritage of the region, whose <
vineyards are staking their elaim alongside the great wine growing regions of the world.

The Old Sugar Mill is home to a unique community of eight California wineries and their signature wines: Todd Taylor Wines, Three

Wine Company, Merk Family Vineyards and Rendez-vous, Heringer Estates, Clarkshurg Wine Company,Elevation Ten, and the
Carvalho Family Wines. The majority of the vineyards are located in the Clarksburg AVA (American Viticulture Area), where
vineyards share the same morning fog and cool breezes from the San Francisco Bay that shape the growing seasons in the vineyards

of Napa and Sonoma.
Eight Winenes | One Location

The Old Sugar Mill is Jocated in the historic town of Clarksburg, fifieen minutes
southwest of the Capitol building in Sacramento.

Come and discover for yoursel, the wines and wineries of the Old Sugar Mill.

Now open seven days a week

0ld Sugar Mill: Location

0Old Sugar Mill
35265 Willow Avenune
Clarksburg, CA 95612

0ld Sugar Mill: Mailing Address

0ld Sugar Mill
Post Office Box 123
Clarksburg, CA 95612

t: 916 744-1615
f: 916.7744.1866

email: info@oldsugarmill.com
Wedding & Event Information
Weddin, vent Inf ion

Facility Rentals

Tasting Room Hours

Holiday hours:
We are open Christmas Eve 11am to 5pm, closed Christmas D.
and back at it on the day after Christmas 11am-5pm.

‘We are open New Year's Eve 11am -5prm, closed New Year's I
and back at it on the day after New Year’s 11am-5pm.

Individual winery hours may vary
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REASON FOR APPEAL, PMPB20120092, WISE VILLA
WINERY COMMUNITY CENTER MUP

A Community Center is not a restaurant, a bar, or a meeting hall.

community center: Noun

A place where people from a particular community can meet for social, educational, or
recreational activities. [www.merriam-webster.com]

As shown above, a “Community Center” serves a local community; indeed the example
of a grange hall given in the Placer Code definition indicates that this is the intended
meaning. The “Event Center” being proposed by Dr Lee at Wise Villa Winery will not
serve his neighbors (the “local community™), but transient guests who will travel various
distances and then pay to eat meals and drink wine on the premises. The purpose Dr
Lee intends for his facility fits the definition of a restaurant/bar:

restaurant. Noun
A business establishment where meals or refreshments may be purchased.
[www.mernam-webster.comj

“Restaurants and bars” (land use) means restaurants, bars and other establishments
selling prepared foods and drinks for on-premise consumption, as well as facilities for
dancing and other entertainment that are secondary and subordinate to the principal
use of the establishment as an eating and drinking place... .[Placer County Code, sec
17.04.030, “Definitions’]

Restaurants and bars are non-allowed uses in Farm zoning. Calling this facility a
*Community Center” to evade this proscription sets a dangerous precedent, undermines
Placer Zoning standards and erodes the respect of Placer citizens for the planning
process.

Michael Johnson, Director of Planning, in his memorandum of June 21, 2012 has
acknowledged that the Wise Villa “Community Center’ and two other proposed facilities
are not really “Community Centers” but “Private Event Centers:”

As County staff has discussed at length, the term “Community Center” conjures images of public
buildings that allow for public gatherings, yet this is the only definition in the Zoning Code that
addresses such uses. In reality, what is being proposed at Wise Villa Winery, Rock Hill Winery and
Gold Hill Gardens are private event centers, in conjunction with agricultural activities on the property,
where the facilities are available for rent by private individuals or groups. Unfortunately, the Zoning
Code does not include such a definition, which continues to lead to the mischaracterization of the
proposed uses as being “community” oriented.
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However, rather than holding applications for these mischaracterized facilities in
abeyance until the code definitions can be corrected and-standards written, the decision
has been made at some level in Placer County administration to persist in pretending
these facilities are public, community service establishments.

Because there are no objective criteria for assessing a “Community Center” application,
approval of the Wise Villa “Community Center” MUP sets a dangerous precedent for
other uses. If Dr. Lee is successful in having his eating and drinking establishment
approved as a “Community Center,” what grounds would the county have for denying
an IHOP restaurant application to be a Community Center, and opening a dining
establishment in Farm or any Residential zone? Indeed, many uses, such as poo! hall,
card room (“recreation”) or nightclub (“An establishment for nighttime entertainment,
typically serving drinks and offering music, dancing, etc.”), fit the vague “Community
Center” definition currently in the zoning code. Once one non-standard use has been
permitted, on what grounds will these applications be denied? The lack of tight
definitions and objective criteria for the suitability of “Community Center” applications
means that it will be difficult to stop even patently undesirable applications.

The establishment of these entertainment venues in Farm Zoning is contrary to the
intent of the Piacer County General Plan and Placer County Zoning Codes, which state:

General Pian: AGRICULTURAL LAND USE

Policies:

Goal 1 H:

1H.1 The County shall maintain agriculiurally-designated areas for agricuttural uses
and direct urban uses to designated urban ... areas....”

Zoning Code: 17.10.010 Farm (F)

A. Purpose and Intent. The purpose of the Famm (F) zone is to provide areas for the
conduct of commercial agricultural operations that can also accommodate necessary
services to support agricultural uses, together with residential land uses at low population
densities.

An Event Center is not an “agricultural use,” even if it is coincidentally associated with a
property zoned for agricuitural use. No crop is grown, managed or harvested by the
existence of an Event Center. The only association with agriculture at the Wise Vilia
Event Center is potential consumption of a crop, which also occurs at restaurants. By
their ephemeral nature attracting a transient clientele, Event Centers in fact destabilize
agricultural areas and, because of their inevitable negative effects on water supplies,
drainage, air quality, noise and traffic, actually are harmful to agricultural activities.

77



Our concerns are not migsplaced or overblown, as has been suggested by county
Planning staff. Two MACs (Meadow Vista and WAC*) and the Placer Agricultural
Commission have expressed similar misgivings about the inappropriatety broad
latitude of the current “Community Center” definition and the iack of standards
for these types of facilities. Rural Lincoin MAC is planning a forum on this topic
for early next year. During the discussion of the Wise Villa application, Planning
Commission members expressed significant reservations about the vague,
inappropriate definition, the lack of guidelines for assessing the merits of these
applications, and the troubling precedent granting approvat of the Wise Villa MUP
would set.

An additional drawback to the lack of objective criteria for distinguishing
atlowed/nonallowed “Community Centers” is the time-consuming, expensive and
wastefu! process for all parties that results. Without a set of objective criteria for judging
the merits of these applications, Planning staff applies undisclosed standards
nonuniformly. All applications are accepted (Ms Carnahan has stated that to her
knowledge no application for a “Community Center” MUP has been rejected by
Planning), some minor medifications may be made, a CEQA analysis is prepared, and
the application, no matter how inappropriate for the neighborhood, or how outrageous
the approved uses are to nearby residents, goes to the Planning Commission. in
addition to being extraordinarily wasteful of time and expense for all parties, this
process generates enormous mutual animosity among the applicant, the affected
citizens and Planning staff. A potential applicant should be able to consuilt a set of basic
standards for these types of facilities; if he cannot meet those standards he will know
not to waste his time and money applying for an MUP. Placer citizens (both in Farm
and Residential zones, where “Community Centers” are permitted uses) need
assurances that the intent of Farm and Residential zoning will be upheld and that they
will not end up living next door to de facto restaurants and dance halls.

Planning Staff have asserted at the MAC meetings and the Planning Commission
hearings on “Community Center” MUPs that the two existing facilities of this type in
western Placer County, The Flower Farm {Loomis) and Newcastie Wedding Gardens
{(Newcastle) are well-tolerated in their neighborhoods. These facilities have four
attributes that are key to their successfut integration into the surrounding communities:

They are located on arterial roadways

They are located adjacent to parcels zoned “Commercial’
They are located within three miles of the nearest city limits
They are located six miles apart.
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We propose that these four characteristics would form a good foundation for
establishing standards for future private Event Centers., =

Save Piacer Farmlands has never advocated for a prohibition of “Event Centers.” We
seek reasonable solutions that wiil promote Placer County agriculture and tourism, but

niot at the expense of the rest of the County residents. To this end, we request that the
Board of Supervisors:

OVERTURN the Planning commission decision of December 20, 2012 that granted
Wise Villa Winery a two-year MUP to operate a “Community Center.”

HOLD all further for-profit “Community Center” applications until suitable definitions and
standards can be written.

CLARIFY what activities constitute “support” of agriculture or are “agriculturally related”
in determining appropriate farm zone uses (e.g., can a cattle rancher propose an Event
Center that will host rodeos as “supporting” his cattle operation?)

ESTABLISH a task force with representatives of all interested parties to redraft the
definitions in the county code and set separate standards for Community Centers and
Private Event Centers.

Thank you. Additional material to support this appeal will be forthcoming in the thirty
day allotted time.
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Carol Rubin

Save Placer Farmlands

2079 Country Hill Run
Newcastle, CA 95658
saveplacerfarmlands@ymail.com

*  would like to acknowledge and thank Deputy Director Thompson of Planning
Services for his assistance in presenting this issue to the MACs
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 AMY j. BRICKER

T: 415 552.7272 F: 415 552-5816 Attorney

www.smwlaw.com bricker@smwlaw.com
January 25, 2013

Hon. Members of the Placer County
Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re:  Appeal of Planning Commission Approval PMPB 20120092
Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:

This firm represents the Public Interest Coalition (“PIC”) and the Sierra
Club Placer Group (“Sierra Club™) and provides comments in support of our clients’
appeal of Approval PMPB 20120092 (“Approval™) for the Wise Villa Winery. By this
appeal, our clients seek 10 overturn the Planning Commission’s decision to grant approval
of a Minor Use Permit (“MUP” or *Project™) to enable the existing winery to function as
a “Community Center”. As set forth below, the County’s Community Center zoning
designation is inappropriate for the private commercial events proposed by this Project.
Therefore, this MUP should not be approved until the Community Center land-use
designation can be more clearly defined and the County establishes clear guidance
requiring this and other similar projects to undergo environmental review in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources code sections 21000 et
seq. (“CEQA®).

As explained in more detail below, the County’s Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the Project is wholly insufficient because it fails to
adequately analyze many of the potential environmental impacts of approving the MUP.
Thus, the Approval is in violation of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, § 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines™). In addition, the findings
made by the Planning Commission for the MUP are not supported by substantial
evidence.

The MND fails to provide an adequate analysis of potentially significant
project and cumulative impacts that may result from the proposed MUP, particularly with
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respecet to agricultural lands, water supply and quality, wildfire hazard risks, and
greenhouse gas emissions. In some instances, the MND curtails its impacts analysis
before engaging in sufficient fact-finding, deferring important inquiries until after Project
approval; in other instances, the MND summarily concludes that a less than significant
impact will result despite facts to the contrary and a lack of analysis. As aresult of this
inadequate impacts analysis, the MND fails to identify and analyze feasible and effective
mitigation measures capable of minimizing these significant environmental impacts.

Finally, thc MND entirely ignores the Project’s cumulative and growth
inducing impacts, despite undisputed evidence that the Project, in combination with other
pending and planned operations in the area, will significantly impact valuable
environmental resources. All of these deficiencies support one conclusion: an
environmental impact report (“EIR™) must be prepared for this Project before the County
can consider whether to approve it.

L. CEQA’s Low Threshold Requiring 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 proposed project. The Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento
(2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928. An EIR is required whenever substantial evidence in
the administrative record supports a “fair argument” that significant impacts may occur,
even if other substantial evidence supports the opposite conclusion. (Guidelines §§
15064(a)(1), (£)(1) {[cmphasis added]). An impact need not be momentous or of a long
enduring nature; the word “significant” “covers a spectrum ranging from ‘not trivial’
through ‘appreciable’ to ‘important’ and even ‘momentous.”” Ne Oil, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 83 n. 16. The fair argument test expresscs “a preference for
rcsolving doubts in favor of environmental review.” Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v.
County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 151.

Iurther, 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 plausibility to a wider range of inferences.” Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino
(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 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 environment, the
agency “must treat the effect as significant” and prepare an EIR. Guidelines § 15064(g);
City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 245,

SHUTE, MITIALY
U7 -WEINBERGER N

g1



Board of Supervisors
January 25, 2013
Page 3

II.  The County’s Mitigated Negative Declaration Violates CEQA.

The MND’s analysis of environmental impacts fails to provide the
necessary facts and analysis to allow the County and the public to make an informed
decision. Without such detail, the MND is deficient under CEQA. The role of the
environmental document is to make manifest a fundamental goal of CEQA: to “inform
the public and responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their decision
before they are made.” See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'nv. Regents of University
of California (1988) 6 Cal.4th 1123. To do this, an environmental document must
contain facts and analysis, not merely bare conclusions. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 568. Any conclusion regarding the
significance of an environmental impact not based on analysis of the relevant facts fails
to achieve CEQA’s informational goal.

As set forth below, the MND is riddled with conclusory statements
regarding environmental impacts, unsupported by facts and necessary analysis.
Furthermore, the MND attempts to defer analysis of environmental impacts to a later
date. As discussed below, and noted above, such deferral is not an option. CEQA
mandates that environmental impacts be identified and analyzed in the environmental
review stage, not at a later date. See Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202
Cal.App.3d 296 (holding that a negative declaration was invalid where a county approved
a project while postponing the resolution of uncertainties regarding environmental
impacts to a later date).

A, The MND Fails to Adequately Analyze the Proposed
Project’s Impacts on Agricultural Lands.

Pursuant to CEQA, the Project will have significant impacts on the environment if
it convert[s] Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. The Project site is comprised of important
farmland on state and local levels. MND at 5. The MND itself states that “the project
site consists of 3.4 acres of Farmland of Statcwide Importance, 11.1 actes of Unique
Farmland, and an unidentified amount of acreage of Farmland of Local Importance.” Id.
Thus, the majority of the site is compriscd of important farmland. The proposed Project
would unquestionably facilitate development of non-agricultural, commercial uses in a
rural area and may set a precedent for conversion of agricultural land to commercial uses
county-wide.

The MND nevertheless fails to analyze the impacts to agricultural lands in
any detail. The discussion of impacts is perfunctory and conclusory. Id. The MND

SHUTE, MIHALY
O -WEINBERGER Dy

5L



Board of Supervisors
January 28, 2013
Page 4

concludes that impacts to agricultural lands would be less than significant because the
project does not propose a reduction in the amount of existing vineyard production on the
property. However, this superficial analysis fails to consider the Project’s resulting loss
of arable soils to pavement and non-agricultural uses.

Further, as discussed below (infra, Part E), the MND fails to consider the
cumulative effect of granting multiple MUPs to wineries and other farmlands County-
wide. ‘The precedent set by the issuance of this MUP, and others like it, would
discourage continued investment in agriculture through the domino effect and introduce
incompatible uses and the conflicts they create. These potential impacts are far from
speculative. Just in the past year, the County has had at least two such permit
applications come before it aside from Wise Villa, including the Gold Hills Garden
Project and the Rockhill Estates Project. See descriptions of these proposed projects
attached as Exhibit A. Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that other wineries and
properties zoned Residential/Agricultural or Farm in the County will follow suit and
pursue similar projects. Planning Commissioner Ken Denio aplly expressed grave
concerns regarding this MUP at the December 20, 2012 hearing, stating that: “There’s
just so much gray area....I can almost guarantee you that if we approve this one, that
every winery in Placer County is going to come in, and they’re going to want the same
thing.” Planning Commissioner Gerry Brentnall expressed similar reservations stating
“...we could be besieged with these things...” and called for objective standards for
Community Center uses. Without an analysis of the effects this MUP is likely to have on
adjacent and area farmlands, the MND does not provide a sufficient evaluation of impacts
to agricultural resources. Likewise, the MND fails to adequately mitigate these impacts.

B. The MND Fails to Adequately Analyzé Impacts to Water
Quality.

~ The MND acknowledges that the Project has the potential to degrade water
quality both during construction and opcration phases. MND at 14. Instead of providing
facts or analysis to show that the potential impacts identified will be reduced to
insignificance, the MND defers analysis and provides only unsupported conclusions. For
example, the MND states that implementation of the Project would result in paving of the
private roadway and overflow parking area, thus increasing impervious surfaces. MND
at 1. The MND further concedes that “the proposed urban-type development has the
potential to result in the generation of new dry-weather runoff containing said pollutants
(described as sediment, nutricnts, oils/greases, etc.) and also has the potential to increase
the concentration and/or total load of said pollutants in wet weathet stormwater runoff.”
MND at 14. Yet, the analysis is silent as to the extent and severity of the potential
impact. An environmental document must provide information about the magnitude and
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type of environmental impacts; it may not, as this MND does, simply speculate that there
may be impacts and hope for the best. See Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County
of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App. 4th 182, 196-97. Deferring this analysis clearly
violates the core purpose of CEQA: to identify the environmental impacts of a project
before approving it. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149
Cal.App.4th 645, 684-85.

The MND does propose that it will mitigate all water qualily impacts
through undefined “Best Management Practices.” But once more, this mitigation is
entirely insufficient. The proposed mitigation measures for water qualily impacts are
entirely generic, failing to identify specific mechanisms that would be employed to
protect water quality and making no r¢ference to the actual conditions on the ground at
the Project site. It is apparent that no thought has been given to the question of what
measures would work best for reducing water quality impacts on the Project site. There
are no performance standards or monitoring programs to ensure that mitigation measures
will work, nor any contingency plan in case they do not. Postponing identification of
specific mitigation measures is unlawful. Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202
Cal. App. 3d 296. Furthermore, the MND relies on compliance with existing law and
other agencies’ permitting procedures to mitigate the Project’s impacts; the document
provides no performance standards to ensure that other agencies’ procedures will in fact
reduce the Project’s water quality impacts to a less than significant level. MND at 14 and
15. This approach is not adequate under CEQA.

A conclusion that a measure will effectively mitigate an impact must be
supported by substantial evidence. Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal. App. 4th
1099, 1115-18; see also San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San
Francisco (1984) 151 Cal. App. 3d 61, 79 (measures must not be so vague that it is
impossible to gauge their effectivencss). The MND must further analyze how adopting
mitigation measures at the Project site will reduce Project impacts below a level of
significance. It is not enough for the County 10 assume that generic best management
practices will actually reduce water quality and hydrology impacts to an insignificant
level. In the absence of substantial evidence, the measures identified here are plainly
inadequate.

In short, the MND fails to provide any support for its conclusion that the
Project’s impacts on water quality would be less than significant. To the contrary, there
is a fair argument that the Project’s water quality impacts would be potentially
significant. Therefore, an EIR must be prepared to analyze these impacts. A revised
document must provide a thorough analysis of these potential impacts.
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C. The MND Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s
Impacts on Groundwater Supply and Quality. '

The IS/MND’s analysis of impacts to water supply and water quality is
flawed. First, the IS/MND fails to analyze impacts to existing wells and groundwater
users. Despite the Project’s intent to employ already scarce groundwater for use in
private event centers, the [IS/MND fails to include any information on existing wells and
fails to analyze the environmental impact the Project’s increased water usage might
cause.

Furthermore, impacts to water quality have not been adequately addressed.
Although the Project would result in having impacts to groundwater resulting from the
use of an on-site septic system, the MND fails to adequately analyze these impacts.
MND at 8-9. The MND assumes that simply because the Project is proposed to meet
existing regulatory standards for septic systems, it will not have a significant
environmental impact. This is not the standard under CEQA. In fact, such an
interpretation of CEQA was specifically rejected in Communities for a Better
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 112-113,
where the court held that such a reliance on regulatory standards violates the fair
argument test of CEQA. Moreover, it is well-known that septic system failures can lead
to contamination of both ground- and surface waters. See generally, Exhibit C (Ground
Water Monitoring and Assessment Program, Effects of Septic Systems on Ground Water
Quality - Baxter, Minnesota) and Exhibit B (Lee et al, Septic System Failure, Purdue
University Extension.) Thus, where, as here, substantial evidence supports a fair
argument that the Project’s septic system will cause significant impacts to groundwater,
the MND must examine those impacts fully and cannot rely on the Project’s compliance
with regulatory standards alone to mitigate the impacts.

D. The MND Fails to Adequately Analyze the Proposed
Project’s Inconsistency with Applicable Land Use Plans
and Regulations.

Under CEQA, an impact is significant if it “[c]onflict[s] with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project . . . adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.”
(CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Part [X). A project cannot be found consistent with a
general plan if it conflicts with a general plan policy that is “fundamental, mandatory, and
clear,” regardless of whether it is consistent with other general plan policies. - .
(Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App. 4th 777, 782-83;
Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. Board of Supervisors(1998) 62
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Cal. App. 4th 1336). Even if there is no direct conflict, an ordinance or development
project may not be approved if it interferes with or frustrates the general plan’s policies
and objectives. Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. County of Napa (2001) 91 Cal. App.
4th 342,378-79 ; see also Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek (1990)
52 Cal. 3d 553, 544 [zoning ordinance restricting development conflicted with growth-
oriented policies of general plan).)

(a)  The Project is Inconsistent with County Policies
Protecting Agriculture and Scenic Resources.

The Placer County General Plan contains the preeminent, foundational
planning policies adopted by the County, and “provides an overall framework for
development of the county and protection of its natural and cultural resources.” (Gengeral
Plan at 5.} Accordingly, because these policies are meant to guide land development and
conservation in the County, development proposals must be consistent with General Plan
goals, policies, and standards.

Here, the Wise Villa Winery MUP Project conflicts with several core
provisions of the General Plan as well as with the County’s Zoning Code. For example,
the General Plan sets forth clear goals, policies and mandates to protect agricultural lands
from intrusion by nonagricultural uses and other uses that do not directly support the
economic viability of agriculture. (General Plan at Section 7, page 122.) Similarly, the
Zoning Code includes provisions to conserve agricultural land uses and to accommodate
necessary services to support those uses. (Zoning Code at 17.10.010.)

Nevertheless, the MND concludes that the Project is consistent with the
General Plan and Zoning Code and that it would not result in any economic or social
changes that could result in adverse environmental impacts. MND at [6, The MND fails
to provide any evidence to support this conclusion. As explained above, when
agricultural land is converted to non-agricultural uses—especially if these uses result in
environmental degradation, as does the proposed Project-—it facilitates adjacent owners
of agricultural lands to take their land out of production. The MND fails to identify or
analyze these indirect impacts to agricultural resources and provides no evidence that this
Project along with other similar projects will not result in cumulative indirect impacts to
agricultural Jands in the vicinity. The County has an obligation to analyze the potential
for this project to induce conversions on other agricultural lands in a revised document.

In another example, the MND acknowledges that the Project is inconsistent
with County standards for sight distance. MND at 21. According to the analysis
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provided, the Project fails to meet the County’s minimum standards for site distance
when looking west from the site, /d. The MND even identifies a measure that would
address this impact (“Increasing the sight distance would require relocating a utility pole
located at the edge of the cut bank”), yet the MND fails to include the measure as
mitigation. /d. Nonetheless, the MND erroneously concludes that the Project will not
conflict with any existing plans or policies. Again, the MND ignores this inconsistency.

An environmental document cannot rest on unsupported conclusions; it
must provide facts and analysis. (Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at pp.306-307; Oro Fino
Gold Mining Corporation v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 8§72, 885). The
MND’s sparse evaluation of consistency with the General Plan and the Zoning Code fails
to meet this standard, as it provides inadequate analysis of specific policies that apply to
the Project. Furthermore, while the MND’s analysis briefly describes the land usc
designation and zoning applicable to the site, it simply ignores the Project’s inconsistency
with numerous other applicable policies (including but not limited to: 1.H.1, 1.H.2, 7.A.1,
7.A.3, and 7.A.10.) and provisions of both the General Plan and Zoning Code. This
omission renders the MND incomplete and inadequate under CEQA. A revised analysis,
in an EIR, must include a complete listing of all applicable policies and regulations, and
an analysis of the Project consistency with each provision.

(b)  The Project is Inconsistent With the “Community Center”
Designation.

The Project site is designated as Agricultural/Timberland in the County’s
General Plan and is zoned Farm District (F), which the zoning code specifies is to
“nrovide areas for the conduct of commercial agricultural operations that can also
accommodate necessary services to support agricultural uses, together with residential
land uses at low population densities.” Placer County Zoning Ordinance §17.10.010;
emphasis added. The purpose of this zoning district is clearly to allow activities that are
directly related to and necessary to agricultural activities. The Project’s proposed uses are
neither. While the zoning code conditionally permits Community Centers as a use within
the Farm District, it is clear that the zoning code did notl contemplate private commercial
event centers as part of this use.

The County’s Planning Director, Michael Johnson, acknowledged that the
term “Community Center” implies “public buildings that allow for public gatherings”.
Memorandum from M. Johnson to Placer County Planning Commission dated June 12,
2012 at 1 attached as Exhibit D. Webster’s dictionary defines Community Center as “a
building or group of buildings for a community's educational and recreational activities”.
See http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/community%20center. The definition
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of a *Community Center” in the zoning code similarly was clearly designed to
accommodate grange halls and other similar public service facilities. Placer County
Zoning Ordinance §17.04.030.

In the current case, the Wise Viila Winery (and other applications before
the County requesting “Community Center” use), a commercial, {for-profit business
winery located in a rural area of the County, is requesting an MUP to function as a
“Community Center”. The uses proposed by the Wise Villa do not fit the description of a
“Community Center” but rather resemble the uses of “restaurants/bars” and
“theaters/meeting halls.” Id. The Planning Director himself acknow!edges that the
facilities proposed by these establishments are not true “Community Centers” but
“private event centers” that “are available for rent by private individuals and groups.”
ExhibitD at 1.

The Planning Director further states that processing the proposed uses at
Wise Villa and other wineries as “Community Center” is a “mischaracterization.” PIC
and the Sierra Club agree. However, instead of taking the required course of denying the
proposed Project on the basis that it does not comport with the conditionally allowed use,
the Planning Commission has approved this and other similar applications, improperly
finding that the wineries’ commercial uses qualify as a “Community Center.” At the
same time, the MND has failed to recognize or analyze this inconsistency,

In sum, the County must prepare an EIR that fully analyzes the Project’s
potential to conflict with all applicable land use policies and standards, including but not
limited to those referenced above.

E. The MND Fails to Provide Any Analysis of the Project’s
Potentially Significant Cumulative Impacts.

CEQA requires lead agencies to disclose and analyze a project’s
*cumulative impacts,” defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” (Guidelines § 15355.) Cumulative impacts may result from a
number of separate projects, and occur when “results from the incremental impact of the
project [are] added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects,” even if each project contributes only “individually minor”
environmental effects. (Guidelines §§ 15355(a)-(b).} A lead agency must prepare an
EIR if a project’s possible impacts, though “individually limited,” prove “cumulatively
considerable.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b); Guidelines § 15064(3).)
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Extensive case authority highlights the importance of a thorough
cumulative impacts analysis. In San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. Metropolitan
Water Dist. of Southern Cal. (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 382, 386, 399, for example, the court
invalidated a negative declaration and required an EIR be prepared for the adoption of a
habitat conservation plan and natural community conservation plan. The court
specifically held that the negative declaration’s “summary discussion of cumulative
impacts is inadequate,” and that “it is at least potentially possible that there will be
incremental impacts. . . that will have a cumulative effect.” See also Kings County Farm
Bureau, 221 Cal.App.3d at 728-729 (EIR’s treatment of cumulative impacts on water
resources was inadequate where the document contained “no list of the projects
considered, no information regarding their expected impacts on groundwater resources
and no analysis of the cumulative impacts™.).

In contravention of the above authorities, the MND provides little to no
discussion of the Project’s cumulative impacts, but simply concludes that they are Icss
than significant. MND at 23. The MND thus completely ignores the cumulative effects
of recent development approvals and potential future approvals in the County.
Specifically, as previously discussed, the County recently considered the Gold Hill
Gardens MUP for “Community Center” uses and has also had a request from Rock Hill
Winery for the same permit. The County also recently approved the “Orchard at Penryn”
project, which includes construction of 150 units of housing. In addition, in 2008 the
County approved an ordinance allowing outdoor events at wineries. Zoning Ordinance
§17.56.330. It is unclear whether the events allowed under this MUP would be in
addition to the promotional events allowed under §17.56.330. The cumulative effects of
the events allowed under this proposed Project combined with the effects of the events
allowed under the previously approved provisions for wineries and the effects of the
aforementioned projects all must be evaluated in an EIR. These development projects and
others before the County, together with the present Project, would have a cumulatively
significant impact on the County’s rapidly diminishing agricultural resources. In
addition, dcvelopments such as these would tax the County’s water supply, contribute to
the degradation of water quality, increase traffic and degrade air quality by locating
suburban and urbari uses in rural parts of the County. Notwithstanding such obvious
evidence, the MND fails to provide any analysis of these potentially significant impacts.

For example, the MND fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s
cumulative traffic impacts. First, the MND’s analysis of transportation impacts is
hamstrung by the document’s assumptions regarding the travel routes likely to be used by
participants of events at the winery. Indeed, the study area for the Project’s impacts was
limited to Fowler Road even though vehicles going to and from the Project will impact
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other roadways and intersections. The MND should have looked past the Project’s
immediate vicinity and analyzed traffic impacts along the entire routes that site users
could reasonably be expected to follow. For example, drivers to the site will also use
- Garden Bar Road and Fruitvale Road and drivers coming from Interstate 80 are most
likely to use SR 193 and Gold Hill Road rather than Fowler Road. The MND fails to
evaluate impacts to these roads.

Morcover, contrary to the MNID’s conclusion, what limited analysis of
cumulative traffic impacts is provided indicates that the impacts from the proposed Wise
Villa Winery combined with traffic from other known event centers would result in
significant impacts to Fowler Road. KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. (“KDA™),
Transportation Engineers traffic analysis for Wise Villa Winery dated November 5, 2012
at 3. The KDA report states that if the forecast trips “used Fowler Road, the total
cumulative Year 2025 traffic volume with both centers (i.e., Gold Hill Gardens and Wise
Villa Winery) operating simultaneously would be 4,270 ADT. This volume is indicative
of Level of Service (“LOS”) C as it exceeds the 4,200 ADT LOS B threshold for rolling
terrain.” fd. Thus, under cumulative conditions, the LOS for Fowler Road would
degrade from LOS B to LOS C. According to the Placer County CEQA checklist and the
State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, a project would result in a potentially significant
impact on traffic or circulation if it would “cause an increase in traffic that is substantial
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street.” Therefore, degradation
of roadway operating conditions from 1.OS B to LOS C on Fowler Road is considered
significant. The County has a duty to “painstakingly ferret out” the Project’s impacts.
Envt'l Planning and Information Council of W. El Dorado County v. County of Ll
Dorado, 131 Cal. App. 3d 350, 357 (1982) It must “use its best effort to find out and
disclose all that it reasonably can” regarding the extent of traffic impacts. Citizens to
Preserve the Ojai v. Ventura, 176 Cal. App. 3d 421, 431 (1986). This MND fails to meet
this standard.

In another example, the MND fails to evaluate impacts related to
greenhousc gas (“GHG”) emissions. CEQA requires agencies to review a project’s
contribution to grecnhouse gas émissions. Among other things, agencies must determine
whether a project will increase or decrease greenhouse gas emissions, whether emissions
exceed a threshold of significance used by the agency, and whether the project complies
with stale or local regulations for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. CEQA Guidelines
§ 15064.4(b). The Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s (‘PCAPCD”) CEQA
Handbook also “recommends that air quality modeling analyses quantify all GHG
emissions anticipated to be generated by the project, including the project’s direct and
indirect emissions of GHGs from construction and operations.” PCAPCD CEQA
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Handbook at 57. The MND ignores its responsibility to properly evaluate and disclose
impacts. It does not apply the PCAPCD CEQA Handbook guidelines or discuss project-
specific GHG impacts as CEQA requires. Instead it makes conclusory statements that the
Project’s GHG emissions will not substantially hinder the State’s ability to attain the
goals identified in AB 32. MND at 11. Yet, the MND provides no evidence to support
this conclusion. Having failed to quantify and disclose the Project’s GHG emissions, the
MND ignores any analysis of GHG emissions from cumulative projects countywide.

In another glaring omission, the MND also neglects to analyze cumulative
impacts related to wildfire hazards. As evidenced by the Gladding Fire that occurred in
area in 2008, the area is susceptible to wildland fires. See News Messenger article
“Gladding Fire Torches Three Homes” attached as Exhibit E. Yet, the MND contains no
analysis of the Project’s impacts together with the effects of other development projects
proposed in exireme wildfire hazard areas. Instead, it only asserts that on-site storage
tanks will provide fire suppression capability. An analysis of cumulative impacts is
particularly important here where the Project will result in, and set a precedent for, more
intensive use of rural lands in remote arcas, Intensified land uses in remote areas cause an
increase in the number of fires and vastly increase the cost of fighting wildland fires.
Studies illustrate the heightened risk of development and intensification of land use in
arcas where fire is a natural part of the ecology and flammable vegetation exists. As
more intensive land uses encroach on open spaces, it causes an increase in the number of
fires and more loss of life. See generally, Exhibit F Dangerous Development; Wildfire
and Rural Spraw! in the Sierra Nevada, Sierra Nevada Alliance.

In order to conclude, as the MND does, that impacts relating to wildfire
hazards would be less than significant, the MND must provide cvidence and analysis. At
a minimum, an FIR for the Projcct should include documcniation from CalFire that: (a)
response times from area stations to the site will not exceed national standards; (b)
CalFire staffing levels for fire and ambulance are adequate to serve the Project and would
not be adversely impacted by the proposed Project; (¢) CalFire equipment is adequate to
serve the proposed Project; (d) water improvements are adequale and that the water
system will meet distance and fire flow requirements; and (e) that CalFire’s resources are
adequate to serve increased urbanized uses County-wide.

F. The MND Fails to Provide Any Analysis of the Project’s
Potentially Significant Growth-inducing Impacts.

CEQA requires an EIR to provide a “detailed statement” of a project’s
growth-inducing impacts, which include aspects of the project that “may encourage and
facilitate other activitics that could significantly affect the environment.” § 21100(b)(5);
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Guidelines § 15126.2(d). Thus, the EIR must examine “the ways in which the proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly.” Guidelines § 15126.2(d). Likewise, CEQA
requires analysis of the project’s ability to “remove obstacles to population growth.” /4.
The County must also identify adequate measures to mitigate the Project’s growth-
inducing impacts. Scc Guidelines § 15126.4(2)(1).

If upheld, this decision will set a precedent to allow wineries and other
agriculturally-zoned properties county-wide year-round use of those properties as
Community Centers. If the Board grants this MUP, it will be more difficult to deny later
applications for Community Center zoning to private commercial enterprises in the
future. There is currently no provision or requirement that the properties granted
Community Center zoning retain existing agricultural operations in the future (e.g.,
through implementation of an agricultural conservation easement.) Thus, land owners
may decide to reduce agricultural operations in favor of more lucrative commercial
ventures. If the County upholds approval of this MUP, the County is likely to experience
a proliferation of applications from wineries and other property owners requesting an
expansion of uses to function as a “Community Center” leading to adverse impacts and
cumulative effects county-wide. These impacts must be evaluated and mitigated in an
EIR.

II.  The Planning Commission’s Findings are Not Supported by
Substantial Evidence.

The County cannot make the nccessary findings to grant the requested
permit. Under Placer County Code section 17.58.140.A 1-10, in order to lawfully grant
an MUP, the County must find that:

1. The proposed use is consistent with all applicable provisions of this
chapter and any applicable provisions of other chapters of this code.

2. The proposed use is consistent with applicable policies and requirements
of the Placer County general plan, and any applicable community plan or specific plan,
and that any specific findings required by any of these plans arc made.

3. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the proposed use or
building will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the
health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of people residing or working in the
neighborhood of the proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or o the general welfare of the County; ....
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4. The proposed project or use will be consistent with the character of the
immediate neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.

9. As required by Section 18.16.040 of this code (Environmental Review)
when a proposed negative declaration has been prepared for the project that, on the basis
of the initial study and any comments received, there is no substantial evidence that the
project will have a significant effect on the environment; or

10. As required by Section 18.20.070 of this code (Environmental Review)
when a final environmental impact report has been prepared for the project, that the
project as approved will not have a significant effect on the environment, or that the
granting authority has:

a. Eliminated or substantially lessened all of the significant effects on the
environment, where feasible (as defined and used in Section 21061.1 of the California
Public Resources Code); and

b. Determined that any remaining unavoidable significant effects on the
environment are acceptable due to specified overriding considerations,

As explained above, the Project is inconsistent with the County’s Zoning
Code uses described as “Community Center” and with the General Plan. Further, the
Project is incompatible with the surrounding area because it would introduce increased
wildfire risks and traffic hazards and will not be consistent with the character of the
immediate neighborhood because it introduces a suburban/urban uses and related traffic,
light and noise to a rural area. In addition, as discusscd throughout this letter, the Board
is obliged to deny the requested MUP because the MND prepared for the project is
wholly insufficient; the County must prepare an EIR that properly analyzes the
environmental impacts from, and alternatives to, the project. Therefore, because the
Project does not meet the Zoning Code standards for issuance of MUPs, it cannot be
lawfully approved.

III. Conclusion

This MUP violates CEQA and relies on findings which are not based on
substantial evidence. Because of these infirmities, and because of the precedent this
MUP sets for county-wide commercial uses in agricultural arcas, we urge a denial of this
Community Center designation request until parameters and restrictions of a Community
Center land-use designation can be more clearly defined and the County establishes clear
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guidance requiring this and other similar projects undergo environmental review to
comply with CEQA. We therefore respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors
deny the MUP.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

J%“ﬁ g\"ck"’\' I3

Amy J. Bricker

2 B

Carmen J. Borg

List of Exhibits:
Exhibit A:  Descriptions of Proposed Community Center: Rock Hill Staff Report, May

17, 2012 and County of Placer Planning Commission Agenda, December
20,2012.

Exhibit B:  Effects of Septic Systems on Ground Water Quality- Baxter, Minnesota.

Exhibit C:  Septic System Failure. Brad Lee, Don Jones and Heidi Peterson. Home
and& Environment, September 2005.

Exhibit D:  Memorandum: Planning Director’s Determination - “Community Centers”
June 12, 2012.

Exhibit E:  Gladding fire torches three Homes by Cheri March — The News Messenger.
September 4, 2008. ~

SHUTE, MIHALY
o CWEINBDERGER b



Board of Supervisors
January 25, 2013
Page 16

Exhibit F:  Dangerous Development: Wildfire and Rural Spraw! in the Sierra Nevada.

Sierra Nevada Alliance, 2007.
4512126
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COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency

PLANNING

HEARING DATE: June 21, 2012
TIME: 9:00 a.m.
TO: Zoning Administrator

FROM: Development Review Commitiee

SUBJECT: Minor Use Permit/Variance (PMPB/VAA 20120073) — Rock Hill Winery

PLAN AREA: Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Plan
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Rural Estate 4.6-20 acre minimum

ZONING: RA-B-X 10 Acre Minimum (Residential/Agriculture, combining minimum Building
Site of 10 acres)

STAFF PLANNER: Lisa Carnahan, Associate Planner
LOCATION: The projectis located at 2970 Del Mar Avenue in Loomis, APN 032-070-062.
APPLICANT: Donald DuPont

PROPOSAL:

The applicant requests approval of a Minor Use Permit (MUP) in order for the Rock Hili
Winery to function as a “Community Center”, and a Variance to the paving requirement in
order to allow for an all-weather surface consisting of asphalt grindings over compacted
base throughout the circulation and parking areas.

CEQA COMPLIANCE:

The project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to the provisions of
Section 15301 of ‘the California Environmental Quality “Act Guidelines and ~Section
18.36.030 of the Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance (Existing facilities). The
Zoning Administrator will be required to make a finding to this effect.

PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS:

Public notices were mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the project site.
Other appropriate agencies, public interest groups, and citizens were sent copies of the public
hearing notice. Community Development Resource Agency staff (including the Department
of Engineering and Surveying), Public Works, and Environmental Health were transmitted
copies of the project plans and application for review and comment. Comments received from
County staff have been incorporated into this report. Three public comments were received
as of the time of preparation of this report, and will be discussed at the hearing.



Rock Hill Winery Minor Use Permit/Variance (PMPB/VAA 20120073)
May 17, 2012

Page 2 of 8

BACKGROUND:

The 14-acre subject property is currently developed with a 6,000 square foot main winery
buitding, which still requires final building permit approvals prior to public cccupancy. The
winery building was constructed on the hiliside, and consists of a main floor with two ADA
restrooms, a smali kitchen for warming/preparing focd, a public wine-tasting area, and an
upstairs balcony area. Eight acres of vineyards, a single-family dwelling, a mobile home and
various agricultural accessory buildings cover the majority of the remaining area. Per the
applicant's statement, winery production is expected to peak at approximately 2,000 cases
per year.

The property is bordered by Sierra College Boulevard and an undeveloped portion of the
City of Rocklin on the west, and residential/agricuitural land to the north, east and south.
The south and east sides of the property border Del Mar Avenue. The main
cobblestone/concrete entrance off of Del Mar Avenue is approximately 20 feet wide. A
secondary ingress/egress access also connects to Del Mar Avenue. The closest residence
to the winery building is located approximately 385 feet to the northeast. The topography of
the site slopes down from Sierra College Boulevard and levels out for the remainder of the
parcel. :

On February 16, 2012, the Placer County Zoning Administrator approved an Administrative
Review Permit which allowed winery production of less than 20,000 cases per year, and
allowed wine tasting as well as six wine-related “Promotional Events” to occur per year on
the premises.

The applicant is requesting to expand the uses allowed at the site to enable the winery to
function as a Community Center. A “Community Center” is defined in the Placer County
Zoning Ordinance as including a multipurpose meeting facility typically consisting of one or
more meeting or multipurpose rooms and a kitchen that are available for use by various
groups for such activities as meetings, parties, weddings, receptions dances, and so forth.

The applicant is proposing to expand cooking capabilites with this application, and will be
submitting plans for a kitchen without a hood. This type of kitchen will allow for minimal
cooking facilities for up to 100 guests. During regular wine-tasting, the applicant proposes
to have small pairings such as bread, olive ¢il, cheese and crackers. For events with over
100 people, meals would be prepared off-site and heated up on site by caterers.

The applicant is proposing hours of operation of 12:00 p.m. (noon) to 10 p.m., daily,

throughout the year. Normal wine tasting and vineyard tour hours will be 12:00 p.m. to 6:00
p.m. daily, whereas events will typically not be scheduled before 2:00 p.m. and will take
place normally on weekends. The applicant is proposing a maximum number of patrons at
any event of 200, although normal event useage would be 125-150 patrons. During the
events, up to six workers may be employed. There is no outdoor amplified sound
proposed, although the applicant would like the ability fo host non-amplified outdoor music
on the rear deck or in the tent.

This project was originally scheduled for the May 17, 2012 Zoni'ng Administrator hearing,
but was continued to the June 21, 2012 hearing date so that the project could be heard by
the Penryn Municipal Advisory Commitiee (MAC). The project was presented as an

I
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informational item to the MAC. Public comment was received and was responded to, as
directed by the MAC chairperson. In order to address the concerns of the citizens who
spcke at the MAC meeting, the applicant subsequently agreed to limit his events during the
period of November 1st to Aprit 30th to no more than two per week, and events during the
period June 1st to October 31st to no more than three per week.

ANALYSIS:

The main parking area near the winery building includes concrete parking areas to
accommodate 10 vehicles and five additional handicapped parking spaces (including one
van space), and a gravel/broken asphalt area for approximately another 50 vehicles. An
overflow parking area is proposed for the area near the barns, and would consist of
approximately another 54 parking spaces on gravel/broken asphalt, and 14 parking spaces
on the concrete area adjacent to the 125-foot long barn, for a total of approximately 133
parking spaces for the entire property. This number of parking spaces will be more than to
adequate to serve the maximum amount of 200 patrons allowed. Per the winery ordinance,
only 80 spaces would be required to serve an event of 200 patrons.

A 40-foot by 60-foot, fire-safe, outdoor tent structure near the winery building is proposed
for additional outdoor tasting activities, or for large event activities. The applicant proposed
to utilize the tent structure for up fo 180 days during the Spring and Summer.

An onsite sewage system to accommodate 200 patrons per day was constructed with the
approval of the Placer County Environmental Health Department. The applicant will not be
permitted to utilize the facitity for events until such time as he connects to the Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA) treated water system. Portable foilets will not be allowed
for events approved through this Minor Use Permit.

All activities on the premises will be required to comply with the Placer County Noise
Ordinance. As a condition of approval, no outdoor amplified music or vocal systems will be
allowed. If there are complaints from nearby neighbors of excessive noise eminating from
the winery, and it is determined that the events are not complying with the Noise
Ordinance, approval of this Minor Use Permit wiill be subject to revocation.

In order to reduce potential impacts of light intrusion on nearby neighbors, night lighting will
be required to consist of only security and safety lighting around the building, walkways and
entrance. All fixtures will be required to be of a fully cut-off, fully-shielded reflector style
which meet Dark Sky recommendations. These features will result in a less than significant
impact to nighttime views in the area.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Development Review Committee recommends that the Zoning Administrator approve
this Minor Use Permit (PMPB/VAA 20120073) based upon the following findings and
recommended conditions of approval.
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FINDINGS:

CEQA

The project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to the provisions of
Section 15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section
18.36.030 of the Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance (Existing facilities).

Variance;
Having considered the staff report, supporting documents and public testimony, the Zoning
Administrator hereby finds that:

1.

Because of special circumstances applicable to this property, including the need to
utilize large agricuitural equipment throughout the circulation and parking areas,
specifically tracked vehicles (non-rubber tired vehicles) that damage an asphalt
surface, the strict application of the provisions of Chapter 17 would deprive the
property of privileges enjoyed by other winery properties in the vicinity and under
identical zoning classification. The applicant's proposed deviation from the
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, to provide 6 inches of compacted asphatt
grindings over 90% compacted soil instead of asphalt concrete, will not adversely
affect water quality of the site or area since the grindings will prevent mud and dirt
from being tracked off of the site onto County roadways and also promote infiltration
of runoff on site. The proposed surfacing will provide a year-round all-weather
surface that is relatively dust-free.

The granting of this Variance does not constitute a grant of special privileges
inconsistent with limitations upon other agricultural properties in the vicinity and in
the zone district.

The granting of this Variance does not authorize a use that is not otherwise
authorized in the zone district in which the property is located.

The granting of this Variance does not, under the circumstances and conditions
applied in the particular case, adversely affect public health or safety, is not materially
detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to nearby property or improvements.

The Variance is consistent with the objeclives, policies, general land uses and

The Variance, as granted, is the minimum necessary departure from the applicabie
requirements of Chapter 17 to grant relief to the applicant, consistent with sections 1
and 2 above.

Minor Use Permit:

Having considered the staff report, supporting documents and public testimony, the Zoning
Administrator hereby finds that:

1.

The proposed use of the winery as a “Community Center” facility is consistent with
applicable policies and requirements of the Placer County General Plan and
Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan.
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2. The proposed “Community Center” project at the winery is consistent with all

applicable provisions of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance.

The establishment, maintenance and operation of the proposed year-round
‘Community Center” at the Rock Hill Winery facility will not, under the circumstances
of this particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and
general welfare of people residing in the neighborhood of the proposed use, or be
detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood or to the
general welfare of the County.

The proposed use of the winery as a “Community Center” facility will be consistent
with the character of the immediate neighborhood and will not be contrary to its
orderly development.

The proposed use of the winery as a “Community Center” facility will not generate a
volume of traffic beyond the design capacity of all roads providing access to the
project site.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1.

Approval of this Minor Use Permit and Variance (PMPB/VAA 20120073} allows the
applicant to utilize the Rock Hill Winery as a year-round "Community Center” facility
for activities such as meetings, parties, weddings, receptions dances, and other

similar events. (PLN)

Hours of operation shall be 12:00 p.m. {noon) to 10 p.m., daily, throughout the year.
(PLN)

The number of events during the period November 1st to April 30th shall be limited
to no more than two per week. The number of events during the period June 1st to
October 31st shall be limited to no more than three per week. (PLN)

The maximum number of patrons at any event shall be 200. (PLN)

All activities on the premises will be required to comply with the Placer County Noise
Ordinance. No outdoor amplified music or vocal systems are allowed. If there are

" ‘tomplaints from nearby neighbors of excessive noise eminating from the winery, and

it is determined that the events are not complying with the Noise Ordinance,
approval of this Minor Use Permit will be subject to revocation. (PLN)

. "The applicant shall receive final approval for the Building Permit through the Placer

County Building Department, prior to opening the 6,000 square foot winery building
to the public. (PLN)

The applicant shall only be allowed that signage which is normally allowed in the
Residential Agriculture zone district. (PLN)
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8. Night lighting shall only consist of security lighting around the buildings, parking

10.

11.

12.

driveways and walkways. All fixtures will be required to be of a fully cut-off, fully-
shielded reflector style which meet Dark Sky recommendations. (PLN)

The applicant shall provide landscaping screening on the south side of the tent
structure. This landscaping shall include evergreen bushes which grow a minimum
of 8 — 10 feet tall, spaced 5 feet on center. The applicant shall also provide
vegetative screening in order to minimize the public’'s view of the overflow parking
fots near the agricultural buildings. This landscaping shall consist of evergreen
bushes planted perpendicular to the secondary access, near the existing residence,
garage building and the existing farm labor housing. The applicant shall submit a
landscaping and irrigation plan to the Planning Services Division for review and
approval within 30 days of approval of the MUP. (PLN)

A minimum of 80 on-site parking spaces shall be provided. The applicant may
provide more than the minimum number of parking spaces required on site, as long
as all drive aisles are maintained at a width of 25 feet, and all parking spaces are
sized per the Zoning Ordinance. On street (Delmar Avenue) parking for events is not
permitted. All parking shall be provided on-site. (PLN/ESD)

Stationary sources or processes (i.e. certain types of engines, boilers, heaters, etc.)
associated with this project shall be required to obtain an Authority to Construct
(ATC) permit from the APCD prior to the construction of these sources. In general,
the following types of sources shall be required to obtain a permit: 1). Any engine
greater than 50 brake horsepower, 2). Any boiler that produces heat in excess of
1,000,000 Btu per hour, or 3) Any equipment or process which discharge 2 pounds
per day or more of pollutants. All on-site stationary equipment requiring a permit
shall be classified as “low emission” equipment and shall utilize low sulfur fuel.
Developers / contactors should contact the APCD prior to construction for additional
information. (PLN -AQ)

The applicant shali defend, indemnify, and hoild harmless the County of Placer, the
County Board of Supervisors, and its officers, agents, and employees, from any and all
actions, lawsuits, claims, damages, or costs, including attorneys fees awarded in any
proceeding brought in any State or Federal court, challenging the County's approval of

 that certain Project know as the Rock Hill Winery Minor Use Permit/Variance
(PMPB/VAA 20120073) shall, upon written request of the County pay, or at the

County’s option reimburse the County for, all reasonable costs for defense of any such
action and preparation of an administrative record, including the County staff time,
costs of transcription and duplication. The County shall retain the right to elect to
appear in and defend any such action on its own behalf regardless of any tender under
this provision. This indemnification obligation is intended to include, but not be limited
to, actions brought by third parties to invalidate any determination made by the County
under the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) for the Project or any decisions made by the County relating to the approval of
the Project. Upon written request of the County, the applicant shall execute an
agreement in a form approved by County Counsel incorporating the provisions of this
condition. {PLN)

/0]
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13.

14.

18.

16.

17.

18.

18.

20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

The existing winery building must conform to the requirements contained within the
2010 California Building Code and 2010 California Fire Code as adopted by and
amended by the County of Placer. (l.oomis Fire District)

The existing winery building must conform to fire protection standards adopted by the
Loomis Fire Protection District. (Loomis Fire District)

The project shall operate per the usage statement submitted with the minor use permit
application. The project shall have a maximum of 200 patrons. (EH)

Contact Environmental Health Services, pay required fees, and obtain an approved
Site Evaluation Report and Construction Permit, and as approved, install on-site
sewage disposal system for the winery and event center. Connect the winery and
event center to the new system. (COMPLETED) (EH)

Road cuts, grading, or new structure construction must not conflict with the approved .

sewage disposal area and replacement area and maintain required setback distances
specified in Placer County On-Site Sewage Manual, Chapter 36, Table 1. (EH)

The approved on-site sewage disposal system area and the 100% replacement area
must remain unaltered and available, free of vehicular fraffic, parking, structures of any
type, or soil modification. (EH)

Submit to Environmental Health Services, for review and approval, a "will-serve” letter
or a "letter of availability” from PCWA for domestic water service. The applicant shall
connect the winery and event center to this treated domestic water supply prior to
occupancy final on the building. (EH}

Prior to approval of a Building Permit for the kitchen, contact Environmental Health
Services, pay required fees, and apply for a plan check, Submit to Environmental
Health Services, for review and approval, complete construction plans and
specifications as specified by the Division. (EH)

Contact Environmental Health Services, pay required fees, and obtain a permit to
operate a food establishment prior to opening for business. All food handling
operations shall comply with the requirements of Placer County Code and California
Uniform Retail Food Code. (EH)

Submit to the Environmental Health Services a "will-serve” letter from the franchised
refuse collector for weekly or more frequent refuse collection service. (EH)

Submit to Environmental Health Services, for review and approval, bactericlogical
analysis on the water from the existing well serving the caretakers residence.
{COMPLETED). (EH)

Disposal of all winery production liquid and solid waste shall be in accordance with
local and state rules and regulations. Contact the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board regarding their filing and discharge requirements. (EH)
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25. This application is subject to and must comply with all conditions of approval for PARP
20120001 prior to holding the first event or prior to occupancy of any building permit,

whichever occurs first. (ESD)

26. Al event center parking spaces and circulation areas shall be surfaced with a minimum of 6
inches of compacted asphalt grindings (or an approved equivalent) over 90% compacted soil
and sized in accordance with the requirements of the County Zoning Ordinance (Article

17.54.070 of the Placer County Code). (ESD)

27. The existing residential circular driveway connecting to Delmar Avenue shall be construcied
to a Plate R-17, LDM Minor residential standard. The design speed of the roadway is 35 mph
or as otherwise specified by the DPW. The Plate R-17 structural section within the main
roadway right-of-way shall be designed for a Traffic Index of 7, but said section shall not be
less than 3 inches Asphalt Concrete (AC) over 8 inches Class 2 Aggregate Base (AB) unless
otherwise approved by the ESD and/or DPW. An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained
from DPW and the work shall be completed prior to holding the first event or occupancy of

any building permit, whichever occurs first. (ESD)

28. This project will be subject to the payment of traffic impact fees that are in effect in this area
(Newcastle/Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Fee District), pursuant to applicable Ordinances and
Resolutions. The applicant is notified that the following traffic mitigation fee(s) will be required
and shall be paid to Placer County Department of Public Works prior to occupancy of

Building Permit:
A) County Wide Traffic Limitation Zone: Article 15.28.010, Placer County Code
B) South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA)
C) Placer County/City of Roseville JPA (PC/CR)

The current estimated fee is $26,618.63 for the 6,000 square foot event center (DUE =
0.731). The fees were calculated using the information supplied. If the use or the square
footage changes, then the fees will change. The actual fees paid will be those in effect at the

time the payment occurs. (ESD)

29. This Minor Use Permit and Variance (PMPB/VAA 20120073) shall expire on May 27,
2014, unless previously exercised with a final inspection and approval of the building
permit for the winery. (PLN)

Resp/ectfullj bm!tted

%Mz)

tisa Carnahan
Associate Planner

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A - Site Plan

Attachment B — Usage Statement from Applicant
Attachment C — Variance Request from Applicant

cC: Rebecca Taber - Engineering and Surveying Department
Laura Rath - Environmental Health Services
George Blind — Lecomis Fire District
Donald DuPont - Property owner/applicant
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MUP USAGE STATEMENT FOR
2970 DEL MAR AVE.
ROCK HILL WINERY

Subiject Property:

Property consists of 14 acres located in unincorporated Loomis, Placer
County. Bordering Sierra College to the west and Del Mar Ave. to the south
and east. The northern boundary is shared with Neil and Jo Ann O’Donnell
the former heirs of the property. Currently there is an 1,110 sq. ft. house, a
mobile home for agricultural labor dwelling, 6 old barns and out buildings
and a new 6,000 sq. ft. metal winery building. Future plan to constructa
2,850 square foot future residence at the east end of the property set back
100 feet from Dei Mar Ave. Requesting to allow the existing caretaker
residence to remain in its present location.

Intended Use:

To operate a winery, tasting room and an event center year around.
Adjacent to the main winery there is a fire rated 40 feet by 60 feet tent,
which will be used as a secondary event area and remain up during Spring
and Summer for 180 days per year. The primary functions of the facility
will be as a winery with day to day wine tasting, and wine sales. Events will
typically be held on weekends not before noon and ending not later than
10:00 P. M. Typical events may be, fund raisers, weddings, receptions,
Wine maker dinners, reunions, corporate events, and art exhibits. The food
for event over 100 people will be prepared off site and reheated on site by
Caterers. Smaller events under 100 people such as food pairing and
Winemakers dinners will have food prepared on site in the 300 square foot,
hood less commercial kitchen. :

Planning:

Presently the winery is visible by just three neighbors. It is the first
private property on the left hand side of Del Mar Ave off of Sierra College
which reduces the traffic impact for neighbors in that area of the Loomis
Basin. The facility has five ADA parking spaces including one van parking
- space: -Four ADA spaces are located-on-the south side of the -

winery and one on the north side of the winery at ground level wnthout the
need for ADA complaint ramps of the south side. For events there will be
as many as six employees. Music will be kept primarily indoors for events
with outdoor music located in the tent or rear, deck the music will be non-
amplified.



Environmental Health:

The existing newly constructed septic system limits the number of patrons
for non-wine event to 200. For the six larger wine events, which are covered
under a separate, previously approved administrative review Permit PARP
20120001, portable toilets are required. At the time that the six-inch water
main is installed for the fire sprinklers PCWA domestic water will also be
installed. This is scheduled to take place at the end of May 2012.

Engineering and Surveying:

The main parking adjacent to the winery has 10 concrete parking spaces
and an asphalt grindings parking lot with room for 52-parked cars.

- The main entry is 20-foot wide concrete road. The interior roads are
compacted base with 6 inches of asphalt grindings. Over flow parking is
located at to the east of the winery adjacent to the existing barns all
weather compacted asphalt grindings. There are 50 parking spaces

along side the barns and between existing barns and an additional

13 concrete parking spaces parallel with the existing 125-foot long barn.
Total number of parking spaces at the facility is 140. The main entry will
be asphaited with a 20-foot culvert with head wails. The existing east entry
is a double entry and will be asphalted. A variance is requested to allow
the use of compacted asphalt grindings rather than asphalt. This will
provide a year around dust free road and not detract the rural agricultural
look of a working vineyard. More importantly if asphalt is use serious
damage to the asphalt surface and cultivation equipment will be certain as
space is limited between the vineyard blocks, AKA vineyard Avenues.

The aggressive tread and tracks of heavy equipment with cultivation disks
and tillers are not compatible with finished surfaces as equipment is
moved regularly between vineyard blocks.
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# CA-W-20388
Subsidiary of CuPont investments LLC
2970 Del Mar Avenue
l.oomis, CA. 95650

(916) 410-7105

Variance Application
Continued

# 4. Describe requested variance and provide grounds for request.

Request a variance to circulation road and parking areas. Allow compacted
asphalt grindings rather than asphalt or concrete to avoid agricultural equipment
and road damage. The subject property has five agricultural blocks, which are
accessible by vehicles and tractors by the perimeter road around each block.
Tractors specifically crawlers and disks damage the surface when crossing from
one block to another. Additional benefit is that this surface produces a year
around surface, which is dust free. This surface is consistent with the rural
ambiance we are trying to retain in an agricuttural setting.
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**SPECIAL HEARING DATE**

Meeting was held in the Planning Commission Chambers, 3091 County Center Drive, Dewitt Center, located at the
comer of Bell Road and Richardson Drive, Auburn CA 95603

9:00 am
9:0tkam — 9:09am

FLAG SALUTE

ROLL CALL: Jeffrey Moss (Chairman). Miner Gray (Vice Chairman), Larry
Sevison (Secretary). Ken Denio, Gerry Brentnall. Richard Roccucci and Richard
Jolnson (41l present)

REPORT FROM THE PLANNING DIRECTOR

Karin Schwab, Deputy County Counsel, provided updates on projects in court. The
Homewood case had a Federal trial. It was an eight hour trial and the judge has taken the
case under submission. In the state case on Homewood, we did prevail af the trial level,
but it has been appealed. The Timberline project in Auburn prevailed at trial level and
has also been appealed.

Michael Johnson, Agency Director, reported on the following updates to the Commission:
Orchard at Pearvan project was considered by the Beard on multiple occasions and after
testimony from more than 50 persons, the Board closed the hearing and took action to
approve the project as approved by the Planning Commission and denied the appeals, A
reminder that there is an at-large appointment for the west slope that is open for
consideration that will be considered by the Board at their January 8" meeting.

Special meeting - The Planning Commission will hold a hearing on January 17th Special
Planning Commission in Tahoe to discuss the Tahoe Basin Community Plan update.

At the Board’s January 8" meeting, they will hear the Appeal of the Headgquarter House
RY Park Conditional Use Permit, Amendment to the Auburn/Bowman Conununity Plan
and Rezone.

Question: The Board this week considered a proposal for the Regional University
proposal. What were they considering? Michael Johnson indicated that Regional
University continues to be a work in progress. Regional University continues to look

Jfor opportunities to land a 4-yr University for its approved project in the west part of

the County. A reimbursement agreement, which provides « mechanism for
precessing cost of that project, was being considered. Board action taken was to
consider the potential to provide reimbursement and direct staff to move forward and
bring back to the Board within the next 90 duays.

PUBLIC COMMENT - The opportunity to discuss with the Planning Commission,
matters not included on the current agenda. Ne public comment.

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA —12-20-12 Page | of 5
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1) 9:05 AM
9:10am - 9:11am

CONSENT:

MINOR USE PERMIT/ VARIANCE/ MODIFICATION TO BUILDING ENVELOPE

(PMPB 20110228)

GOLD HILL GARDENS

MITIGATION NEGATIVE DECLARATION

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2 (WEYGANDT)

Consider the moditied Conditions of Approval for the Gold Hill Gardens Minor Use Permit consistent with
the Planning Commission’s actions to approve certain portions of the propesed project on November 8.
2012. At this hearing, the Planning Commission heard staff’s presentation and testimony from the
applicant and the public. At the conclusion of the testimony, the Planning Commission closed the public
hearing, adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration, tock action to deny the Community Center portion of
the project including the related Variance and the Variance to allow one of the cottages 90 feet from the
centerline of the Nevada Irrigation District overflow channel. and approved the remaining portions of the
project. The Planning Commission requested that staff return on the consent agenda with modified
conditions of approval reflecting their decision.

The subject property. Assessor’s Parcel Number (31-050-046. comprises approximately 11.5 acres, is
zoned F-B-X-10 (Farm, combining minimum Building Site of 10 acres)} and is located at 2325 Gold Hill
Road in the Newcastle area. The Planning Services Division contact is Melanie Jackson, whe can be
reached at (530) 745-3036.

MOTION VOTE 6:0:1 Commissioner Sevison moved, Commissioner Denio second
(Commissioner Brentnall abstained as he did not attend November 8 hearing); To
approve the consent item.

Chairman Moss read the Appeal rights.

VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP MODIFICATION / CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT MODIFICATION (PSM 20120079%)

NORTHSTAR HIGHLANDS II

INITIAL STUDY TO A PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 5 (MONTGOMERY)

(THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTING A CONTINUANCE TO AN OPEN DATE.)
Consider a request from Fast West Partners on behalf of Northstar Mountain Properties,
LLC and CNL Income Northstar, LLC. for approval of a modification to a Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map and Conditional Use Permit to allow 18 lots/phases where 17 lots/phases
were previously approved. The revised project includes the development of 446 residential
units where 576 units were previously approved (count does not include the 32 emplayee
housing units for which no change is proposed). The residential units consist of a
combination of whole and fractional ownership including 50 townhomes (where 22
townhomes were originally approved}, 10 new single-family lots, and 386 condominiums
(where 554 were originally approved). The revised project also includes up to 147
commercial condeminiums (where 200 were originaily approved), 4,000 square feet of
commercial space (no change from original approval) and 32 employee housing uxnits (no
change). The Planning Commission will also consider an Initia} Study to a previously
certified Environmental Impact Report for this project.

Project Location: The project is located on the west side of State Route 267, at Northstar
in the Martis Valley area.

APN's: 110-030-068 (62.8 acres), 110-050-047 (128.7 acres), 110-050-071 (113.2 acres),
114-090-001 through [14-090-019 {Home Run Townhomes)(4.3 acres), and 110-081-014
(Employee Housing)(47.3 acres).

Total Acreage:

Zoning: FOR-B-X 160 ac. min. (Forestry, combining minimum Building Site of 160 acres),
RM-B-X-DS§ 20 ac.min. PD = 5.8 (Residential Multi-Family, combining minimum Building
Site of 20 acres, combining Design Sierra, combining Planned Residential Development of
5.8 units per acre), RM-DS PD = 15 (Residential Multi-Family, combining Design Sierra,
combining Planned Residential Development of 15 units per acre), RS-B-X-20 ac.min. PD =

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION AGENDA —12/20/12 - Page 2 of §
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2)9:10 AM

91 am-9:22 am

3)9:30 AM

9:30 am - 10:07 am

0.72 (Residential Single-Family, combining minimum Building Site of 20 acres. combining
Planned Residential Development of 0.72 units per acre). FOR-B-X 160 ac. min. (Foresiry,
combining minimum Building Site of 160 acres), RES-DS-PD = 3.8, (Resort, combining
Design Sierra, combining Planned Residential Development of 5.8 units per acre), TPZ
(Timberland Production)

Community Plan Area: Martis Valley Community Plan

MAC Area: North Tahoe Reglonal Advisory Council

Applicant: East West Partners

Owner: All properties with the exception of APN: 110-081-014 (which is owned by CNL
[ncome Northstar, LLC.) are owned by Northstar Mountain Properties, LLC.

County Staff:

Planning: Gerry Haas (530) 745-3084

Engineering and Surveying: Phif Frantz (530) 745-3110

Environmental Health: (530) 745-2300

MOTION VOTE 7:0 Commissioner Brentnall moved, Commissioner Denio second;

To continue the item to the Special meeting on January 1 7" 10 be held in Tahoe at
10:05 am.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (PCPA. 20120299

DUTCH BROS. COFFEE — GRANITE BAY VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER
CATERGORICAL EXEMPTION

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 4 (UHLER)

Consider a request from Lex Coffroth, Architect on behalf of Auburn Douglas, LLC, for
approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow a 367 square foot drive-thru coffee kiosk
within the existing parking lot of the Granite Bay Village Shopping Center. The Planning
Commission will also consider a finding that the project is Categorically Exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) per Section 18.36.050 (Class 3 (c), new
construction or conversion of small structures) of the Placer County Environmental Review
Ordinance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15303).

Project Location: The project is located south east of the intersection of Auburn-Folsom
Road and Douglas Boulevard, in the Granite Bay area.

APN: 047-150-051,

Total Acreage: 11.16

Zoning: CPD-DC (Commercial Planned Development, combining Design Scenic Corridor)
Community Plan Area: Granite Bay Community Plan

MAC Area: Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Counsel

Applicant: Lex Coffroth, Architect

Owner: Auburn Douglas, LLC

County Staff:

Planning Roy Schaefer: (530) 745-3061

Engineering and Surveying: Phil Frantz (530) 745-3110

Environmental Health: Laura Rath (530} 745-2300

MOTION VOTE 7:0 Commissioner Brentnall moved, Commissioner Roccucci second; To
approve the Conditional Use Permit subject to the CEQA findings und the
Conditional Use Permif findings that are in the staff report and the conditions
attached.

Chairman Moss read the Appeul rights.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (PCPJ 20110376)

CABIN CREEK BIOMASS FACILITY PROJECT

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL EMPACT REPORT

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT § (MONTGOMERY)

Consider a request from Placer County Planning Services, for approval of a Conditicnal Use

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION AGENDA -12/20/12 - Page 3 of 3
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4) 10:00 AM

10:07 am o 12:10 pm

H30-11:35 brk

Permit to ailow for the construction and operation of a two-megawatt (MW) electric power
generation facility at the Eastern Regional Materials Recovery Facitity {MRF) and Transfer
Station. The facility would utilize gasification technology to convert excess wooedy biomass
material into a synthetic gas. which would then fuel an internal combustion engine/turbine
that weuld generate electricity. The Planning Commission will also consider certifying a
Final Environmental Impact Report prepared for the project.

Project Location: The project is located on approximately two miles south of Interstate 80
{1-80) and the Town of Truckee at 900 Cabin Creek Road, 0.30 miles west of State Route
(SR} 89 in the Squaw Valley area,

APN: 080-070-016

Total Acreage: 148.41 acres

Zoning: FOR-SP (Forest, combining Special Purpase)

General Plan Area: Placer County

MAC Area: Surrounding area - Squaw Valley MAC and North Tahoe Regional Advisory
Applicant: Placer County Planning Services

Owner: Placer County

County Staff:

Planning: Gerry Haas (530) 745-3084

Engineering and Surveying: Sarah Gilmore (530) 745-3110

Environmental Fealth: Justin Hanson (530) 745-2300

MOTION VOTE 7:0 Comumissioner Sevison moved, Commissioner Denio second:

To certify the Environmental Impact Report for the Cabin Creek Biomass Facility
project and adopt the Statement of Findings as set forth in Attachment D; and the
Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program as set forth in Attachment E; and
approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow for the construction of a two megawatt
biomass electric generating plan, subject to the following findings and attached
recommended conditions of approval including the new modified condition
“Biomass truck deliveries shall should avoid travel through the Town of Truckee
on either Donner Pass Road or West River Road, uniess an emergency, road
closure, or other unique circumstance would necessitate travel on these roadways.
Further, biomass truck deliveries on SR 89, between Cabin Creek Road and I-80),
shall be prohibited on federal holidays and Sundays.”, also including the CEQA
Sindings one through four and the Conditional Use Permit findings one through
Jour on page nine in the staff report.

Chairman Moss read the Appeal rights.

MINOR USE PERMIT/VARIANCE (PMPB 20128092)

WISE VILLA WINERY COMMUNITY CENTER

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2 (WEYGANDT)

Consider a request from Grover Lee, for approval of a Minor Use Permit to allow the
existing winery to also function as a year-round Community Center, and a Variance to the
paving requirement to have all-weather surfacing for the over-flow parking areas within the
vineyard. The Planning Commission will also consider adoption of a Mitigated Negative
Declaration prepared for the project.

Project Location: The project is located at 4100 Wise Road in the Lincoln area.

APN: 031-310-036 and 031-310-037

Total Acreage: 20 acres

Zoning: F-B-X-10 ac. min. (Farm, combining minimum Building Site of 10 acres)
General Plan Area: Placer County

MAC Area: Rural Lincoln

Owner/Applicant: Grover Lee

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION AGENDA —12/20/12 - Page 4 of § l { ‘



5)10:30 AM
2:00 pm - 12:29 pm

County Staff:

Planning: Lisa Carnahan {530) 743-3067

Engineering and Surveying: Sarah Gilmore (530} 7453110
Environmental Health: Laura Rath (530) 745-2300

MOTION VOTE 7:0 Commissioner Brentnall moved, Copmmissioner Johnson second:
To adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration; approve the Minor Use Permit for
the Wise Villa Winery Community Center; und upprove the Variance to the
surfucing requirement; including, all conditions [with modification to condition
#42] the CEQA findings and all other findings contained in the stuff report.
Condition 42 shall read as follows: “This Minor Use Permit is valid for two (2)
years and shall expire on December 30, 2014 unless approval of a modification of
this permit is granted by the Planning Commission prior to the expiration date.”

Chairman Moss read the Appeal rights.

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT (PZTA 20110258)

SINGLE ROOM OCCUPANCY RESIDENTIAL HOUSING UNITS — HOUSING
ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

Consider a request from the Placer County Planning Services Division to provide a
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on revisions to the Placer County Zoning
Ordinance to establish a new definition and requirements for Single Room Occupancy
(SRO) Residential Housing Units. SRO complexes with 30 units or fewer would be
atlowed with Zoning Clearance in the HS (Highway Service) and RES (Resort) zoning
districts. Approval of a Minor Use Permit would be required in RM (Residential Multi-
Family), C1 (Neighborhood Commercial) for all SRO developments and with 31 units or
more in HS (Highway Service) and RES (Resort) zoning districts. Approval of a
Conditional Use Permit would be required for €2 (General Commercial) and CPD
{Commercial Planned Development) for all SRO developments. The proposed Zoning
Text Amendments will implement the Housing Element Program G-4. This item was
continued from the September 27, 2012 Planning Commission meeting per direction from
the Planning Cormmission to come back at a later date with modifications to the proposal.

The Planning Cemmission will also consider providing a recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors for adoption of a Negative Declaration prepared for the Zoning Text
Amendment.

MAC Area: All MACs
Applicant; Placer County Community Development Rescurce Agency
County Staff:
Planning: Crystal Jacobson (530) 745-3085

Cathy Donovan (530} 745-3170
MOTION VOTE 7:0 Commissioner Brentnall moved, Commissioner Denio second: To
Sorward a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors for adoption of a Negative
Declaration and approval of amendments to the Placer County Zoning Ordinance as set
Jorth in Attachment 1, subject to the CEQA findings and Zoning Text Amendment
findings in the staff report.

MEETING ADJOURNED 12:30 PM

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION AGENDA ~12/20/12 - Page 5 of 5
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Effects of Septic Systems on Ground Water Quality -
Baxter, Minnesota

Individual sewage treatment systemns (ISTS or septic systems) have the potential 10 impact
ground water with chemicals such as nitrate, chloride. and phosphorus. Once in ground water.
these chemicals have the potential to move and spread.

In 1998, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Ground Water Monitoring and
Assessment Program {GWMAP) began studying impacts of septic systems on ground and surface
water quality. The purpose of these studies is to provide MPCA and local government staff with
information useful for assessing potential impacts from septic systems. This information can be
used in {and use planning.

Baxter Study Objectives

In 1998, we conducted a ground water study in Baxter, Minnesota. The Baxter-Branierd area
has experienced rapid growth in recent years, including residential development with septic systems
{unsewered areas). We chose Baxter because of these changes in land use and because there are
numerous recreational lakes in the area that could be impacted by discharges from septic systems.
The objectives of the study were to

e compare ground water quality beneath sewered and unsewered residential areas; and

® evaluate ground water quality within individual septic plumes.

Study Design

Figure 1 illustrates the Jocation of the study area. The study area encompasses
approximately 10 square miles. To compare water quality beneath sewered and unsewered areas,
we sampled 40 domestic and 12 temporary wells at a variety of depths within the aquifer
underlying the study area. Sampling was primarily for nitrate, but included other chemicals such
as chloride, phosphorus, and sodium.
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The septic systems studied did not meet the 3-foot vertical separation distance from the
bottom of the drainfield to the seasonally high water table. This separation distance ts necessary
to provide treatment of most contaminants. Due to the seasonal nature of the water table it is not
know what percent of the time the system is compliant with the separation distance. It is also
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unknown how seasonal variation of the water table affected the characteristics of the plumes
studied.

For the second part of the study, we selected seven septic systems. These were sites
located on lakes (See Figure 1). We drilled 15 to 25 holes at each site to define the horizontal and
vertical extent of plumes originating from each septic system. We sampled for Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs), bacteria, and a wide variety of inorganic chemicals.

‘What did we find?

_ Concentrations of nitrate were higher in unsewered areas (2.0 mg/L or parts per million)
than in sewered areas (0.78 mg/L). There were three exceedances of the drinking water standard

{10 mg/L) in shallow wells under unsewered areas, but only one exceedance in a domestic well.

Concentrations of most other chemicals were statistically equal between the two areas.

Chemical concentrations in septic effluent and within septic plumes were similar to
concentrations found in other studies in the literature. Septic effluent is characterized by
concentrations of ammonia, chloride, phosphorus, sodium, potassium, boron, VOCs, and bacteria
that are higher than background concentrations in ground water. These chemicals can reach
ground water beneath the drainfield, except for ammonia, which is converted to nitrate in the soil
zone. Within a septic plume, concentrations of phosphorus, bacteria, and VOCs decreased rapidly
and rarely traveled more than 30 feet from the drainfield. Chloride, nitrate, sodium, and boron
traveled much further, from about 30 to over 500 feet. Nitrate concentrations within the plume
exceeded the drinking water standard throughout much of the plume. No plume extended to an
adjacent lake. A typical plume is shown in Figure 2.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

" Both non-complying and complying septic systems can impact ground water quality.
Within individual plumes, concentrations of nitrate exceeded the drinking water standard.
Concentrations of phospherus and bacteria decreased rapidly within the plume.

Caution should be exercised when applying the results for Baxler 1o other areas. The

Baxter area may not be typical of many unsewered areas in Minnesota. Additional studies should
be conducted in older, larger subdivisions, and adjacent to lakes that are more sensitive to nitrate
contaminaticn than the lakes in the Baxter area.

What is next?
We will attempt to replicate these studies in other areas of the state, so that we can develop

a better understanding of septic impacts on water quality in a variety of different settings. In 1999,
we will conduct septic system studies near St. Cloud and in Washington County.
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Home § Environment

Septic System Faiture

Brad Lee, Don Jones, and Heidi Peterson
Department of Agronomy and Department of Agricultural and Biological Engineering,
Purdue University

Introduction

When properly designed, maintained, and used, septic
systems can provide adequate treatment for most pollutants.
There are approximately 800,000 septic systems in Indiana, and
the Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) estimates that
approximately 200,000 of these residential wastewater disposal
systems are inadequate and have failed or are failing to protect
human and environmertal health.

This publication examines the various types and causes of
septic system failures and their environmental effects.

In 1990, the ISDH adopted Rule 410 TAC 6-8.1 (http:/fwwvw.
in.gov/isdh/regsves/saneng/laws_rules/410 iac 6-8_1/410
iac_6-8 1.htm), which established guidelines for septic system
censtruction-and repair. A study that examnined septic system
permits issued by one Indiana county suggests the rule has
improved new septic system performance (Stout, 2003). The
study shows that nearly one in three of all septic svstems built
between 1950 and 2001 required repairs, typically within 12
vears of construction, But between [990 (the year the ISDH
rule was adopted) and 2001, less than 3 percent of new septic
systems required repairs, significantly fewer than in previcus
decades.

Still, more than half the occupied homes with septic systems
are more than 30 years old, according to the U.S. Census. Many
of the aging septic systems in these homes — built long before
the ISDH rule — report the most problems and failures.

The most commonly reported cause of septic system failures
is soil wetness (seasonally high water table), according to a
survey of Indiana county sanitarians and environmental health
specialists (Taylor, et al.; 1997). Other common causes were
undersized systems, system age, and limited space for the soil
absorption field.

While improved septic system designs and more stringent
oversight have resuited in fewer failures, homeowners may
mistakenly believe their septic systems are working properly
so long as the toilets flush properly and there is no smell in the

Purdue Agronomy

vard or adjacent ditches. However, septic systems fail in other,
less obvious ways, so homeowners (especially those with septic
systems built before 1990) should learn to recognize the most
common types and causes of septic system failures.

Types of Failures
There are four basic categories of septic system failure

{modified from Brown, 1998):

Sewage Backifow
Sewage backflow — septic system rejects sewage until it
backs up into a home — is the most commonly reported failure

* category. Such failures are obvious and typically command a

homeowner’s immediate attention. Because they are usually
noticed and addressed so quickly, sewage backflow failures
seldom cause much harm to the environment. However, if the
system is not quickly repaired, it can become a health hazard.

Sewage in the Yard

Another common category of septic system failure is when
poorly treated sewage surfaces on the surface of the vard, in
nearby ditches, on the neighbor’s lawn. or elsewhere in the
immediate environment (Figure 1). When it occurs in densely

Figure 1. This image shows an exampie of a failing septic
system. Fffjuent can bs seen surfacing on top of the fawn at jeft.
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Septic System Failure—HENV-1-

populated neighborhoods. such failures are usuaily obvicus.
Sewage in the vard can degrade surface water and ts a health
hazard.

Decline in Water Quality

Ahome's plumbing and septic system drainfield may appear
1o be working properly and nobody in the neighborhood will
notice foul odors or excess wetness around the drainfield.
But with this category of septic system failure, water supply
sampling indicates a significant degradation in groundwater
quality. Frequently, a downhill neighbor’s water supply well will
be affected, not the water supply of the failing system’s owner.
Such failures are not obvious and homeowners may perceive that
their septic systems are working satisfactorily.

Gradual Environmental Degradation

There is little scientific evidence indicating that septic system
failures are causing Indiana’s waters te degrade at such a rate
that it would pose a problem to this or the next generation.
However, computer medeling and long-term menitoring indicate
that septic system use in certain areas wilk result in gradual
environmental degradation. This is a very difficult problem
to identify, especially without extensive and costly long-term
monitoring. Because such septic system failures are difficult to
identify and quantify, there are no regulations regarding them,

Environmental impacts

A septic system’s effect on the environment can be difficult to
measure. We can estimate that every failing septic system can
discharge more than 76,650 gallons of untreated wastewater into
Indiana’s groundwaters and surface waters per year, That means
that the 200,000 failing systems in Indiana estimated by the
1SDH are introducing approximately 15.3 billion gallons of raw
sewage into the environment annually.

Untreated wastewater contains excessive nutrients {nitrogen
and phosphorus) that can harm native plant and fish populations
in Indiana’s surface waters, Wastewater’s excessive organic
matter content also can choke off the oxygen supply in streams
and rivers. Microbial populations in these surface waters can
exceed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s body
contact standards, abruptly halting recreational use of beaches,
lakes, and streams.

Common Causes of Failures

One of the most critical factors in septic system performance
is the nature of the soils used for the septic system soil
absorption field {see Purdue Extension publication HENV-
7-W, Indiana Soils and Septic Systems, http://www.ces.purdue.
edwextmediaHENV/HENV-7-W.pdf). ISDH Rule 413 IAC
6-8.1 now requires a professional soil scientist to carefully
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evaluate a home site before a new septic system permit is issued
(see Purdue Extension publication HENV-11-W. Obtaining a
Septic Svstem Perinit. http/www.ces purdue edufextmedia/
HENV/HENV-11-W.pdf), Other common causes of failure
include improper design, and poor system use, management.
and maintenance bv the homeowner. Minimize failures by
carefully and deliberately considering all aspects septic syvstem
construction: site selection, design, installation, maintenance.
and use.

Hire reputable individuals to design and install your septic
system. County health departments will provide you with the
names of registered soil scientists and installers who work in
vour county, After contacting a septic system professional.
ask for references from previous customers and contact
these homeowners to ask them about their septic system's
performance,

Once built, be sure to maintain the septic system. Use water
censervatively, avoid driving over the septic system, and have
your septic tank pumped and cleaned every 3-5 years. For more
informaticn, see Purdue Extension publication HENV-2-W,
Increasing the Longevity of Your Septic System, hittp:/fwww.ces.
purdue.edw/extmedia/ HENV/HENV-2-W.pdf.

When Problems Occur

If your septic system needs repair, it is imperative that you
contact yeur local county health department and report the
situation (a list of Indiana health departments is available at
http://www.in.gov/isdh/links/local_dep/index.htm). The county
health department can help you identify the probiem and provide
a list of professionals in the area who can assist you. In addition
to helping you, health departments use reports of failing systems
to develop future septic system designs that will better functicn
in Indiana soils.
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extmedia/HENV/HENV-7-W.pdf,

HENV-8-W, Gravel and Gravelless Trench Soil Absorption Fields, http:/iwww.
ces.purdue.edwextmedia/ HENV/HENV-8-W pdf.

HENV-9-W, Harer Use and Septic System Petformance, http://www.ces.purdue.
edu/extmedia/HENV/HENV-9-W.pdf

HENV-10-W, Septic Systems in Flooded and Wet Soil Conditions, http:/fwww.ces.

purdue.edw/extmedia/HENV/HENV-10-W.pdf.

HENV-11-W, Obtaining a Septic System Permit, http://www.ces.purdve.edu/
extmedia/ HENV/HENV-11-W.pdf.

HENV-12-W, Seasonally High Water Tables and Septic Systems, http://www.ces.
purdue.edw/extmedia HENV/HENV-12-W.pdf.

HENV-13-W, Septic System Additives, http://www. ces.purdue.edu/extmedia/
HENV/HENV-13-W.pdf.
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COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development / Resources Agency

Michael J. Johnson, AICP ‘ Airq:ms@@n

Agency Director I

MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 12, 2012
TO: Placer County Planning Commgssion
FROM: Michael J, Johnson, AICP

L]
Community Development /' Regources Agency Director

SUBJECT: Planning Director’s Determigation — “Community Centers”

BACKGROUND
At the May 22, 2012 and June 5, 2012 Board of Supervisors meetings, questions were raised
during the ‘Public Comment’ section regarding community/event centers associated with
wineries in farm and agricultural zoning districts. As stated by the speakers during ‘Public
Comments’, there appears to be a growing concern regarding the potential for “large-scale”
events at wineries. The speakers expressed concerns that recent “community center”
applications for Wise Villa Winery, Rock Hill Winery and Gold Hill Gardens were “attempts to
get around County zoning regulations”.

Currently, most wineries within the County are tocated within the F (Farm) zoning district. As
set forth in Section 17.10.010 (Farm Zoning District} of the Placer County Code, “Community
Centers” are identified as a conditionally permitted use, subject to the approval of a Minor Use
Permit. As detfined in Section 17.04.030 (Definitions) of the Placer County Code, “Community
Centers” are:

“Multipurpose meeting and recreational facilities typically consisting of one or more
meeting or multipurpose rooms, kitchen and/or outdoor barbeque facilities, that are
available for use by various groups for such activities as meetings, parties, weddings,
receptions dances, etc.”

As County staff has discussed at length, the term “Community Center” conjures images of public
buildings that allow for public gatherings, yet this is the only definition in the Zoning Code that
addresses such uses. In reality, what is being proposed at Wise Villa Winery, Rock Hill Winery and
Gold Hill Gardens are private event centers, in conjunction with agricultural activities on the property,
where the facilities are available for rent by private individuals or groups. Unfortunately, the Zoning
Code does not include such a definition, which continues to lead to the mischaracterization of the
proposed uses as being “community” oriented.

3091 County Center Drive, Sulte 280/ Auburn, CA 95803 1 630-745-3197 / Fax (530) 745-3120 ) www.placer.ca,qov
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Planning Director’s Determination — “Community Centers”
June 12, 2012
Page Two

The processing of “Community Center” uses within the Farm Zoning District is not a new issue
to the County. In recent years, several such facilities have been approved by the Zoning
Administrator and/or the Planning Commission, including the Newcastle Wedding Gardens on
Taylor Road in Newcastle, and the Flower Farm at Horseshoe Bar Road/Aubumn-Folsom Road in
Loomis. Both of these facilities are private venues that host weddings and other private events.
As the County has a very defined public review process for the consideration of “Community
Center” uses, it is important to note that, contrary to comments made that project applicants are
trying to “get around County zoning regulations”, all “Community Center” applications are
discretionary actions subject to extensive staff analysis and public review. Both the Newcastle
Wedding Gardens and the Flower Farm applications were approved after providing for public
review and comment,

ANALYSIS

As set forth in the County’s General Plan, County staff continues to work with property owners
to further agricultural and economic development opportunities within the County. The
County’s General Plan has numerous programs and policies that specifically address furthering
agricultural and economic development, including:

Land Use Policy 1.N.1
Foothills Policies , :
The County shall support development of tourist and recreational facilities that extend the

Foothill's area’s tourist season,

Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Policy 7.4.10

The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing agricultural services uses (i.e.,
commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturally-designated areas if they relate to the

primary agricultural activity in the area.

Policy 7.A.13
The County shall encourage multi-seasonal use such as private recreational development.

Policy 7.C.4
The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities for County-
grown products in all agricultural zone districts.

Policy 7.C.6

The County shall ensure that land use regulations do not arbitrarily restrict potential
agricultural related enterprises which could provide supplemental sources of income for farm
operafors.



Planning Director’s Determination — “Community Centers”
June 12, 2012
Page Three

While it has taken many years to materialize, the General Plan’s vision to develop tourist and
economic development opportunities that promote the County’s wineries and agricultural
amenities is now being realized. As shown by the existing “community centers” that have been
approved within Farm zoning districts, these activities can co-exist with surrounding rural
residential Jand uses, subject to the application of specific conditions of approval. That stated,
each discretionary application is reviewed on its own merits, and decisions to recommend or not
support an application are based upon the specific facts associated with that particular
application.

“Community Center” uses are currently permitted by right in all commetcial zoning districts, the
Highway Services zoning district, and the Resort zoning district. “Community Centers” are
conditionally permitted in all residential zoning districts, the Office Park zoning district, and the
Farm zoning district with the approval of a Minor Use Permit. All conditionally permitted uses
arc discretionary actions, meaning that the decision-making body has the ability to apply
conditions of approval or, if deemed appropriate, deny the application. All Minor Use Permits
require environmental analysis, and public hearing notices ate posted in the local newspaper and
are mailed to all surrounding property owners.

DETERMINATION OF THE PLANNING DIRECTOR

As set forth in Section 17.58.120(D) of the Placer County Code (Refetral to Planning
Commission), the Planning Director has the ability to refer a Minor Use Permit (which are
typically considered by the Zoning Administrator) to the Planning Commission for a public
hearing when it is deemed necessary because of unique or unusual circumstances. Given the
recent concern raised regarding “Community Center” uses, it is the determination of the Planning
Director that all “Community Center’’ applications be reviewed by the Planning Commission to
assure the highest level of public review and serutiny. Because the Planning Commission
represents broad community interests, [ have concluded the community is best served having the
Planning Commission act as the decision-making body on “Community Center” uses.

As is required of all applications reviewed by the Planning Commission, applications for the
consideration of a “Community Center” will be presented to the local Municipal Advisory
Couneil prior to any hearing before the Planning Commission. Additionally, the hearings before
the Planning Commission will be publicly-noticed in the local newspaper, and notification of the
hearing will be sent out to all interested parties and property owners within 300 feet of the
subject property. As with all actions by the Planning Commission, the action of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors for final determination.

It is important for the Planning Commission to know that staff is very aware of the concerns
being raised regarding “Community Centers”, and staff will continue to assure that the highest
level of public participation is provided to all “Community Center” applications, both to the
project applicants as well as to other interested parties.

Should you have any questions regarding this Planning Director's Determination, please do not
hesitate to call me at 530-745-3000.
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Gladding fire torches three homes

Wind-whipped flames burn more than 500 acres, force evacuations
By: Cheri March The News Messenger

At least three homes were destroyed as wind-whipped flames ripped through 500 acres of
dry ranchland in rural Lincoln on Monday. Approximately 10 other structures and
multiple vehicles and pieces of farm equipment also were lost in the fast-moving blaze,
which was first reported off Gladding Road at approximately 12:40 p.m. Monday.
Monday afternoon, Ruben Ayala squinted through the smoke near his home off Wise
Road, trying to catch a glimpse of his house as airplanes and helicopters continually
dropped fire retardant. Fire engines lined the roads, their crews battling the main fire and
the hot spots that started as the wind threw hot ashes into dry grass. At approximately 1
p.m. Monday, Ayala said, he came home to find firefighters battling a grass fire next to
his house. They told him to evacuate, and he only had time to grab his dogs before
retreating to a neighbor’s house. “They told me they’d be there to protect it,” he said.
Nearby residents all stood outside their homes, watching the blaze and hoping it didn’t
come any closer. “Our cars are packed up,” said Carolyn De Witt, one of Ayala’s
neighbors. “This is the closest something has ever come to our house.” The De Witts
smelled the smoke before they ever saw any flames, and from 1:30 p.m. onward, they
stood out front and watched the fire steadily approach, hoping the winds would die down
and allow fire crews to get it under control. At one point, their power went out, and hot
ashes were hitting their cars. De Witt said her husband built their house, and to think of it
going up in smoke was heartbreaking. ““That’s the most sickening thing to think about,”
she said. “We keep the fields down,” she added. “All we can do is mow the grass and
keep it as short as possible.” Late Monday, an evacuation center was opened at Carlin C,
Coppin Elementary School; volunteers from the Red Cross and Lincoln CERT were on
hand to assist residents, offering water and a place to regroup. As dusk fell, Jennifer
Caszatt held her 8-week-old baby, Mary Jane, as she and other members of the Harmon
family waited for word on when they could return to their home near Mt. Pleasant. “We
were afraid it was going to blow back up at us and we didn’t want to take any chances,”
Caszatt said. “We just threw (the baby’s) clothes and bassinet in the car and grabbed the
dog and took off.” Most road closures were lifted and evacuees were allowed to return to
their homes by approximately 8:30 p.m. Monday. By Tuesday afternoon, flames were 80
percent contained and expected to be fully extinguished by midnight, though crews
would continue checking for hot spots for several days, said Cal Fire spokesman Daniel
Berlant. Berlant said Monday’s low humidity and dusty winds fed the destruction,
spreading the fire nearly to Highway 193. At its peak, more than 400 personne! were on
scene — including teams from Sac Metro, South Placer, Roseville, Rocklin, Foresthill,
Newecastle and Placerville — as well as 52 engines, four air tankers, four helicopters, four
dozers, four water tenders and eight hand crews. “Unfortunately we lost three homes, but



there were 400 homes that were threatened,” Berlant said. “There was a lot more
potential for destruction. Nobody was hurt.” Long after the last evacuees trickled back
into their homes Monday night, Helen and Harley Hutchinson returned to the smoldering
remains of their century-old farmhouse on Tuesday to pick through rubble and keep an
eye out for their missing pets. Though the couple believes a pair of kittens inside the
home perished, their outdoor cats and two dogs fled. *The only important thing now is
the animals,” Harley Hutchinson said. “There’s nothing left to save.” Just a chimney,
concrete steps and a windmill were left standing at the McCourtney Road address. Along
with the home, the couple lost two barns, several outbuildings and several trucks and
ranch equipment. “It’s just starting to sink in now,” Helen Hutchinson said. “Everything
is gone. The house across the street is fine. It’s amazing how the wind blows.” Son Mike
Hutchinson, who is housing his parents, stared sadly at the place his childhood home
once stood. “It was an old ranch house,” he said. “I grew up here. My great-grandmother
lived here.”” Another neighbor, Julie Hueftle, said she knows the pain the Hutchinsons are
going through. She lost her own home 15 years ago. In the moment, evacuees often don’t
think to grab a checkbook, identification or birth certificate, let alone family heirlooms,
she said. Harley Hutchinson, for instance, lost all of his diabetic medication. “There’s so
much you can do ahead of time,” Hueftle said. “These guys lost everything.” Hueftle said
she is raising funds to help Helen and Harley Hutchinson, who were unable to insure their
home because of its age. Donations can be made at U.S. Bank to an account in the name
of Harley Hutchinson. Correspondent Brandon Darnell contributed to this story.
Keywords:
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gladding fire

harley hutchinson

ruben avala

carolyn de witt
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Dangerous Development

Wildfire and Rural Sprawl in the Sierra Nevada

Executive Summary

Wildfire and population growth are

on a collision course in the Sierra

New research by Sierra Nevada Alliance finds that
large numbers of people are moving to very high fire
hazard areas of the Sierra, leading to more wildfires,
more taxpayer expense, and more loss of life.

In the next 20-40 years, even more people and homes
will be in harm’s way. The population of the Sierra is
expected to triple by the year 2040, and new research
by Sierra Nevada Alliance finds that 94% of the land
slated for rural residential development is classified
as very high or extreme fire hazard by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (also
known as CDF or CalFire).

At the same time, climate change is already making
summers in the Sierra hotter and drier, leading to an
increase in the frequency and severity of catastrophic
wildfire (Westerling, 2006).

The combination of population growth and climate
change in our fire-prone region is creating a “‘perfect
firestorm™ where increasing numbers of people and
homes will be at greater risk of catastrophic wildfire.

Sierra’s population is growing —
catastrophic wildfire. Photo by Maria Mircheva,

z |
SIERBA NUWVADA ALLLANCE

and so is the riskof

New Findings of This Report:

+ Between 1990 and 2000, the number of people
living in very high or extreme fire threat areas of
the Sierra grew by 16%.

94% of the land slated for rural residential devel-
opment in the Sierra is classified by CalFire as
very high or extreme fire threat,

Between 1990 and 2000, the Sierra’s wildland
urban interface (or WUI} grew by 131,000 acres,
a 12% increase.

* Better community planning can help reduce the
number of lives and homes at risk.

This report examines the relationship between land
use planning and wildfire prevention in the Sierra.
We hope this report will help the public, decision
makers and conservation leaders assess where and
how we grow, to make better choices that will keep
our homes and communities safer.

§ 1.ocal governments in the Sierra, along with state
} and federal agencies, must take action to limit the
| spread of residential development into dangerous
# arcas. We must aiso end subsidies that encourage
h reckless development at taxpayer expense.

| Fire is natural & unavoidable in the Sierra
- The Sierra Nevada is a fire-dependent landscape.
i California’s Mediterranean climate of wet winters
. and hot, dry summers creates the exact conditions
. for fire to flourish. Sierra plants. animals and
forests evolved with fire for thousands of years,

E and have adapted to not only survive with fire,

- but to depend upon it. The health of the Sierra
landscape depends upon frequent, low-intensity
fires that thin crowded forests, recycle nutrients,
and increase biodiversity (Barbour, 1993).
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Decades of fire suppression and logging

have created a tinderbox

After the gold rush, fire suppression became the
standard practice, and these small, low-intensity fires
were regularly put out. This seemingly good idea has
had disastrous consequences. After 100 vears of fire
suppression and logging large. fire-resistant trees, Sierra
forests have become virtual tinderboxes, crowded

with dead brush and small trees. (Barbour, 1993). The
continuing conversion of mature, fire-resistant forests
to plantations and other industrial logging practices

are compounding the fire threats in the Sierra Nevada,
taking what was a fire-adapted forest system and
making it much more vulnerable to catastrophic fire.
Unlike the small, low-intensity fires that used to be the
norm, Sierra wildfires today are much more likely to
become catastrophic crown fires that char everything in
their path.

The Sierra is growing — into wildfire areas

The Sierra is the third-fastest growing region of
California, and that growth is putting more people
directly in the path of catastrophic wildfire. By 2040,
the population of the Sierra will triple to 1.5 million -
2.4 million residents (Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project,
1996). New research by Sierra Nevada Alliance

finds that 94% of the land slated for rural residential
development is in areas classified by CalFire as very
high or extreme fire hazard.

The 20()7A.ngra ﬁre destroyed 242 homes near
South Lake Tahoe. Photo by Autumn Bernstein,

Moderate or

No Fire
Hazard
4% High Fire
Extreme Fire  Hazard
Hazard \ ‘ 2%
6%

Very High
Fire Hazard
88%

This figure depicts fire hazard on lands slated for
rural residential development in the Sierra.

Unsafe growth patterns increase fire danger
The wildland urban interface -- the area where houses
and wildlands meet, and where catastrophic wildfires
are likely to destroy lives and property -- is growing
rapidly in the Sierra. New research by Sierra Nevada
Alliance finds that between 1990 and 2000, the
wildland urban interface (WUI) in the Sierra grew

by 12%. As the size of the wildland-urban interface
grows, so does the risk of catastrophic wildfire that
destroys lives and property.

The WUI in the Sierra is characterized by low-density
housing development scattered in a sea of flammable

E vegetation. This pattern of low-density development,

with one house every 2-80 acres, is often referred

to as “rural ranchette” development, Ranchette
development in the WUI makes it more difficult and
more costly for fire managers to prevent wildfires and
protect homes and lives when major fires do occur,

Climate change is increasing wildfire danger
At the same time that population growth is putting
more people in fire hazard areas, climate change is
already making summers in the Sierra hotter and drier,
leading to an increase in the frequency and severity

of catastrophic wildfire (Westerling 2006). CalFire
predicts that these impacts will become more severe in
coming vears (CalFire 2003), leading to a “perfect fire
storm” where increasing numbers of people and homes
will be at greater risk of catastrophic wildfire.
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Taxpayetrs are subsidizing unsafe growth
Costs of fire prevention have increased exponentially
in recent years as state and federal firefighters spend
more time and money protecting new homes in
wildland areas. The vast majority of these costs are
shouldered not by the affected homeowners, but by
state and federal taxpayers. A recent federal audit
found that the US Forest Service is spending up to

$1 billion annually to protect private homes adjacent
to national forest land (USDA Office of Inspector
General, 2006). CalFire’s firc protection cxpenditures
increased an average of 10% per year between 1994
and 2004, and much of that increased cost was due
to increasing numbers of homes in wildland areas
(California Legislative Analyst’s Office, 2005).

Current policy is failing at-risk communities
Our current policy framework doesn’t do enough to
minimize risks to lives, assets, watersheds, wildlife
and ecosystem health. In most parts of the Sierra,
land use planning in wildfire areas focuses on site-
specific requirements such as clearing defensible
space and building with fire-retardant materials. Site-
specific building policies are important, but fire-safe
planning must look at the bigger picture: planning the
neighborhood and the community.

“Fire-smart growth” can save lives and money
Development in high fire threat areas of the Sierra is
inherently dangerous. However, community design
can play a large role in minimizing exposure and
reducing losses. Infill and clustered development, aka
“fire-smart growth,”” has numerous advantages over
low-density ranchette development when it comes

to fire safety. These factors should be considered by
counties, cities and developers when planning for new
development in the Sierra.

¥

axpaye are subsidizing
high fire hazard areas. Photo by Shasta Ferranto.
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Better planning can make communities safer.
Photo by CanyonFlorey.com

Principles for planning fire-safe communities
This report recommends that planning in high fire
threat areas should adhere to five fire-safe pianning
principies. Implementation measures for each of these
five principles are explored in chapter six of this report.

1. Make new development pay its own way:
Landowners contemplating development in high fire
threat areas should be required to pay the full cost for

| fire protection.

t 2. Cluster development in and around existing

communities: Local governments should encourage
infill development and concentric cutward growth
while discouraging low-density sprawl and leapfrog
development in high fire hazard areas.

3. Don’t build in unsafe places: Even within an area
of high fire hazard, some places are more dangerous
than others. New development should be curtailed in

' places that will put new or existing residents at greater
- risk.

4. Manage the forested landscape to restore
resiliency and reduce fire risk: State, federal and

- local agencies should support responsible forest

management practices that restore forest health and

- reduce the risk of catastrophic crown fire in the WUL

5. Improve planning and budgeting processes
to fully address risks: All levels of government

L involved in wildland fire prevention and protection

need to improve planning and budgeting to prepare for
coordinated wildfire prevention and response.

Conclusion: Better planning is the key

The threat of catastrophic wildfire in Sierra
communities has increased dramatically in recent years,
and will only get worse unless local, state and federal

. agencies, in partnership with Sierra residents, NGOs
- and community groups, work together to address the

underlying issues of poor planning and unfair subsidies

L that encourage irresponsible development.

| 'We can build thriving communities that are safer and

sustainable, by making an upfront investment in good
planning that will save lives and money in the long run.
Or we can continue with business as usuval, and deal
with the consequences every fire season to come. The
choice is ours.
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Foreword:

Lessons from the Angora Fire

bv dutumn Bernstein, Land Use Coordinator

Sunday. June 24, 2007 When | saw the first plumes of
smoke rising over the ridge behind my house. I went
inside to make a sandwich.

It might sound crazy, but ['ve spent my entire life
in California. After a while, you get used to seeing
little plumes of smoke. You don’t panic. You listen
for the sirens, you keep one eye on the sky. you turn
on the news. but you don’t panic. Most of the time.
these little fires are put out before they can become
destructive. Most of the time, but not this time.

While 1 was in the kitchen slicing cheese and toasting
bread, I felt a great gust of wind shuddering across the
side of the house. [ walked back outside and saw that
the little plume of grey smoke had suddenly become

a billowing orange column, arcing over my house and
blocking out the sun, The wind blew again — it was
coming my way, fast and hot.

I never got to eat that sandwich. My stomach was
still growling as [ drove down the road with my pets,
laptop, sleeping bag, and a copy of East of Edern I'd
bought at a garage sale that morning. As [ drove,

I thought about all the things I'd lett behind, and
wondering it they'd still be there tomorrow. Six days
later, when | was allowed to return home, the hunk of
cheddar cheese was still on the counter, the bread still
in the toaster.

I live on Angora ridge near South Lake Tahoe. The
fire came to the very edge of my neighborhood, within
¥s mile of my home. 1 am one of the lucky ones.

242 families lost their homes, and over a thousand
experienced the same fear and suspense that { did,
before returning to find homes and possessions intact.

1'd spent the last two years researching and writing
this report on wildfire and rural development, only

to have my own terrifving first-hand experience with
wildfire just weeks before this report was scheduled to
be released. It brought home the lessons of this report
in a very personal way that I couldn’t have imagined
before.

My house was saved because of the remarkable elforts
of the firefighters that kept the fire at the perimeter of
our rneighborhood. It was aiso saved because the US
Forest Service had recently completed fuel treatment
in the forest directly adjacent to our neighborhood.
helping to create a defensible space around our homes.
And it was saved because [ simply got lucky.

Fire is natural and unavoidable in the Sierra. Equally
natural and unavoidable are the impulses of pecople
like myself, who want to make a home in this beautitul
landscape. How do we reconcile this apparent
contradiction?

Defensible space is one selution, and that issue has
gotten a lot of attention in the aftermath of the Angora
fire. But there is another, larger issue that has been
largely ignored: How can we use the tools of urban
planning to build safer communities?

While 1 love my home, I question whether or not my
neighborhood should have been built in the first place.
It is an isolated, leapfrog subdivision perched atop a
steep, fire-prone ridge, surrounded by dense forests.
All of these factors make it an extremely dangerous
place in the event of a wildfire.

New subdivisions like mine are popping up all over
the Sierra, with littte thought about the implications
for fire safety. Worse still, isolated rural ranchcttes are
sprawling across the landscape, putting people in even
more remote, hazardous areas. This pattern of “rural
sprawl’ increases the likelihood that more homes will
be destroyed and more lives will be lost as wildfire
makes its inevitable march across the landscape.

2007 is shaping up to be one of the worst fire seasons
in recent memory. [t is also the year that I stopped
being a fire observer, and became a fire survivor. Itis
an experience [ hope never to repeat. But unless we
Sierrans start asking hard questions about where and
how we grow, [ fear that many more of us will have
our own survivor stories to tell, and they won't all
have happy endings.

—_



Chapter 1 |
History and Ecology of Wildfire in the Sierra

The Sierra Nevada region
The Sierra Nevada is a 400-mile region
characterized by tall granite peaks.
coniterous forests and rolling. oak- and
chaparral-covered foothills. It includes
portions of 22 California counties and is
home to approximately 600.000 people.
The Sierra is also home to over half

the plant and animal populations of the
state, and provides 60% of California’s
drinking water.

The forest that John Muir saw
Fire is an integral part of the Sierran
landscape. Before the arrival of
Europeans. low-intensity ground

fires were commonplace and rarely
catastrophic. Several studies have

shown that prior to 1875, fires occurred
every 8-15 years in pine forests, and every
16-30 in wetter fir forests (Barbour, 1993),

Low-intensity grownd fires were common in the Sierva before 1830,
Photo by Zeke Lunder.

when wildfires frequently char everything in their
path, but fires used to be far less destructive and were
in most cases beneficial. The frequent ground fires
cleared away brush and smaller trees, but left the
larger trees intact. Fire also cleared away the layer of
dead leaves, pine needles and brush that covered the
ground, leaving behind bare soil and stimulating the
regeneration of grasses, wildflowers and other small
plants that might otherwise be unable to grow.

When fire was commonplace in the Sierra, our forests,
woodlands and chaparral areas looked quite different
than they do today. The forests were more open and
park-like, with big, mature trees and carpets of grass
and wildflowers, and much less woody brush and
fewer small trees than we see today.

John Muir described the forests of the Sierra as:
Because fires came through frequently, brush and dead

“famong] the grandest and most beautiful in the
world. .. The giant pines, and firs, and Sequoias
hold their arms open to the sunlight, rising above
one another on the mountain benches. . . The inviting
openness of the Sierva woods is one of their most
distinguishing characteristics. The trees of all the
species stand more or less apart in groves, or in
small irregular groups, enabling one to find a way
nearly everywhere, along sunny colonnades and
through openings that have a smooth, park-like
surface,” (Barbouwr ibid).

wood were eliminated before they could accumulate
to dangerous levels. When brush piles up and small
trees clutter the forest, they form a “ladder” which
allows fire to climb from the ground into the treetops,
resulting in catastrophic crown fires that kill the large
trees and threaten homes and lives. In the Sierra
before European arrival, such fires were less common
than they are today and large. old trees survived
dozens or even hundreds of fires (Barbour. ibid).

The Giant sequoia and fire
In some cases. fire also has a more specialized role in

This open, park-like setting was due largely to the
beneficial influence of fire. It is hard to imagine today,
2

ensuring the health of Sierra ecosystems and even the
survival of species. One example is the Giant sequoia,
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which is the world’s most massive living organism
and 15 found nowhere else in the world outside the
Sierra. With its huge size and majestic stature it is
hard 1o imagine that the Giant sequoia is actually quite
vulnerable.

But its lifecvele is intimately dependent upon fire.
Giant sequoias produce huge amounts of cones. but
unlike the ceones of most conifers, these cones do not
automatically open and release their seeds. Instead,
the cones remain green. hanging onto the parent tree
and holding their seeds for as long as twenty years,
Hot air from a ground fire causes the cones to open
and rain seeds upon the forest floor — up to 8 million
seeds per acre fall after a fire (Harvey. 1980).

Survival and successful germination of Giant sequoia
seeds also depends upon fire. The seeds have a hard
time germinating and growing to maturity in the litter
of needies and leaves which usually covers the forest
floor. When fire has exposed the bare soil and reduced
the amount of shade in the forest, then the seeds can
germinate and grow successfully.

Land managers who steward Giant sequoia groves
now understand the importance of fire and use
controlled burns to ensure the long-term survival of
the species. Since the reintroduction of fire into Kings
Canyon National Park, the number of seedlings per
acre has grown trom virtually zero to 22,000 (Harvey
ibid).

Native Californians and fire

FFor as long as there have been people in the Sierra,
there has been management of fire. The Sierra Nevada
has been inhabited for at least 10,000 vears by peoples

of the Miwok, Palute, Washo, Maidu. Yokuts, Nisenan,

Konkow and Mono cultures, and virtually all of these
tribal groups actively managed the landscape until the
arrival of Europeans. They used a variety of tools and
techniques, but the tool that was most widely used,
and had the most dramatic effect on the appearance
and ecology of the Sierra, was fire. Indeed, it now
appears that Native Americans used fire to manage
forest throughout the New World (Mann, 2006).

Foothill areas were routinely burned to reduce
brush and stimulate the production of herbaceous
plants and tubers, which were important to the diet

of Native Californians. both because people ate the
plants directly. and because they provided food for
deer. elk and other game. Fire also helped maintain
the productivity of oak woodlands. important for

the acorns they provided. and stimulated the growth
of shrub shoots. used for basketry, buildings and. in
the case of fruit-producing shrubs like chokecherry
and manzanita. food. Burning was also important

to Native Californians because it reduced the risk of
catastrophic crown fires that destroyed homes and
tood-producing trees, and eliminated habitat for game
and fish. According to UC Davis ethnobotanist M. Kat
Anderson, “burning to keep the brush down™ was a
maxim adhered to by all Sierran peoples (Anderson.
1996) .

The impacts of regular and widespread burning by
Native Americans were significant. Approximately
100,000 Native Americans lived in the Sierra Nevada
before the arrival of Europeans, and virtually every
tribal group regularly burned large areas. While

it is impossible to know how many fires were
historically caused by lightning and how many by
Native Americans, it is likely that both natural fires
and human-caused fires played an important role in
shaping the Sierra. What is clear is that the open,
park-like forest which so enchanted John Muir and
other early settlers was not a pristine wilderness, but a
landscape that was managed by those who inhabited it
for thousands of years (Anderson, 1996).

Changing regimes:

fire suppression and logging

As Luropeans moved in and replaced Native
Americans as California’s land managers. the fire
regime in the Sterra changed dramatically. [t became
the norm to extinguish fires caused by lightning or
other natural causes and deliberate human-caused fires
were seen as a menace rather than as a management
tool. Fire suppression became the official policy

of the Forest Service in 1905 and the California
Department of Forestry followed suit in 1924,

In addition, the widespread industrial logging which
began during the mining era has also changed

the composition of Sierra forests. The practice

of clearcutting replaced diverse forests with vast
plantations of small trees that are all the same age.
Most of the Sierra’s national forests and private



torestlands were clearcut regularly for decades. Today.
clearcutting continues on a large scale on some private
torestlands. The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project

(SNEP) characterized the eftect of logging in this way:

“Timber harvest, through its effects on forest
structure, local microclimae, and fuel uecumulation,
heis increased fire severity more than any other
recent human activity. " (SNEF, 1996).

The results of a century of fire suppression and
logging large. fire-resistant trees have been dramatic.
Sierra forests and woodlands today are more crowded
and shrubbier. Shade-tolerant trees such as the

white fir have thrived under these conditions and

¥ \\\. x.k_
_
\ z

This scene from the aftermath of the 2007 Angora fire is typical of a crown
fire i a dense, croveded forest. Photo by Aubiin Bernstein,

vastly expanded their numbers and range, while fire-
dependent species such as the Giant sequoia have
suffered (Barbour, ibid). High meadows have been
invaded by thickets of conifers (Taylot, 1990), and
oak woodlands have been overtaken by deerbrush
(Barbour, ibid).

In these conditions, the likelihood of catastrophic
crown fire has increased dramatically. Dense stands of
young. small trees are very flammable. Accumulated
brush and dead wood are also highly flammable.
Taken together, small trees, brush and dead wood form
a “ladder™ that allows fire to climb from the ground
into the canopy and spread quickly from tree to tree.
This type of fire is difficult to control.

Fire suppression has changed the behavior of fires.
but the effects vary by forest type. For example. high
elevation red fir forests historically experienced fairly
long intervals between fires. so the recent departure
from the natural fire regime has been less pronounced
in these forests. By contrast. fires were historically
far more frequent in lower-elevation ponderosa pine
forests. so the eftects of fire suppression in this forest
type have been more pronounced.

Beyond fire suppression:

new methods for fire management
In recent years, fire and land managers in the Sierra
and throughout the West have become aware of the
unintended consequences of fire suppression and
g 0 fogging, and they are taking proactive!
 steps to undo the damage of a century’s
!, - worth of mismanagement. The removal
j of brush and small trees, in conjunction
E with prescribed burning, are techniques
E now widely used to restore forests to a
condition similar to that which existed
before fire suppression.

Making a forest more fire safe usually
involves cutting young trees and tall
| brush first, which are then piled and
burned safely. Once these fuel sources
are removed, a ground fire is set to
burn the remaining small brush and
accurnulated debris on the forest floor
B (pine needles, fallen branches, etc.).
After the ground fire has run its course,
what remains are large, living trees and bare
soil — a forest in which catastrophic crown fire is less
likely to occur. The following spring. the forest floor
turns green as shrubs re-sprout and annual herbs and
wildflowers flourish in the rich, newly-fertile soil.

While these new management techniques are widely
believed to be effective at both restoring forest health
and preventing catastrophic fire, they are resource-
intensive, requiring large amounts of both capital

and labor. Over time, brush and small trees will
accumulate once again, so effective fuel reduction
programs require an ongoing investment of resources.
In addition. fuel treatments are more difficult and
costly to implement on steep slopes and in fragile
areas such as stream environments. Efforts to
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implement fuel reduction programs on a large scale
are complicated by tunding shortfalls, competing
management priorities and the mishmash of state.
federal and private lands.

The continuing hazard of

timber plantations

The conversion of forests to plantations continues
on some private forestlands in the Sierra. increasing
fire hazard in adjacent forests and communities. Tree
plantations stocked with denselv-stocked, even-
aged, nursery-grown conifers have their needles

and branches close to the ground and tend to have
interlocking crowns: consequently. they form a
continuous aerial fuel mass that can easily ignite and
spread as a crown fire. This is why plantations are
susceptible to severe fire damage even from low-to-
moderate intensity fires.

Because young timber plantations pose such extreme
fire risks and fuel hazards, they must be managed
with complete fire exclusion, [t takes just a few
scattered plantations to put whole areas at risk of
uncharacteristically severe fire, and thus, plantations
zones are managed for fire exclusion, causing
hazardous fuel loads to accumulate over time. The
presence of these plantations compels adjacent public
land management agencies to design expensive
thinning treatments near plantations to increase
successful suppression operations and induces fire
fighters to take risky actions to aggressively fight fires
burning in plantation zones—even fires that otherwise
could have been used for fuel treatment and ecological
benelits (Ingalsbee, 1997).

The new threat: Rural development

In recent years, the Sierra has begun (o experience

a development boom. fueled by retirees and second
homeowners. [n contrast to previous eras where
growth was clustered around small, tight-knit towns,
today’s population growth is characterized by [ow-
density rural “ranchette” development and leapfrog
subdivisions where houses are scattered across

the landscape. In some parts of the Sierra, rural
residential development is outstripping all other
types of development by a ratio of 10 to 1 (California
Department of Conservation, 2006). This type of
development makes forest management with regular

Sterra forest before and afier mechanical fuel treaiment.
Phatos by Zeke Lunder.

controlled burning very difficult. Rural development
also puts more lives and homes it danger. This
newthreat to fire management is the central issue
explored in this report.

Conclusion

In recent decades, forest managers and residents in the
Sierra have begun to recognize the integral role of fire
in Sierra forests. We now understand that fire cannot
be eliminated or suppressed — it must be carefully
managed. In the next chapter, we explore how
population growth and wildfire are both on the rise in
the Sierra, with potentially dangerous consequences.
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Chapter 2

Wildfire and Population Growth on a Collision Course

For the last several decades, the number of people
fiving in high fire threat areas of the Sierra has
increased dramatically, resulting in increasing conflicts
between people and fire. That growth is projected

to continue over the next forty years. Other factors.
such as climate change and the conversion of private
forestland to highly-flammable plantations, are also
contributing to a “perfect firestorm” where more lives
and homes will be at risk of catastrophic wildfire.

Ranchettes and the

wildland urban interface

In many parts of the rural west. including the Sierra,
the predominant form of new development is low-
density “rural ranchettes” where houses are scattered
at low densities (1 house per 2-80 acres) in a sca of
wildland vegetation.

In many parts of the Sierra, ranchette development is
the only game in town. For example, between 2002
and 2004, 261 acres of ranchland in Amador County
were converted to urban development (commetcial,
industrial and medium density housing). During that
same time period, 3,100 acres of agricultural land

in Amador County were converted to ranchettes. In
other words, ranchette development is outstripping
urban development by a ratio of 10 to 1 (California
Department of Conservation, ibid).

This type of development creates a “wildland urban
interface” (see sidebar) that is extremely problematic
for firc management. Preventing and fighting wildfire
in the wildland urban interface (WUI) is extremely
difficult and resource-intensive.

Fires in the WUI tend to burn fast and fierce, and
cause many homes to be lost at once. A case in point
is the 2007 Angora fire, which began in the WUI and
spread quickly to adjacent homes. All 242 houses and
67 commercial buildings destroyed by the fire were
lost during the first twelve hours (Norman, 2007).

In the 1990 Painted Cave fire in Santa Barbara, 479
homes were destroyed, most within two hours of the
initial report (Cohen, 2000).

What is the Wildland Urban Interface?

The wildland urban interface. or WUILL is a term
developed by fire managers to designate places
where development is interspersed with areas that
are prone to wildland fire. The USDA defines the
WUI as “the area where houses meet or comingle
with undeveloped wildland vegetation.™

There are two types of wildland urban interface:
In areas where developed cities share a distinct
boundary with the adjacent wildland, the WUI is
known as interface WUIL. In areas where low-den-
sity development is intermingled with wildland
vegetation, it is know as intermix WUI.

Source: USDA and USDI. 2001. Urban wildland interface
communities within vicinity of Federal lands that are at high
risk from wildfire. Federal Register 66: 751-777.

The wildland urban interface in the Sierra and the rural
West is growing larger, and exposing more people to
risk, every year. Population growth and wildland fire
are, quite literally, on a collision course in the Sierra.

Fire and population growth:

Recent trends in the western US

In states throughout the West, increasing numbers

of homes are being built in high fire threat arcas,
dramatically increasing the size of the wildland urban
interface. According to a study by researchers at

the University of Wisconsin, in the Rocky Mountain
states (AZ, CO. 1D, KS, MT, ND, NE, NM, NV, SD,
UT. WY). the number of homes in the WUI grew by
67.8% between 1990 and 2000 (Radeloft, 2005).

As the number of homes has grown, so has the sheer
size of the wildland urban interface itself. From 1990
to 2000, the WUT in the Rocky Mountain states grew
by 2,089,895 acres, an increase of 30.2%. In Nevada,
the number of homes in the WUI grew by a whopping
91.7% during the same time period (Radeloff, ibid).
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At the same time that the size of the wildland urban
interface is growing. the frequency and severity of
wildfires in the West is also growing. In 2006, a

study in Science reported there were four times as
many wildfires in the last sixteen years than during
the previous sixteen vears. The total arca burnes

by those fires also increased dramaticatly. by 65)%.
Much of this increased fire activity was concentrated
in mid-elevation forests in Northern California and the
Northern Rockies (Westerling, 2006).

The same study also found that the recent increase
in wildfire activity is correlated with an increase
in average spring and summer temperature. This
indicates that global climate change has probably
begun to increase the frequency and severity of
wildland fire in the western US (Westerling. ibid).
Projections of further temperature rises, then, most
likely will entail further increases in wildfire.

Fire and population growth:

Recent trends in California

California is infamous for wildland fires that take
lives, destroy homes, and char vast expanses of
wildlands. The 2003 OId Fire killed six people,
destroyed 1,000 homes and scorched about 100.000
acres in the San Bernardino Mountains above San
Bernardino (USFS, 2003). Three vears later, the

Esperanza Fire killed five people. destroyed 34 homes,

and charred 42,000 acres in the same area (CalFire,
2006). Thirty-six firefighters with the U.S. Forest
Service and California Department of Forestry have
died battling California wildfires since 1990,

Part of the reason California wildland fires are so
destructive is that California has the most homes in
the wildland urban interface of any state. According to
the University of Wisconsin study, between 1990 and
2000, the number of homes in California’s wildland
urban interface increased by 14.5%. to 5.1 million.
There are a total of 12 million homes in California,
meaning that nearly one out of every two California
homes is in the wildland urban interface.(RadelofT,
ibid).

There are 8 million acres of WU1 in California. Of
those 8 million acres. about 5.5 million are classified
by CalFire as high, very high, or extreme wildfire
threat (see sidebar) (California LAO, 2005).

The real and potential economic costs ot fire in
California’s WUT are staggering. CalFire estimates
that the replacement value for homes in the wildland
urban interface
is $107

billion for

the structures
alone. On
average. 703
homes in
California are lost to wildfire every vear. at a cost of
$163 million (California Fire Plan. 1996).

Nearly one out of every two
California homes is in the
wildland urban interface.

These averages belie the enormous social and
gconomic costs associated with large, devastating
fires. The costs of the 2003 Old, Grand Prix and
Padua fires, including, among other things, firefighting
expenditures, private insurance payments, and FEMA
assistance, were estimated by the Forest Service at
$1.3 billion (Dunn, 2003).

CalFire’s Fire Threat Classes

CalFire’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program
(FRAP) has developed a rating of wildland fire
threat based on the combination of potential fire
behavior {Fuel Rank) and expected fire frequency
{Fire Rotation} to create a 4-class index for risk
assessment. Impacts are more likely to occur and/
or be of increased severity for the higher threat
classes.

The Fire Threat classes are: Extreme, Very High,
High, and Moderate. Areas that do not support
wildland fuels (e.g. open water, agricultural Jands,
elc) are omitted from the caleulation and are con-
sidered “Non-fuel.” Most large urbanized areas
receive a moderate fire threat classification to ac-
count for fires carried by ornamental vegetation
and flammablc structures.

CalFire is currently in the process of develop-
ing new hazard severity zone maps for Califor-
nta which will contain more current information.
However, at the time of publication, these new
maps were not finalized.

Sowrce: htip: frap.cdf ca.gov/projects/fire_threat!




Fire and population growth:

Recent trends in the Sierra Nevada
Much of the Sierra, particularly the western foothilis,
are classified by CalFire as “very high” or "extreme™
fire threat. These areas are also the fastest-growing
parts of the Sierra.

According to new research by Sierra Nevada Alliance,

between 1990 and 2000, over 88.000 people —a 16%
increase—moved into areas of the Sierra Nevada
categorized by CalFire as either a “very high™ or
“extreme” fire threat.

Our data show that approximately 97% of the
population growth in the Sierra took place in these
very high or extreme fire threat areas.

Table 2.1 on page 8 shows the growth in
population in “very high™ and ~extreme™ threat
portions of Sierra Nevada counties between 1990
and 2000.

At {h‘f Between 1990 and 2000, 97%
top of the . . .
list is E] of the Sierra’s population
Dorado growth was in areas consid-
County, ered very high or extreme
where over  fire threat by CalFire.

people now

live in these high fire risk areas. an increase of over
27.000 since 1990. Nevada and Placer Counties
tollow with 92,000 and 77.000 people respectively.

Table 2.1 Population growth in very high and extreme fire
threat areas (in Sierra portions of counties)

County 1990 2000 change | % change
El Dorado 113,028 | 140,261 27,232 24%
Nevada 78,461 81,981 13,520 17%
Placer 66,241 76,877 10,636 16%
Tuolumne 46,732 52,449 5717 12%
Butte 31,913 35,975 4,062 13%
Calaveras 25,338 30,005 4,666 18%
Amador 24 646 27,998 3,352 14%
Lassen 22,927 25,319 2.393 10%
Madera 18,453 24,303 5850  32%
Plumas 19,062 20,064 1,001 5%
Mariposa 14,294 17,120 2,826 20%
Kern 15,330 15754 | 424 3%
Fresno 13,030 15,652 2,622 20%
Tulare 12,388 13,196 808 7%
Mono 8,000 11,756 2,756 31%
Inyo 10,479 10,325 -155 -1%
Yuba 7.1 8,488 577 7%
Tehama 4720 4,538 -182 -4%
Sierra 3,133 3,357 224 7%
Alpine 991 1,075 g5 9%
Total 538,079 | 626,492 88,413 16%

Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare CalFire’s fire
threat data map (CalFirve 2004) with population information from the California
Department of Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004.
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Between 1990 and 2000,
the area of the WUI in the

The Sierra’s wildland urban

interface is growing quickly

As population in high fire threat areas grows, so
too does the size of the wildland-urban interface.
For this report. Sierra Nevada Alliance analvzed
regional data from the University of Wisconsin
study (Radelott. ibid) to identify how quickly
the WUTI in the Sierra grew between 1990 and
2000. (Note: this analysis only includes the 13
‘core” Sierra Nevada counties. See sidebar for
details). This is the first time this WUI data for
the Sierra has been analyzed at this regional scale.
The results are consistent with state and national
trends: Between 1990 and 2000, the area of the
WUTI in the core Sietra region grew by 11.55%
-- 131.000 acres.

Table 2.2 on page 9 shows the size of the WUI
in each core Sierra Nevada county in 2000.
Not surprisingly, the counties with the largest
populations also have the largest WUI.

Climate change is increasing the

prevalence of wildfire
Even as the Sterra’s wildland urban interface is
growing, wildfire in the region is becoming more
. prevalent,

b according to

| a recent study

core Sierra region grew by § Pul;liished
11.55% -- 131,000 acres. j in Science.
e In the last

g sixteen years,

wildfire
activity in the Sierra and Northemn California has
increased “substantially.”

Most of this increased wildfire activity happened
in years where spring came early, leaving the
torests very dry by late summer and vulnerable

to wildfire. The study found that mid-elevation
forests are particularly sensitive to these changes.
which are brought on by increasing temperature, a
direct result of global climate change (Westerling,
ibid).

Core and Peripheral Sierra Counties

The ‘core” Sierra Nevada counties are those whose
populations and land area are entirely or almost
entirely within the Sierra Nevada. These include:
Alpine. Amador, Calaveras. El Dorado, Inyo. Las-
sen, Mariposa, Mono, Nevada, Placer, Plumas. Si-
erra and Tuolumne.

Peripheral Sierra Nevada counties are the foothill
counties whose population and land area are pre-
dominately in the Central Valley: Butte. Yuba, Te-
hama, Madera. Fresno, Tulare and Kern.

Table 2.2
Area of the Sierra Nevada
Wildland Urban Interface in 2000

(in acres)

County Area of WUI
El Dorado 280,129
Placer 204,784
Nevada 190,892
Calaveras {38,588
Tuolumne 112,350
Mariposa 92,268
Amador 80,067
L.assen 54,006
Plumas 52,409
Mono 35,534
Inyo 16,401
Sierra 6,230
Total: 1,263,658

Source: Radeloff, 2003
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Projections for the future:

More growth in very high risk areas
The California Department of Finance predicts that
by 2040, the population of the Sierra will triple to
somewhere between 1.5 million and 2.4 million
residents.

According to new research by Sierra Nevada Alliance,
nearly all of this growth will happen in areas of *very
high’ fire threat. We used GIS mapping to identify
the amount of land currently designated for rural
residential development (parcels from 2 acres to

80 acres in size) that is also classified as very high,

or extreme fire threat by CalFire. The results are
troubling:

94% of the land designated for rural residential
development in the Sierra is in areas classified as very
high or extreme fire threat.

The maps in Appendix C (pages 42-45) illustrate the
extent of lands slated for development in high fire
threat arcas. A summary of results for each county
is in Table 2.3 on page 11. More detailed results for
each county can be found in Appendix A. Figure 2.4
on page 10 shows the breakdown of lands slated for
development by fire threat.

Our analysis clearly shows that the problem of
population growth in high fire threat arcas of the Sierra
will only increase in coming years. As more people
move into these-areas, the size of the wildland urban
interface will increase, bringing with it increased risk
of catastrophic wildfire and loss of lite and property.

Climate change will compound threat
This problem will be compounded by global warming,
which will lead to larger and more frequent wildland
fires in the Sierra. According to a 2003 California
Department of Forestry report, fire behavior models
predict “a sharp increase in both ignitions and fire
spread under warmer temperatures combined with
lower humidity and drier fuels. . . the net result being
an expected increase in both fire frequency and size,”
(CalFire, 2003).

Figure 2.1 Fire Threat on Lands
Designated for Rural Residential
Development in the Sierra Nevada

Moderate or

No Fire
Hazard
4% High Fire
Extreme Fire Hazard
Hazard 2%
6%

Very High
Fire Hazard
88%

As noted earlier, there is already ample evidence to
demonstrate that climate change is already leading
to drier, hotter summers and increased frequency and
severity of wildfire.

Conclusion: The risk of catastrophic

wildfire will grow exponentially

As more and more people look for a home in the
Sierra, the compounding effects of climate change
and the expansion of the wildland-urban interface will
continue to put more lives and property at risk, unless
we take a hard look at where -- and how -- we grow.
n the next chapter we explore how population growth
and development in the wildland-urban interface
affects fire management.
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Table 2.3 Percentage of rural residential land that lies within

very high or extreme fire threat areas

Land Designated
far Rural Amountin Very | % in Very High or
Residential High or Extreme Extreme Fire
County Development Fire Threat Areas Threat Areas

Lassen 537779 487753 91.0%
Nevada 247 686 247 686 100.0%
Madera 218.865 216,744 99.0%
Fresno 207 052 206,459 99.7%
El Dorade 177 611 177,611 100.0%
Amador 176 857 176 867 100.0%
Butte 155,434 155434 100.0%
Shasta 168,692 155,184 97.9%
Calaveras 144 477 144 462 160.0%
Yuba 128,765 128,768 106.0%
Plumas 163.127 120,038 736%
Placer 103,340 103,340 100.0%
Tulare 59,864 99 536 99.7%
Mariposa 95,663 95,663 100.0%
Modoc 127,126 87,161 69.0%
Tuoclumne 64,226 64,063 106.0%
Kern 67,806 39.623 58.3%
Mono 36,552 31.779 86.9%
Inyo 24613 13,143 £34%
Tahama 11476 11,478 100.0%
Alpine 10,683 9.913 92.8%
Sierra’ ¢ g 0.6%

Total 2.957.5%6 2,772,658 83.7%

Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21 California counties that lie partially or fufly within the Sierra Nevada
Region tJohnston, 2004). OQur analysis only includes those poriions of the counties that lie within the Sierra Nevada region, as defined
by the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project study area boundary. We focused on lands classified as lovw density residential (density range
! house per 2-20 acres) and very low density residential (density range | house per 20-80) acres). We then overlaid Call'ire § statewide
Fire Threat map to compare areas where high, very high or extreme fire threar everlap with areas classified for rural residential
development. This analysis does not distinguish between lands that are already developed and lunds that ave not yet developed. Also,
we did not examine other land classifications. such as commercial, industrial, medium or high densiry residential, which constitute «
very small fraction of development in our region. The General Plan data used for this analysis were compiled in 2000,

Note: Sierra County s General Plan does not designate any areas for vural vesidential development. Heowever there are some areas in
which the General Plan does not reflect the reality on the ground. Because of pre-existing entitlements and grandfuthered zoning. there
are growing rural residential areas in Sierra Connty (Duber, 2007). This analvsis looked only ar General Plans. and therefore does not
reflect the full potential for rural residential development in Sierra County or. indeed. in other Sierra Nevada counties.
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Chapter 3

How Does Development Affect Wildland Fire?

Development in high fire threat areas affects every
aspect of the fire cyvcle. from prevention to ignition to
recovery. As we plan for future growth in the Sierra,
thoughtful consideration of how and where we build
new homes and businesses, will have a huge impact on
our ability to co-exist with fire.

Impact # 1: Development leads to more ignitions.
In California. 90-95% of fires are caused by humans.
The vast majority of these ignitions are unintentional:
Cars, equipment, and debris burning are among the
major culprits. Statewide, just 5% of fires are caused
by lightning (CalFire, 2003),

Human-caused fires are most numerous in the
wildland-urban interface, where people are living in
close proximity to flammable vegetation (Cardille,
2001). As the density of people living in the WUI
increases, so too does the number of ignitions. CalFire
estimates that an increase in density from one house
every 50 acres to one house per acre increases the
number of ignitions by 189% (CalFire, 1997). A study
of wildfire in the Great Lakes region found that the
number of ignitions also increases with road density
(Cardille, ibid).

Traditional Sierra neighborhoods, like this one in Quincy,
have numerous advantages for fire protection. Photo by
Autumn Bernstein.
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Impact # 2: Development makes it more difficult
and costly to fight fires. Protecting houses and
other structures in the wildland-urban interface is
expensive and difficult, and frefighters are often put
in dangerous places they would not otherwise be
(Rice, 1991). In the Esperanza fire. for example, five
firefighters were killed while trying to protect homes
on steep slopes where fire moves quickly.

When a wildland fire occurs, local, state and federal
firefighting agencies must make it their highest priority
to protect homes from the fire. Thus when there are
homes in the path of a major wildland fire, protecting
those homes necessarily diverts resources away from
fighting the blaze directly. (Winter, 2001). When
there is a fire truck parked in the driveway of every
home, there are fewer trucks doing ‘perimeter control’
fighting the fire directly.

This cost difference can be dramatic, as illustrated by
two recent fires in Wyoming. one of which occurred in
the WUI, and the other in an undeveloped wilderness.
The Boulder Creek Fire of 2000 charred 4,500 acres in
the Gros Ventre Wilderness, far away from developed
areas, and cost $750,000 to extinguish.

In contrast, the Green Knol!l Fire of 2001 charred
4,470 acres in the Bridger Teton National Forest

near the town of Jackson, where homes were at risk.
Firefighters saved 240 homes at a cost of $13 million,
or roughly $54,000 per house. This fire was over 17
times more costly than the Boulder Creek fire, despite
being the same size (Stanionis, 2006).

Impact # 3: Development limits options for fuel
reduction and fire prevention. Once homes are
introduced into a high fire threat area, fire managers
no longer have the same range of options to manage
fire and reduce fuels. In undeveloped areas, fire
managers may allow naturally-caused fires to burn,
thus reducing the fuel load and allowing the natural
fire cycle to run its course. During periods when fire
danger is low (late fall or early spring) they may also
set prescribed burns for the same reasons.
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The incursion of homes into a wildland area makes it
vastly more ditficult to do prescribed burns or allow
natural fires to burn, requiring more hand-thinning
and other labor-intensive techniques that allow for
fuel removal without using fire that could spread to
homes. This increases the costs of fuel reduction and
means that limited resources are spread more thiniv
across the landscape. thereby increasing the risk of
catastrophic wildfire (California LAQ, ibid).

Clustered vs. low density development:
which is better for living with fire?

Development that is clustered in a traditional town
design avoids many of these problems. Historic Sierra
towns like Auburn, Jackson, Quincy and Truckee
were built at urban densities, with little or no wildland
vegetation remaining within the historic town areas.

The advantages of infill and town-centered
development include:

Compact neighborhoods have a smaller boundary
to defend. When houses are clustered together rather
than spread out, the perimeter of the community is
smaller, and thus firefighters have a smaller boundary
to defend in the case of an approaching wildland fire.
When the community is spread out over dozens or
even hundreds of square miles, it takes many more
resources to defend every home.

There’s usually less wildland fuel in a town, At
higher densities, brush, small trees and other wildland
vegetation arc reduced and/or discontinuous, so there
is often less wildland fuel that can cause a fire to start
or spread. The prevalence of irrigated landscaping
and paved surfaces also contributes to reducing fuel
load in urbanized areas. There is an important caveat,
however: once a fire is established in a developed area,
the houses themselves become a source of fuel, and
firebrands can quickly spread fire from house to house
{Sapsis, 1999). This was true of the Angora wildfire,

There are fewer ignitions in a town, Numerous
studies have shown that as population increases in
wildland areas, the number of ignitions also increases.
However, once development reaches an urban or

suburban density, it has been shown that the number of

ignitions drops off dramatically {Cardille, ibid). This
may be due to the decreased amount of lammable
fuel in urban settings. Buming yard waste and using
machinery such as tractors and large mowers are also
two major seurces of ignitions, and these practices are
also less common in urban areas.

Infill and compact development gets more bang for
the fuel reduction buck. Fuel reduction programs
are very expensive and resource-intensive. These
costs are magnified at low densities, where many acres
otten need to be cleared for the sake of protecting

a single home. At higher densities, residents in a
neighborhood or town can pool their resources and
invest in fuel reduction projects around the perimieter
of the neighborhood or town, thereby sharing both the
benefits and the costs.

Infill and compact development allows for faster
response times. Houses in and around a town
generally have better road networks and are located

in closer proximity to fire stations. In low-density
areas, homes may be located along roads that are too
narrow, too steep, and lack the tumarounds necessary
to accommodate large fire equipment (Rice, ibid).
Proximity to fire stations is also an issue. Fires that
start in remote wildland-urban interface areas take
longer to access, and thus are more likely to develop
into major fires before crews can reach them (Cardille,
ibid). Clustered development makes 1t easicr to

locate fire stations within closer proximity to all the
homes in the area. These two factors — better roads
and proximity of fire stations — make it easicr for fire
crews to respond quickly to fires and protect assets in a
clustercd development (Sapsis, 1bid).

Water and power are more available in central
areas, Towns and denser neighborhoods more often
have centralized water supply and better infrastructure,
compared to rural development which usually relies
upon wells for water and often loses electricity during
major fires. Wells are hard to access, especially if the
electricity 1sn’t working, and wells also have a lower
capacity and are less reliable than municipal water
systems. These factors can be important in ensuring
that fircfighters have quick, easy access to water and
electricity to power wel pumps. (Sapsis, ibid and Rice,
ibid). '
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Compact development uses fire protection resources
more efficiently. Where homes are closer together, less
equipment and crews are needed to defend the same
amount of homes. When fire threatens homes that are
scattered throughout the WUI. one fire truck and crew
might be parked outside every single wildland home in
the vicinity of a fire to protect it. In a town setting. the
same truck and crew could defend a larger number of
homes, thereby frecing up resources to protect other areas
or attack the fire directly (Rice, ibid).

A tale of two foothill communities

To illustrate how clustered development is better for
fire protection than sprawling development, let’s take
a hypothetical example. Imagine you have two Sierra
foothill communities of 1000 homes each. Both
communities are located in identical environments: a
mix of mid-elevation forest and chaparral. Both have
a historic town center that is one square mile across
(640 acres), and both have recently added 1,000 new
homes. In one community, let’s call it Ranchetteville,
those new homes are low-density ranchettes. In the
other community, Townville, those 1,000 new homes
were added in a compact, town-centered fashion.
Let’s examine the fire implications of each.

Ranchetteville:

Maximum risk, Minimal protection

In Ranchetteville, the new development is a 5,000
acre ranch adjacent to the historic town center that
has been divided into 1.000 parcels. Each new home
is on a 5-acre ranchette, intermixed with forest and
chaparral. There is a fire station along the main road
feading through the area, and most homes are accessed
via a maze of paved and dirt roads. some public, some
private. Conditions on these roads vary according

to the landowner, the time of year, the grade and the

Figure 3.1 Ranchetteville

‘ t | o |

In Ranchetteville, new development is scattered on
S-acre parcels far from the existing town cenfer.

county budget for road maintenance. There is no
centralized water district, so every home has its own
weil and septic system.

Because this new development is so large. it has
increased the length of the perimeter of Ranchetteviile
bv 9.8 miles. an increase ot 243%. Local fire
managers in Ranchetteville have a very large boundary
to defend in the case of a wildland fire.

The average rate of ignitions in this new community is
very high. since there are so many people driving cars,
burning debris, and using heavy equipment in this
forested, low-density setting. The cost-benefit ratio

of fuel-reduction projects in this community is very
low, because the perimeter of the community is long,
and there is a large amount of flammable wildland
vegetation within the community itself. Large
amounts of forest must be cleared and thinned around
every home. The fire station has a large territory to
cover, and thus the average response time is relatively
long, increasing the likelihood that fires will burn

out of control before firefighters can respond. Road
conditions, water supply and power generation are all
challenges. In the case of a large fire, many trucks and
crews are needed to protect homes.

Townville: Lower risk, more protection

In our other hypothetical community, the new

1.000 homes were added a traditional, compact
neighborhood design on 480 acres directly adjacent
to the historic town center. Each home is on slightly
less than half an acre. All homes are connected to a
municipal water system. and the number of people
living in close proximity means that the road network
is smaller and better maintained, and every home is
within casy reach of the fire station.

Figure 3.2 Townville

11
) |

In Townville, new development is
clustered around the existing town center.
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Lone-density development near ihe town of Armold illustrates

what Remchetteville might look like. Photo by Darin Dinsmore.

Tuolumne City, near Sonora, illustrates what Townville

might look like. Photo by Darin Dinsmore.

Table 3.1 Perimeters of Ranchetteville and Townville after new development

Ranchetteville Townville
Number of new homes 1,000 1,000
Average parcel size 5 acres 48 acres
New perimeter to defend 9.8 miles 2.5 miles

In this case, the perimeter of Townville has grown by
2.5 miles, an increase of just 62% for the same amount
of population growth. Fire managers in Townville
have a much smaller perimeter to protect in the case of
a wildland fire.

Within both the community itself and the surrounding
wildland, the average rate of ignitions is lower. This
is because there is less wildland vegetation within the
community itself — landscaped yards, driveways and
roads provide fuel breaks.

The cost-benefit ratio of doing fuel reductions in

this community is high, because the perimeter is
small and there is less wildland vegetation within the
community itself. Fire managers might want to extend
fuel treatment into the surrounding wildlands, but

the bare-bones area that must be treated to keep the
community safer is dramatically smaller than in the
case of Ranchetteville.

When a fire starts inside the community, fire crews
can respond quickly because the fire station 1s within

easy reach of every home. Water and power are in
ready supply. In the case of a large wildland fire
bearing down on the town, crews have a much smaller
perimeter to defend, and smaller numbers of trucks
and crews are needed to defend each home. Thus,
more resources can be directed toward the fire itself.

Conclusion: Town-centered development
can save lives, assets and money
Development in high fire threat areas of the Sierra

is inherently dangerous, and the risk of catastrophic
wildfire and its associated loss of life and property is,
to a certain extent, unavoidable. However, community
design can play a large role in minimizing exposure
and reducing losses. Town-centered development
has numerous advantages over low-density, rural
residential development when it comes to fire safety,
and these factors should be considered by counties,
cities and developers when planning for new
development in the Sierra.
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Chapter 4
Subsidizing Disaster:

Who Pays for Protecting Unsafe Development?

The costs of fighting wildfire are
staggering, and they continue to

grow every year. Protecting and
rebuilding homes in the wildland

urban interface adds substantially 100%T
to these costs, much of which are
borne by the taxpayers and the a0

public at large.

The federal government, the State

of California and local governments
all have a role in managing wildfire
in the Sierra and each of them plays
some role in subsidizing unsafe
development. Currently the state
and federal governments shoulder

a disproportionately large burden

of fire protection costs, while it is
local governments that are approving
development that compounds fire
danger. Figure 4.1 on page 16 shows a breakdown of
fire agency budgets.

Proportion by Level of Government

Automatic aid agreements

Most fire protection agencies in the Sierra operate
under agreements that the closest fircfighting unit will
respond to a fire, regardless of whose jurisdiction it
falls in. Thus, if a fire breaks out on national forest
fand and the nearest fire statton is operated by the

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,

then CalFire will respond until the Forest Service

is able to take over. The Forest Service will then
reimburse CalFire for the costs it incurred in fighting
the fire.

Local Governments:

Stretching thin resources even thinner
Fire Responsibility: Local government agencies

~in the Sierra, usually county governments- are
responsible under state law for providing fire

Figure 41

State, local and federal wildlife agency budgets
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protection in densely populated communities (known
as ‘Local Responsibility Areas” and defined as

more than 3 houses per acre). To do so. most local
governments have established fire districts and/or fire
departments that protect homes and businesses within
fixed geographic boundaries. Local governments
also freqguently take the fead in protecting homes

and structures in wildland areas known as State
Responsibility Areas, or SRAs, discussed below.

Some Sierra countics, cities and fire districts contract
with CalFire to provide fire protection and emergency
services in Local Responsibility Areas, rather than
have their own separate fire departments. These
contracts are referred to as “Schedule A™ agreements.
These agreements are common in rural Sierra
counties with small populations, where it makes
better economic sense to pay CalFire to provide these
services. In these instances, CalFire is reimbursed by
the county or city for providing local fire protection.
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Annual spending on wildfire in California: For the
last several vears. California counties have experi-
enced double-digit increases in fire protection spend-
ing. In 2004-2005, California counties spent $352
million on fire protection. a 12.5% increase over the
vear before (California State Controller, 2007).

Where the money comes from: Local fire agencies
are usually funded by the County’s general fund. spe-
cial property taxes. or special assessment districts. As
a result of Preposition 13 and other state fiscal poli-
cies, local governments in California have far fewer
discretionary funds than they did 30 years ago. Asa
result, general funds are stretched thinner, even while
development puts more and more pressure on existing
fire resources.

How local governments are subsidizing unsafe
development: Every time a new house is built in

the WUI. that home is added to the growing pool of
homes sharing a finite resource: the local fire response
system. This includes fire stations, trucks and engines,
firefighters and dispatchers, roads, fuel reduction pro-
grams and emergency water supplies. Increasing the
number of homes in a fire district without increasing
the capacity of the district itself means longer response
times, fewer proactive inspections. and fewer fuel
reduction and community education programs.

Thus, existing residents are subsidizing every new
home that is built in their district. A report by the
California Legislative Analyst’s Office found that:

“As the number of structures in and adjacent to
wildlund areas continues to grow, the costs for
structure protection in connection with wildland
fires have increased significantly.” (Colifornia
LAQ., ibid)

Some jurisdictions now levy impact fees on every
new home to offset the additional burden on local fire
districts. However, nationwide studies of impact fees
consistently find that most impact fees fall far short of
fully offsetting the true costs of new development. A
study by Virginia Tech found that impact fees need to
be increased an average of 8 to 22 times.

State of California:
Robbing Peter to protect Paul?

Fire responsibility: The California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection, also known as CDF

or CalFire. is responsible for fire protection on all
rural lands in Califernia that are not owned by the
tederal government. This includes private tforest and
ranchlands and rural lands owned by the state and
local governments. These lands are known as “State
Responsibility Areas,” or SRAs, There are 31 million
acres classified as SRAs in California. Less than 1%
of SRAs are public land. Figure 4.2 lists the acreage

of SRAs in all Sierra counties. Other state agencies,
including the Office of Emergency Services. Department
of Corrections, and Department of the Youth Authority
also play a limited role in fighting fires in conjunction
with CalFire (California LAQ, ibid).

Table 4.2
State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) by County
{includes entire county, not just Sierra portion)

County Acres County Acres
Alpine 38,200 Modoc 628,600
Amador 291,400 Moeno 198,100
Butte 525,100 Nevada 388,900
Calaveras 526,700 Placer 384,400
El Dorado 564,600 Plumas 428,800
Fresno 763,500 Shasta 86,900
Inyo 218,600 ) Sierra 794,800
Kern 1,764,500 Tehama 1,276,600
Lassen 1,028,200 Tulare 603,000
Madera 373,000 Tuolumne 356,100
Mariposa 442,900 Yuba 213,700
Total 11,894,600

When the SRA system was originally set up during
World War 11, State Responsibility Areas in the Sierra
were sparsely populated timber and ranchlands, where
very few lives and homes were jeopardized by wildfire.
They were considered worthy of statewide protection
because of the timber and watershed values they
provided. Today, however, SRAs include some of the
fastest-growing parts of the Sierra.
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CalFire’s role is supposed to be fighting wildland fire,
while local fire districts protect homes and structures.
In practice, however. protection of life and property
is rightly CalFires top priority and trequently local
districts lack the capability to protect all homes. so
CalFire often winds up playing this role as well.

In some counties, CalFire is the sole fire protection
agency. having entered so-called *Schedule A
agreements’ to provide all the County’s fire protection
services, even in local responsibility areas. These are
usually very rural counties that lack the tax base and/
or population density to sustain an independent fire
district. These counties essentially ‘contract’ out their
fire protection to CalFire.

CalFire’s role doesn’t stop there. As rural parts of the
Sierra become increasingly developed, CalFire’s costs
for responding to non-fire (usually medical) emergencies
in those areas also increases. According to the
California Legislative Analyist’s Office:

“In the fast-growing foothill region of the Sierra,
CalFire reports that the number of its life protection-
related emergency responses wmore than doubled
between 1993 and 2000 — increasing from 10,000 to
25,000 responses.” (California LAO, ibid).

Annual spending on wildfire: $500 million

Where the money comes from: CalFire’s firefighting
programs are almost exclusively funded by the State of
California’s General Fund. Reimbursements from local
fire districts account for 3% of CalFire’s budget. Another
3% comes from federal trust funds, and the remaining
94% comes from the General Fund (California LAO,
ibid).

How the State of California is subsidizing unsafe
development: CalFire’s firefighting operations are
funded almost exclusively by the General Fund —in
other words, by California taxpayers. But where is the
public benefit to justify this public financing? The SRA
system was originally set up to protect undeveloped
wildlands that provide benefit to the general public by
providing quality drinking water and timber. Besides,
the cost of fighting fires in undeveloped wildlands
remained relatively low for many years.

Figure 4.3
CaiFire’s Wildland Fire Protection
Expenditures 1994-2004 (in millions)
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MNafined 2s total expenditures exclisie of E-Fund expenditures.

Source: California LAO, ibid

But as development increases in SRAs, bringing with
it increased hazards and costs, who is paying for those
increased costs, and who is benefiting?

In theory, local fire districts reimburse CalFire for costs
incurred in protecting homes and structures, but these
reimbursements cover only 3% of CalFire’s annual
budget. Meanwhile, the costs of fighting fire in SRAs
have increased an average of 10% per vear over the

last decade, and much of this increased cost is due to
increasing numbers of homes in SRAs. According to the
Legislative Analyst’s Office, "Increasing development in
the WUI translates into increased fire protection costs.”
(California LAQ, ibid).

Figure 4.3 shows CalFire’s increasing expenditures for
wildland fire protection between 1994 and 2004. The
budget is divided into two figures: base budget and
emergency fund. The base budget includes the day-to-
day costs of operating CalFire facilities, fighting fires.
payments to contract counties, and fire prevention costs.
When additional resources are needed to fight large fires,
these come out of the Emergency Fund.

As development continues in SRAs, these costs will also
continue to rise, increasing the disparity between who
pays for fire protection -- all taxpayers; and who benefits
-- homeowners in the WUL.
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Federal Government: Protecting

more than just national forests

What they do: The USDA Forest Service is primarily
responsible tor managing fire on federal lands. In the
Sierra. there are 8.5 million acres of land managed by
the Forest Service (Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project,
1996). Like CalFire, the Forest Service areas of
responsibility co-mingle with private lands in many
places. so the Forest Service also has agreements with
local agencies to help respond to nearby fires, even

it those fires don’t occur on federal fand (California
LAO, ibid).

The federal government also plays a role in post-fire
recovery, usually through the Federal Emergency
Management Agency. FEMA provides loans and
grants to assist fire victims in rebuilding their homes
and businesses.

Annual spending on wildfire (nationwide): $1-1.5
billion (USDA Office of Inspector General, ibid).

Where the money comes from: The USDA Forest
Service is funded primarily by general fund allocations
from Congress, with limited reimbursements from
local fire districts.

How the federal government is subsidizing unsafe
development: A 2006 audit by the USDA’s Inspector
General found that protecting WUI
homes adjacent to federal land was
responsible for 50-95% of the $1

billion spent annually by the Forest
Service to suppress large wildfires
nationwide. (USDA Office of Inspector
General, 2006). If that number 1s
correct, then the federal government

is providing subsidies of $500 million
to $1 billion per year for individual
homeowners in the wildland urban
interface.

By doing so, the audit contends, the
Forest Service is removing incentives
for homeowners to take responsibility
for their homes. The audit recommends
that state and local governments that
approve development in the WUI
should shoulder more financial

responsibility for fire suppression in those areas.
(USDA Otfice of Inspecter General. ibid).

Conclusion: State, federal and local
agencies are all subsidizing unsafe

development

Local. state and federal agencies all play an important
role in fire management in the Sierra. CalFire and
the US Forest Service are larger and better funded
than.local fire districts, so when a major wildfire
sweeps through the region. these two agencies often
shoulder most of the burden. Both agencies are
funded by the taxpayers at large, not the individual
WUI homeowners whose homes are in danger. Thus.
homeowners in the WUI are essentially getting a
public subsidy from the state and federal governments
to build homes in unsafe places.

Local governments are also responsible for
subsidizing unsafe development because they are
the agencies which approve new development in the
first place. Local governments can help ensure that
new development pays a fair share of fire protection
costs, by imposing impact fees on new homes that
flow to local fire districts. However. very few local
governments in the Sierra charge any impact fees
whatsoever, let alone fees that are adequate to cover
the costs of fire protection.

State, federal and local agencies all play a role in subsidizing unsafe
development in fireprone areas. Photo by Zeke Lunder.
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Chapter 5

Why current land use policy is failing

at-risk communities

The interrelationship of fire and development in the
WU is not news to fire managers. land use planners
and decision makers. However, the status quo doesn’t
do enough to ensure that we are minimizing the risk to
lives. assets, watersheds, wildlife and ecosystems.

Current fire prevention policy focuses on site-specific
solutions such as clearing defensible space, selecting
building sites to minimize fire danger, and building
with fire-retardant materials. In this chapter we
discuss the limitations of this approach, and argue
that fire-safe planning must evolve to look at the
neighbothood and community scale.

The current policy framework:
Site-specific requirements

Currently, fire-safe planning relies primarily upon
building and zoning codes that apply to individual
homes and/or building sites, or sometimes new
subdivisions. This system places the burden

of responsibility on individual homeowners or
developers. who implement the standards at a

site- or subdivision-specific level during and after
construction. When new homes are sold, the owners

are responsible for ensuring the homes stay up to code.

These codes often mandate that new homesites
provide adequate road access, water and power.
Non-flammable building materials and fire-retardant
vegetation may be required. Builders may be
required to site a new building away from steep
slopes, ridgelines or other especially hazardous areas.
Homeowners may be required to maintain defensible
space around the home by cutting trees and shrubs.

The creation of these codes has been an important step
toward improving fire safety and decreasing losses of
life in the WUI. However, current research and the
historical record show that this site-specific approach
to fire safe planning has serious shortcomings.

For example, many of the 1,000 homes that burned

in the 2003 Old and Grand Prix Fires in Southern

California were in compliance with local fire safety
codes. In the 18 months after these devastating
fires, cities and counties in the Inland Empire
issued permits for another 2,500 homes in areas of
‘extreme” or “very high’ fire danger (Miller. 2003).

Homeowner reluctance:

An obstacle to implementing codes
One major problem confounding the success of
firesafe codes targeted at individual homeowners
is the reluctance of the homeowners themselves.
Numerous studies have shown that fire safety
programs focused on changing individual
homeowner behavior have limited success.
because many
homeowners

are concerned
about the cost
and aesthetics
of firesafe
strategies, and
they question
the effectiveness
of the programs
(Nelson, 2005), ooy
Nationwide, the majority of new homeowners in
the WU take no action to reduce their home’s
risk of wildfire (National Academy of Public
Administration, 2002). '

Many of the 1,000 homes
that burned in the 2003 Old
and Grand Prix Fires in
Southern California were
in compliance with local
fire safety codes

Yet most firesafe building and zoning codes are
predicated on the assumption that homeowners

in high fire risk areas will keep their homes up to
code. While many codes impose fines on homes
that are out of compliance, enforcement of the
codes in most parts of California is sporadic at best,
due to lack of funds. Enforcement duties generally
fall upon local fire departments that often don’t
have the resources to enforce the code.

For instance, in 2004 Riverside County firefighters
issued 20,000 warning notices to homes that were
out of compliance with fire safety codes. but were
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unable to follow up on most of the warning notices. In
total, only 15 citations were issued (Miller. ibid)

Clearly. the current practice of requiring individual
homeowners to implement fire safety practices is
important and shouldn’t be discarded. However,
given the documented shortcomings of these programs
with regard to homeowner reluctance and lack of
enforcement, planning and zoning codes need to look
bevond individual homes and building sites to ensure
that new development is safer.

What we’re missing: The big picture
What all these zoning and building codes fail to do is
look at fire in the larger planning context. In every
community there are areas which are more dangerous
to develop and areas which are safer. Topography.
vegetation, slope, proximity to existing emergency
services, roads, and municipal water supply are just
some of the features which can help determine which
argas are safer for development, and which are more
dangerous. By looking at fire danger at the scale

of the entire community, tather than the individual
property, city planners and fire managers can direct
growth into safer areas, and limit development in areas
of extreme hazard {Schwab, 2005).

Disconnect between who approves

development and who protects it

So why are local governments not looking at fire in
this larger context? Why are they relying upon site-
specific planning for fire safety?

One major reason is the disconnect between who
approves new development and who pays the

cost of protecting that development from fire. As
discussed tn the previous chapter, state and federal
agencies shoulder the vast majority of firefighting
costs in California’s wildlands. However, it is local
governments — in the Sierra, usually counties —who
are responsible for developing land use policies and
zoning codes and approving development. As the
California Legislative Analyst’s Office puts it:

“The decisions on where and how these homes

are built arve generally made at the local level.
However, the consequences of these decisions are
experienced at both the state and local level. . .
when a lavge wildland fire threatens a development,

Jirefighting resources for structure and life
protection bevond those available af the local

level are ofien needed. The cost of those udditional
resourcey is generally borne by state taxpayvers
rather thun local residents. ™ (California LAO, ibid).

Local governments in California. especially rural
counties like those in the Sierra, are cash-strapped
and often struggle to sustain important programs like
health care and road maintenance as well as public
safety. The reasons for this poor fiscal situation are
many and complicated, but the end result is that cities
and counties across California, particularly in rural
areas, are desperate for cash. New development

of any kind generates short-term revenue that local
governments can use to meet their budgets. This
creates a powerful incentive for local governments
to approve new development despite potential
consequences to public safety and the environment.

Because local governments shoulder just a fraction of
the costs of fighting wildland fire and receive most of
the short-term economic benefits of approving new
development, there is little financial incentive for them
to keep development out of dangerous areas.

The myth of subdivision rights

In addition, some local government officials operate
under the mistaken assumption that landowners have
a legal right to subdivide and develop their land

as much as they wish, regardless of the impacts to

the community as a whole. This assumption is not
legally correct, as State and Federal Courts have
repeatedly held that there is no right to subdivide and
split parcels, Both the state and federal governments
delegate land use planning responsibilities to local
governments, and require only that landowners must
be allowed some economic use of their land, not any
economic use. Since most landowners do enjoy some
economic use of their land (such as farming, grazing,
logging and building one house per parcel), there is no
legal justification for allowing new subdivisions that
jeopardize public safety. California Government Code
section 66474 states that a subdivision may be denied
if it is “likely to cause public. . . safety problems.”

In the next chapter. we explore ways that federal, state

and local policy can be reformed to encourage fire-safe
planning at the community scale.
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Chapter 6
Principles for Planning

Fire-Safe Sierra Communities

“Including fire standards in general plans and
subdivision regulations is not enough to prevent
the devastation of a major fire. The fact is that
32 million Californians live in a tinderbox, And
with a half-million more per year on the way,
it’s impossible to change the situation — unless
public officials and the voters who elect them
decide they 're willing to pass regulations that
would keep people from building in the woods.”

- Bill Fulton, California planning expert
(Fulton, 1993)

So what can local communities and state and federal
agencies do to improve land use planning to prevent
catastrophic wildfire in the Sierra?

We propose that land use planning in high fire threat
areas should adhere to the following principles:

1. Make development pay its own way

2. Cluster development in and around existing
communities

3. Don’t build in unsafe places

4. Manage the forested landscape to restore
resiliency and reduce fire hazard

5. Improve planning and budgeting processes
to fully address risks

An initial investment in improving and updating
General Plans and zoning codes will be cheaper than
trying to fight fires in poorly-planned communities
twenty years from now. This chapter explores each
principle and recommends actions that communities

and government agencies can take to implement them.

Fire-Safe Planning Principle 1:
Make development pay its own way

Landowners contemplating development in high fire
threat areas should be required to pay the full cost for
protecting new development from fire. Such a policy
would both discourage irresponsible development and
ensure that taxpayers aren’t unfairly shouldering the
burden for protecting new homes in unsafe areas. The
State of California used to impose a state fire protection
fee on homeowners in areas where CalFire is the only
source of fire protection (State Responsibility Areas

or SRAs). In the years since the State of California
suspended this fee, CalFire’s costs for providing fire
protection have skyrocketed. We suggest that the State of
California and local governments should work together
to reinstate such a fee that helps offset both state and local
costs in protecting these homes.

To implement this principle. local, state and federal
agencies can take the following actions:

Local Government Actions:

Impose impact fees that pay true costs: Cities and
counties should levy fire impact fees on new development
that reflect the true cost of providing fire protection and
tuel reduction over the fong term. These fees should be
collected annually by the local government in conjunction
with property taxes. The fees should be used to fund
tocal fire districts and fuel reduction programs. The fee
program should be structured to reflect relevant factors
such as development intensity, fire risk. and proximity

to existing roads and services. Voluntary fuel reduction
measures by homeowners should be rewarded with lower
fees.

Assist CalFire in collecting a state fire protection fee:
When local governments approve new development in
areas where CalFire must provide fire protection (State
Responsibility Areas, or SRAs), they should work with
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CalFire to impose and collect a reinstated fire protection
fee (see State of California recommendations. below).
Local governments should also help CalFire impose
reinstated fire protection fees when existing homes within
SRAs are sold or transterred.

Fstablish fire assessment districts in already-developed
areas: To improve fire safety in alreadv-developed areas.
local governments and voters can establish fire assessment
districts (see sidebar). Revenue generated from annual
assessments should be used to fund the local fire districts
and fuel reduction programs.

State of California Actions:

Reinstate fire protection fees linked to
development: The State of California should
reinstate fire protection fees that are linked to
development intensity in SRAs. Unlike the tlat fee
which was debated in the California Legislature in
2004-2005, this fee should only apply to parcels
which are developed. To minimize costs associated
with administering such a program, the state could
work with local governments to collect the fee in
conjunction with subdivision approvals. issuance of
building permits, and property tax reassessment.

Fire-Safe Planning Principle 2:
Cluster development in and around
existing communities

While no development in high fire threat areas is
completely safe, clustering development in and around
existing communities has numerous bencfits for fire
response and prevention. Local governments should
encourage infill development and concentric outward
erowth while discouraging rural sprawl. There is

a range of planning tools available to help local
governments direct growth into appropriate locations.

Local Government Actions:

Promote infill first: Putting new development within
existing communities, rather than allowing it to sprawl
outward, can help prevent the expansion of the WUI,
keep emergency response times short and make
fuel-reduction programs more cost-efficient. Local
governments should identify infill sites and encourage
development of these areas. Tools such as redevelop-
ment, transfer of development rights programs, and

Definitions

Fire Assessment District: An Assessment District

is a special district formed by a tocal government
agency and includes property that will receive direct
benefit from the new public improvements or from
the maintenance of existing public improvements,
Fire Assessment Districts often pay for fue! reduction
programs, construction of new fire stations, and other
improvements. The local agency that forms the
assessment district sells bonds to raise the moncy to
build or acquire the public improvement. The agency
then levies a special assessment against each parcel
of land within the district, which is included on the
County’s general property tax bill.

Impact fee: An impact fee is a fee assessed on new
development, usually by a local government. The
purpose is to pay for expansion of new infrastructure
such as fire stations, sewer and water, parks, and
other government services, Impact fees may also

be assessed to offset impacts to the environment or
surrounding community. The fees are used to mitigate
the impacts of the development.

State fire protection fee; Historically. the state of
California collected a fire protection fee from all
private properties located in a State Responsibility
Area (areas that receive fire protection from
CALTIRE). This fee used to offset CALFIRE s cost
for protecting these properties from fire. The fire
protection fee was suspended and recent attempts to
reinstate the fee were unsuccessful.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR): TDR is

a market-based approach used by local governments
to encourage development in certain places. and
discourage development in others. TDR programs
allow landowners to sever development rights

from properties in areas that are o be protecied as
open space, and sell those development rights to
landowners to increase the density of development in
areas targeted for intensive development.

Redevelopment: California law authorizes local
governments to identifydeteriorated areas where
market forces alone aren’t sufficient o revitalize

the area. In Sierra communities, these areas are
often abandoned railyards or lumber mills, or
historic downtowns that have been left behind by
highway bypasses or strip development on the edge
of the community. Through a process known as
‘redevetopment,’ agencies develop a plan and provide
the initiat funding to encourage private investment
in those areas. Redevelopment actions include
capital improvements, direct public investments. and
providing tax benefits to new development.




other incentives can be used to encourage infill devel-
opment.

Concentric outward growth: Where there is no
room for infill development. local governments should
encourage concentric outward growth that is compact
and orderiy. As with infill development. such growth
patterns will discourage rapid WUI growth and use
fire prevention and response services efficiently.
Concentric outward growth will also help avoid
creating isolated pockets of wildland vegetation that
can cause fires to spread to surrounding homes. Tools
such as general plans, urban growth boundaries and
urban reserve systems can be used to foster concentric
growth patterns.

Cluster development: New development in remote
areas far from existing towns and communities
should be strongly discouraged. However, in
situations where development is unavoidable due

to existing entitlements, communities should be

designed to minimize fire danger. New subdivisions
in remote areas should be designed to optimize safety
and access, by clustering new lots in fow-threat

areas close to access roads. These new clustered
developments should provide a permanent ¥4 mile
buffer of defensible space on all sides. This bufter
must be maintained on an ongoing basis. Local
governments can require clustering and buffers as part
of the General Plan, zoning code. and/or subdivision
regulations.

California and Federal Government Actions:

Assist in developing loeal codes and regulations:
CalFire and the USFS already play an important role
in reviewing proposed plans, codes and development
applications in some parts of the Sierra. CalFire

and USFS could expand their role in local policy
development by providing technical assistance,
planning grants, stakeholder convening, and policy
development in partnership with local governments.

Better land use plavming can help protect commumities from wildfive while prescrving the health of
Sierra forests, watersheds and wildlife. Photo by Autumn Bernstein,
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Fire-Safe Planning Principle 3:
Don’t build in unsafe places

Within a given community or county, some places are
more prone to fire danger than others. Brushy areas,
steep slopes. ridgelines and south-facing hillsides. for
example. are often more hazardous than other areas
within the surrounding landscape. Other areas may
pose a particular threat to an established community,
such as a brushy canyon that sits adjacent to a town.
New development should be curtailed in places that
put new or existing residents at increased risk of
catastrophic wildfire.

Local Government Actions:

No new parcels in high fire hazard areas: Use
zoning and the development code to restrict the
creation of new parcels in high risk areas outside fire
district boundaries. Maintain zoning in these areas at
very low densities, such as 160 acres or 320 acres per
parcel. Existing smaller parcels are grandfathered in
such ordinances, but at least further parcelization is
prevented.

Limit development of existing parcels in high
fire hazard areas: Use tools such as conservation
easements, transfer ol development rights programs
and fee-title acquisition to limit development of
existing parcels in high fire hazard areas that have
multiple resource values (e.g. wildlife. watershed,
agriculture etc)

Create fire protection boundaries: Establish a
service boundary for the local fire district, and require
new development outside the boundary to reimburse
the fire district for 100% of costs rendcred to protect
structures from fire.

California and Federal Government Actions:

Enact legislation limiting further subdivision of
lands in State Responsibility Areas. Since the State
of California is responsible for fire protection in SRAs,
the state should take action to limit development that
will increase fire danger and drive up taxpayer-funded
fire protection costs in these areas.

Definitions

Incentives for infill development: In addition to
redevelepment. focal governments can offer other
incentives to encourage infill development. These
include streamlining the permit process, creating
flexible zoning codes for infill areas, and creating
a community plan or specific plan for the area that
undergoes environmental review at the plan level
thereby reducing the amount of review necessary for
individual projects within the plan area.

Urban growth boundaries: UGBs designate where
urban growth will be allowed to occur, and which areas
will remain as forest or rangeland. A UGB is essentially
a line drawn around a community that divides urban
from rural. Some UGBs are permanent, while others
have a ‘sunset’ provision and must be reconsidered
after 10-30 yeats.

Clustering ordinance: Local governments use
clustering ordinances to minimize the footprint of
new development in remote areas. New development
is *¢lustered’ into the portion of the property that
is the least hazardous, is close to existing roads and
infrastructure. and/or avoids environmentally-sensitive
areas. The remainder of the property is permanently
protected.

Urban reserves: Urban reserves are areas set aside for
development at a future time, usually 10-20 years in
the future. The designation of urban reserve is usually
accompanied by a set of ‘triggers’ or thresholds that
must be achieved in order for development to begin.
Urban reserves are used to preventing premature or
Heapirog” growti.

Conservation easements: Conservation casements
arc used by local governments, land trusts or other
entities to purchase the development rights for a picce
of property to keep it undeveloped, while allowing
the private owner to retain ownership of the land and
pse it a manner consistent with the easement (such as
agriculture, timber harvesting or recreation),

Fee-title acquisition: When a local government, land
trust or other entity purchases a property outright for
the purpose of conservation, this is known as ‘fee-title
acquisition.”
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Support efforts to protect undeveloped lands:
State and federal government agencies can provide
grants to assist with conservation easements and
fee-title acquisition of certain lands which should
remain undeveloped, such as those with multiple
resotiree values. [n addition. agencies can provide
planning grants and technical assistance to help
comimunities establish local districts to manage
conservation easements, land acquisition, and transfer
of development rights programs.

Assist in developing local plans and codes: CalFire
and the USFS already play an important role in

local planning in some parts of the Sierra. CalFire
and USFS staff often review draft plans, codes and
development applications and make recommendations.
CalFire and USFS could expand their role in local
policy development by providing technical assistance,
planning grants, stakeholder convening and policy
development in partnership with local governments.

Fire Safe Planning Principle 4:
Manage the forested landscape to
restore resiliency and reduce fire risk

100 years of fire suppression and logging large, fire-
resistant trecs have made our forests a tinderbox.

State, federal and local agencies should support
responsible forest management practices that restore
resiliency and reduce the risk of catastrophic crown
fire. In forests near communities that are important for
protecting life and property, we should not allow forest
management that increases fire danger.

Local Government Actions:

Work in partnership to manage the local witdland
urban interface: In those places where local
community meets the forest, do thinning and treatment
to manage the WUL. Partner with community
organizations, fire sate councils to work at making
fuels management viable and cost-effective.

Require and enforce defensible space: Require new
and existing homeowners to create defensible space
and implement fire safe measures around their homes.
Boost staffing and budgeting for enforcement.

Encourage safe timber harvest: Local governments
have limited authority over forest practices which are

governed by the state. They do have the authority to
determine land zoning which does affect forestlands in
their jurisdiction. If approved by the state Legislature.
local governments should create a wildland-urban
interface timber production zone designation that
would guide timber harvest near communities to
ensure that any logging that occurs does not increase
fire severity behavicr that can threaten homes.

State of California Actions:

Support fuel reduction effort in the WUL: Increase
investment in programs to help local communities
reduce fuels in the WUIL. Provide technical assistance,
stakeholder convening. grants and personnel to
develop and implement local fuel reduction plans.

Develop a WUI timber harvest zone: The state
should develop a wildland urban interface zoning
designation for forestlands in California so that
local governments can control forest practices near
communities to reduce wildfire risks. The state
should also pass forest regulation changes that limit
forest conversion to plantations and require shaded
fuel breaks in areas adjacent to communities and in
high priority areas identified in existing emergency
regulations promulgated by the Board of Forestry.

Federal Government Actions:

Support responsible forest management: Increase
funding for community pre-fire suppression activities
and stewardship contracts. Increase investment into
restoration on public lands. Encourage fire-resilient
management on private lands.

Heles should parer 10
restore healthy forests. Photo by Zeke Lunder.
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Fire-safe planning principle 5:
Improve planning and budgeting
processes to fully address risk

Lastly. all levels of government involved in

wildland fire prevention need to improve planning
and budgeting to adequately plan and prepare for
coordinated wildfire prevention and response eftorts.
If we are to take action. we must first understand the
full scope of the problem.

Local Government Actions:

Bring fire agencies to the tuble: Local governments
should ensure that fire safe councils. local fire
departments, CalFire and USFS have a meaningful
role in land use planning efforts and decisions.
Representatives from all fire agencies should be
invited to the table early on in planning processes to
ensure that their concerns are adequately addressed.

Improve understanding of threats: New analytical
tools such as fire behavior modeling can be used

to assist planners and landowners in mapping

how wildfire is likely to burn through an existing
community or planned development. These tools can
identity high wildfire hazard areas, inform land use
decisions, and prioritize areas for fuels treatment.

Assess true costs of fire protection — and budget
accordingly: Most Sierra counties lack the funding to
adequately fund fire prevention. Funding mechanisms
such as impact fees and assessment districts are non-
cxistent or woefully inadequate. Loeal governments
should examine the true, long-term costs of fire
prevention and protection and create or expand these
mechanisms to attain budgetary needs.

State of California Actions:

Strengthen CEQA requirements for fire threat: The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
encourages agencies to consider wildfire threat as

a polential impact that should be examined and
mitigated. However, this provision is rarely utilized
and many projects are approved without mitigation.
The State of California should revise CEQA to
clarify how impacts should be analyzed and suggest
mitigation measures.

Definitions

Fire behavior modeling: GIS mapping technology
has led to the creation of powerful new computer
programs which allow fire experts to “map’ the likely
behavior of wildfire in a community or landscape.
These programs use tuels, weather. and topographic
information to create graphical portrayals of potential
wildfire spread patterns. rates of sprzad. and bum
intensities.

CEQA: CEQA is short for the California Environ-
mental Quality Act, CEQA requires government
agencies, including cities and counties, to analyze

the potential environmental impacts of a proposed
action — such as approving a new subdivision — and
‘mitigate” those impacts to the extent possible. CEQA
is the premiere law governing the approval of new
development in California.

Mitigation: Under CEQA, actions that are taken to
offset the impacts of a project are called mitigation.
Mitigation measures are the specific requirements
which will “minimize, avoid, rectify, reduce, elimi-
nate, or compensate” for significant environmental
effects. See Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines
for a full definition.

Conclusion: The choice is ours

The threat of catastrophic wildfire in Sierra
communities has increased dramatically in recent
vears and will only get worse unless local, state and
federal agencies, in partnership with Sierra residents,
NGOs and community groups, work together to
address the underlying issues of poor planning and
subsidies that encourage dangerous development.

Bold leadership and decisive action are needed to
address these challenges. Every day that we avoid
dealing with this problem, more Sierra residents,
communities, and ecosystems are put at risk.

We can build thriving communities that are safer and
sustainable, by making an upfront investment in good
planning that will save lives and money in the long
run. Or we can continue with business as usual and
deal with the consequences every fire season to come.
The choice is ours.
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Appendix A:

Fire and Land Use Statistics by County

Alpine County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 4,850 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Residential Residential Residential
Low Very Low Total
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 1.867 8.816 10,683
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 1,841 8.072 9,913
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 99% 92% 93%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 1,841 8,072 9,913
% _in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 99% 92% 93%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 3 1990 2000 Change % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 991 1,075 ) 9%
Amador County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 80,067 acres
Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 ResLdentlal Residential Residential
ow Very Low Total
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 34,735 142,122 176,857
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 34,735 142,122 176,857
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threal Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 34,735 142,122 176,857
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 ° 1990 | 2000 | Change | % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 24,646 | 27,998 3,352 14%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloft, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fried, SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry, 20035, The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methoedology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire's fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network. 2004,
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Butte County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface - data not available

: : i 2 Residential | Residential | Residential
Residential Land and Fire Threat Low Very Low Total
Tortal Acres 1 Land Use Desienation 3.601 149 833 155434
Acres 1n Very High Fire Threar Class 5.601 98,626 104.228
2 in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 66%5 57%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 51,207 51,207
25 111 Extreme Fae Threat Class 0% 4%, 33%
Total Acres in Very Hich and Exireme Fire Threat Class 5,001 140,833 155,434
%% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 | 2000 | Change | % Change
Popn mn Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 31913 | 35975 4.062 139%
Calaveras County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 138,588 acres
Residential Land and Fire Threat 3 Residential Residential Residential
Low Very Low Total
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 5,660 138,811 144,477
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 5,666 138.796 144,462
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 5,666 138,796 144,462
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 | 2000 Change % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 113,029 | 140,261 27,232 24%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fried. S§ Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2005. The Wildtand Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 153:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County, Methodolegy: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21

California counties that lie partiatly or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire’s fire threat data map {CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the Calitornia Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004,
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El Dorado County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 280.129 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Res:jien:tial i Residential Residential
oW Very Low Total

Total Acres in Land Use Designation 132,516 45.0935 177.611
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 132,516 435.093 177,611
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 132,516 45,095 177,611
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 106%

Population Growth from 1990 to 2000° 1990 2000 Change | % Change

Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 113,029 140,261 | 27,232 24%
Fresno County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': data not available
Residential Land and Fire Threat Res;iexnal E:/e::;tezr‘:l Res,;z:::ml
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 88,599 118,453 207,052
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 88,176 118,283 206.459
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 88,176 118,283 206,459
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 ° 1996 2000 Change % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 13,030 15,652 2,622 20%

|, Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fried, SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2005. The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2, Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans forall 21

California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004} and overlaid

CalFire's fire threat data map (CalFire 2604)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. GreenInfo Network, 2004.
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Inyo County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface ' 16,401 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat * Res;fi:: tial [tf::;le]il;ﬁl Res_;.if:lnal
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 8.695 15,917 24,613
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 6.328 6.815 15.143
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 73% 43% 53%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 6,328 6,815 13,143
% _in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 73% 43% 53%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 Change | % Change
Popit in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 10,479 10.325 -155 -1%
Kern County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': data not available
Residential Land and Fire Threat ? Res dential ‘if:;?ef;“j' Residen ial
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 67,806 0 67,806
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 39,523 0 39,523
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 58% 0% 58%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 39,523 0 39,523
% in Yery High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 58% 0% 58%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 | Change | % Change
Popn in Yery High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 15,330 15,754 424 3%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, IS Fried, S8 Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2005. The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Feological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004,
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Lassen County

Area of Wildland Urban Intarface b 54,006 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Residential Residential | Residential
Low Very Low Total
Total Acras in Land Use Desinzdon J05. 268 132510 537,779
Acres in Very High Firs Threar Clas: 3387 105,247 450210
99 in Verv High Fire Threar Class 89% T§% 857
LArres s Exreme Foe Threst Class 16078 12438 28.534
%9 in Exmeme Fite Threat Class 4% Qs 3
| Total Acre: in Verv Hizh or Exiremme Fire Threat Class A75 048 112. 705 487753
04 in Verv High or Exireme Fire Threat Claz: 83%% B&0g 1%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 | Change | % Change
Popn in Very High or Exrreme Fire Threat Areas 22827 25319 2.353 10%
Madera County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': data not available
Residential Land and Fire Threat Res;floewmml lif::;eﬂ::l Res%zf::'a]
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 86,166 132,699 218,865
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 86,166 130,578 216,744
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 93% 99%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 86,166 130,578 216,744
% _in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 108% 98% 99%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 ° 1990 2000 | Change | % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 18,453 24,303 3,850 32%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fried, SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2003, The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21

California counties that lie partially or fulty within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004.
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Mariposa County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 92,268 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Resnlfien'tlal Remdentla‘l Residential
oW Very Low Total
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 88.424 7.23 95.663
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 88.424 7.239 95.663
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 88,424 7,239 95,663
% _in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 | Change | % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 14,294 17,120 2,826 20%
Modoc County
Area of Wildland Urban Intarface ' data ot available
: ; 2 Residential Residential | Residential
Residential Land and Fire Threat Low Very Low Total
Total Acres in Land Use Desiznation 81,114 86012 127,126
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 45.002 33.085 78.185
%o In Veary Hizh Fire Thraar Class 9% 45% 8225
Acres in Exoeme Fire Threat Class 81580 15 £975
%4 in Exmesne Fite Thyeat Class 13% 1% %
Taotal Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threaf Class 56,251 30.910 87.181
U4 in Very Hizh or Extreme Fire Threat Clas: GO0 AT 693 |

Population Growth from 1990 o 2000 *

1390 | 2000 | Change | % Change

Popn in Very High or Extrenie Fire Thresr Sreas

data met available

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff. VC, RB Hammer. SI Stewart, JS Fried, S$ Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2005, The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004,

33
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Mono County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface '; 35,534 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Residential Residential Residential

Low Very Low Total
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 8.520 28,033 36,552
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 7.836 23.943 31,779
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 92% 85% 87%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 7,836 23,943 31,779
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 92% 85% 87%

Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 Change | % Change

Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 9,000 11,756 2,756 31%
Nevada County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 190,892 acres
Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Residential Residential Residentia
Low Very Low Total

Total Acres in Land Use Designation 156,375 91,311 247,686
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 156.375 91.311 247.686
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 156,375 91,311 247,686
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 109% 100%

Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 | Change | % Change

Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 78,461 91,981 13,520 17%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fried, SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2005, The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004} and overlaid

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare

CalFire's fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004,
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Placer County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 204,784 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat ’ Res;ijoe‘:ﬁal l:f::;efr“:! Re?;if:]tml
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 82.673 20,667 103,340
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 82.673 20.667 103,340
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 82,673 28,667 103,340
% _in Very High or Fxtreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 Change % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 66,241 76,877 10,636 16%
Plumas County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 52 409 acres
Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Residential Residential RESid&hﬁ&i
Low Very Low Total
Total Acres mm Land Ulse Desisnstion 34.167 123 661 163.127
Acres in Very Hizh Fire Threat Class 33.424 8527 118.408
% in Viery High Fire Threat Class 78% §48% 73%
Arres in Exoeme Fire Threat Class 552 70 1,341
| %o in Extreme Fire Threat [lazs 2% 1% 1%
Tatal Acres in Very High or Exireme Fire Threat Class 31,975 86.063 120.039
89 in Very Hizh or Extreme Five Threat Class £045 7040 T444
Population Growth from 1890 to 2000 2 1990 2000 | Change | % Change
Popo in Very High or Extrame Fire Thress Areas 10062 30,664 1,001 5%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff. VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fried, SS Holcomb, and IF
McKeefry. 2005. The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans forall 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004} with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004,

2




Shasta County

Area of Wildland Urban herface | data not available

. . . 2 Residential Residential | Residential
Residential Land and Fire Threat Law Very Low Total
Taotal Acras m Land Use Deziznstion 53287 196325 133,502
cres s Very Hizh Fire Threar Class 19459 48,253 63,752
| 9% i Verv High Fire Threar Class 33% 5%, 41%
Aces m Exgeme Fire Threat Class 35808 50,624 80,432
%5 in Extreme Fire Threat Class £7% 30%% 36%
Total Acres m Very High or Exireme Fire Threat Class 53,267 96.917 1556184
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100%4 9PTey 98%4
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 | 2000 | Change | % Change
Pepn in Very High or Exmreme Fire Threat Areas datz not available
Sierra County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': 6,230 acres
. . . 2 Residentiatl Residential Residential
Residential Land and Fire Threat Low Very Low Total

Sierra County’s General Plan does not designate
any areas for rural residential development.
However there are some areas in which the

General Plan does not reflect the reality on the
ground. Because of pre-existing entitlements and
grandfathered zoning, there are growing rural

residential areas in Sierra County (Duber, 2007).

This analysis looked only at General Plans, and

therefore does not reflect the full potential for
rural residential development in Sierra County.

Total Acres in Land Use Designation

Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class
% in Very High Fire Threat Class

Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class

Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class

% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class

2000
3,357

Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 *
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threatl Areas

1990
3,133

Change % Change
224 7%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radelotf, VC, RB Hammer, SI Stewart, JS Fricd, SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2005. The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the Genera! Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004} and overlaid
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of
Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004.



Tehama County

Arez of Wildland Urban Interface : data not available

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Resf_ii‘tia‘ R\f:rigi”x; Re"';gfa';ﬁa]
+ Totml Arrac :p Tand U'se Desiznscon 7 11471 11478
Acres in Verv High Fire Threar Clazs ¥ 2860 2.247
%4 in Viery High Fire Threat Class HiPo 23% 25%
Acrez m Extremie Fae Threat Class 0 8.611 3.£11
] %o in Exoeme Fire Threat Class P Ti% Tits
Total Acres in Very High and Extreme Fire Threat Class 7 11,471 11478
%% in Yery High or Exireme Fire Threat Class 10094 10024 10080
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 ° 1330 | 2000 | Change | % Change |
DPopr i» Very Hizh or Extremne Fire Threay Areas 4720 4,538 -182 -4%%
Tulare County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': data not available
Residential Land and Fire Threat * Res:loewntlal l:f;:;e;j:‘:l Resr:(i)tt::ltlai
Total Acres in Land Use Designation 25,935 73,929 99,864
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 25,935 73,661 99,596
% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0
% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 25,935 73,661 99,596
% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 ? 1990 2000 Change | % Change
Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 12,388 13,196 808 7%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, ST Stewart, JS Fried. SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry, 2005, The Wildland Urban [nterface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:7799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or fully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

Callire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s tire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Department of

Finance. Greenlnfo Network, 2004,
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Tuolumne County

Area of Wildland Urban Interface : 112,350 acres

Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Res:deﬂtlal Residential Residential
Low Very Low Total

Total Acres in Land Use Designation 48,880 15,346 64,226
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 48.722 15,346 64,069

% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0

% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 48,722 15,346 64,069

% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 160%

Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 * 1990 2000 | Change | % Change

Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 46,732 | 52,449 5,717 12%
Yuba County
Area of Wildland Urban Interface ': data not available
Residential Land and Fire Threat 2 Residential Residential Residential
Low Very Low Totatl

Total Acres in Land Use Designation 82,701 46,065 128,766
Acres in Very High Fire Threat Class 82,701 46,065 128,760

% in Very High Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 100%
Acres in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0 0

% in Extreme Fire Threat Class 0% 0% 0%
Total Acres in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 82,701 46,065 128,766

% in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Class 100% 100% 180%

Population Growth from 1990 to 2000 ? 1999 2000 Change % Change

Popn in Very High or Extreme Fire Threat Areas 7,911 8,488 577 7%

1. Data is for entire County. Source: Radeloff, VC, RB Hammer, ST Stewart, JS Fried. SS Holcomb, and JF
McKeefry. 2003. The Wildland Urban Interface in the United States. Ecological Applications 15:799-80

2. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Methodology: We used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21
California counties that lie partially or tully within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004) and overlaid

CalFire™s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004)

3. Data is for Sierra Nevada portion of County. Mecthodology: These data were compiled using GIS to compare
CalFire’s fire threat data map (CalFire 2004) with population information from the California Depariment of

Finance. Greenknfo Network, 2004,
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Appendix C:
Maps of Fire Risk and General Plans
in the Sierra Nevada

The following maps identify areas that are slated for rural residential development that are classified as “very
high” or “extreme” fire threat by CalFire.

To create these maps, we used GIS data of the General Plans for all 21 California counties that lie partially or fully
within the Sierra Nevada Region (Johnston, 2004). Our analysis only includes those portions of the counties that
lie within the Sierra Nevada region, as defined by the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project study area boundary. We
focused on lands classified as low density residential (density range 1 house per 2-20 acres) and very low density
residential (density range ! house per 20-80 acres).

We then overlaid CalFire’s statewide Fire Threat map to compare areas where high, very high or extreme fire
threat overlap with areas classified for rural residential development. This analysis does not distinguish between
lands that are already developed and lands that are not yet developed. Also, we did not examine other land
classifications, such as commercial, industrial, medium-density residential and high density residential, which
constitute a very small fraction of development in our region. The General Plan data used for this analysis were
compiled in 2000.
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