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2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter contains responses to each of the public comment letters submitted regarding the 
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project Draft EIR. Each bracketed comment 
letter is followed by numbered responses to each bracketed comment. The responses amplify or 
clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the 
document where the requested information can be found. Comments that are not directly related 
to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project that are unrelated to its 
environmental impacts) are either discussed or noted for the record, as appropriate. Where 
revisions to the Draft EIR text are required in response to the comments, such revisions are noted 
in the response to the comment, and are also listed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. All new text is 
shown as double underlined and deleted text is shown as struck through. 
 
The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR represent only minor 
clarifications/amplifications and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
 
2.2  MASTER RESPONSES 
 
Many of the commenters raised similar concerns. For such concerns, the County has prepared master 
responses. Through master responses, the County can address the common topics in a comprehensive 
manner and without duplication in the individual responses. Two master responses have been 
prepared: (1) Induced Development of Future Wineries/Farm Breweries, and (2) Geographic Area 
of Analysis.  
 
Master Response #1: Induced Development of Future Wineries/Farm Breweries 
 
Commenters have raised concerns about the proposed Zoning Text Amendment leading to growth 
inducement, in some cases citing Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988) Cal.3d 376 (“Laurel Heights I”) in support of the opinion that the 
Draft EIR impermissibly segments review of reasonably foreseeable construction under the Zoning 
Text Amendment. The California Supreme Court set forth a piecemealing test in Laurel Heights. 
The court states: “We hold that an EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of 
future expansion or other action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial 
project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the 
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects. Absent these two circumstances, 
the future expansion need not be considered in the EIR for the proposed project.” The court further 
notes: “Under this standard, the facts of each case will determine whether and to what extent an 
EIR must analyze future expansion or other action.” 
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As noted in Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach et al. (2012) Cal.4th 1209 
(“Banning Ranch”), there may be improper piecemealing when the purpose of the reviewed project 
is to be the first step toward future development. The purpose of the Zoning Text Amendment, as 
stated on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, is  
 

“…to preserve and protect farmland while also enhancing the economic viability 
of Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the tenets of agri-tourism, 
which is a type of tourism that brings visitors directly to a farm or ranch. The 
Zoning Text Amendment is intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder 
groups and support the core principle that the primary use of the property is to 
cultivate and process agriculture in order to make a locally grown and value-added 
product.” 

 
Nothing in the project’s purpose/objective statement suggests that the County is trying to facilitate 
the development of more wineries and farm breweries in the County with the changes proposed in 
the Zoning Text Amendment. In fact, as discussed on pages 12-31 and 12-32 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed changes to the permit requirements for wineries and farm breweries are generally more 
restrictive than the current Winery Ordinance. As shown in Table 12-8 of the Draft EIR 
(reproduced below), future production facilities with tasting rooms within Residential Agricultural 
(RA) and Residential Forest (RF) zone districts would now be subject to a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) or a Minor Use Permit (MUP), as compared to an Administrative Review Permit (ARP) 
under the current ordinance, and, thus, would require additional review, separate from the proposed 
project. An MUP and a CUP both require a public hearing prior to approval, whereas an ARP does 
not.  

 
Table 12-8 

Proposed Changes to Permit Requirements 
Use Existing Ordinance Proposed Ordinance 

Small Production (0 to 
20,000 cases) 

ARP required in RA and 
RF zone districts MUP required 

Not allowed in RES zone 
district Allowed with ARP in RES zone district 

Wholesale and Retail 
Sales of Wine, Grape, 

and Beer Products 

ARP required in RA and 
RF zone districts MUP required in RA and RF zone districts 

Tasting and Retail 
Sales of Wine- or Beer-

Related Merchandise 

ARP required in RA and 
RF zone districts 

CUP required in RA and RF zone districts on 
4.6- to less than 10-acre parcels 

MUP required in RA and RF zone districts on 
parcels 10 acres or larger. 

C required for AE, F, and 
FOR zone districts on 4.6-
acre minimum parcel size 

MUP required for AE, F, and FOR zone 
districts on 4.6- to less than 10-acre parcels 

Zoning Clearance allowed for AE, F, and FOR 
zone districts on parcels 10 acres or larger. 

Source: Placer County Code, 2018. 
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The Draft EIR further states (page 12-32):  
 

As also shown in Table 12-8, under the currently adopted Winery Ordinance, the minimum 
parcel size for establishment of a new production facility with a tasting room without a Use 
Permit is 4.6 acres in the Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zoning districts. Under 
the proposed project, a minimum parcel size of 10 acres would be required for any new 
production facility with a tasting room to be established without a use permit in the AE, F, 
and FOR zoning districts. For existing parcels sized between 4.6 and less than 10 acres, 
and zoned AE, F, or FOR, an MUP would be required, whereas a production facility with 
a tasting room is currently allowed by-right on such parcels. Within Placer County, a total 
of approximately 3,400 parcels (21,677 acres) sized between 4.6 and less than 10 acres are 
currently zoned AE, F, or FOR (Figure 12-1). A total of 3,860 parcels (455,577 acres) are 
sized 10 acres or larger and are currently zoned AE, F, or FOR. Thus, the proposed Zoning 
Text Amendment would preclude potential by-right development of production facilities 
with tasting rooms on approximately 47 percent of the parcels zoned AE, F, or FOR. 
Consequently, as generally shown in Figure 12-1, the total number of interfaces between 
parcels zoned AE, F, and FOR and parcels zoned RA or RF would be reduced. 

 
This is strong evidence that the County does not intend the Zoning Text Amendment to be a first 
step towards future development of wineries and farm breweries.  
 
Banning Ranch also states that there may be improper piecemealing when the reviewed project 
legally compels or practically presumes completion of another action. There is nothing in the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment that legally compels or practically presumes completion of 
future winery or farm brewery projects. The Zoning Text Amendment does not take any major 
steps, such as rezoning properties to districts where wineries and/or farm breweries could be 
allowed by-right.1 As noted on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR, winery/farm brewery development is 
already allowed by right in certain zones; the Zoning Text Amendment would not expand the 
number of zones where by-right development can occur.   
 
The Zoning Text Amendment and any future development projects also have different proponents. 
The Zoning Text Amendment is a proposal by the County of Placer, while any future winery or 
farm brewery development projects would be proposed by private property owners. Other than the 
facilities evaluated in the Draft EIR, there are no other winery/farm brewery projects being 
proposed for approval in zoning districts where by-right development can occur.  
 
The Zoning Text Amendment proposes changes to a countywide ordinance that includes 
regulatory standards for wineries and farm breweries. Adopting the Zoning Text Amendment does 
not commit the County to a particular course of action. Any future actions on the part of private 

 
1  As noted in Kostka and Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, Second Edition, Vol 

1, Section 12.10, in Banning Ranch, the court upheld an EIR for a park and access road project against a claim 
that a proposed residential development that would also use the access road should have been treated as part of 
the park project. The court concluded that, even though the residential project was foreseeable and the access road 
would benefit it, the residential project could not be viewed as a “consequence” of the access road. Although the 
park project would further the residential project in a limited way, (by providing access), it was not proposed to 
induce the residential project, and it did not include any steps, such as rezoning, that would amount to an approval 
for that project.  
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party owners are too speculative to be considered in the Draft EIR. CEQA does not require 
evaluation of speculative impacts. (Guidelines, § 15145.) 
 
Therefore, it can be concluded that the physical development of future wineries and farm breweries 
is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Zoning Text Amendment, thus requiring 
analysis within the Draft EIR. The second criterion in Laurel Heights for determining whether 
future actions must be evaluated in an EIR is whether the future expansion or action will be 
significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental 
effects.2 There is nothing that would suggest future action, such as winery or farm brewery 
development, would change the scope or nature of the Zoning Text Amendment or its 
environmental effects. As demonstrated in Laurel Heights, this criterion is typically focused on 
development projects, whereby future expansion of the project could occur, such that the initial 
project is modified in scope and its environmental effects increased. The proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment is an amendment to the County’s Winery ordinance, which establishes development 
standards with which all future projects must comply. The standards in the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment set parameters that define the types of events that could occur, hours of operation, 
allowable noise levels, etc. All future actions must comply with these standards, thus, ensuring 
that the scope or nature of the Zoning Text Amendment, as currently proposed, will not change.      
 
While physical development of future wineries and farm breweries is not required to be evaluated 
in the Draft EIR for the reasons set forth above, the Draft EIR does appropriately evaluate the 
potential environmental effects that could result from additional by-right events at existing 
medium- and large-size wineries and farm breweries in unincorporated Placer County, as well as 
by-right events at up to 30 new facilities over the next 20 years.  
 
Master Response #2: Geographic Area of Analysis 
 
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment to the County’s existing Winery Ordinance, which is the 
subject of this EIR, applies to all unincorporated portions of Placer County. Consistent with 
standard industry practice, the cumulative horizon of this EIR is 20 years. A finite number of new 
wineries and farm breweries would be developed within the unincorporated portions of Placer 
County during this 20-year timeframe. As a result, the County conducted research in neighboring 
foothill counties regarding historic winery/farm brewery growth. As discussed on page 3-16 of the 
Draft EIR, the research, 

 
2  In Laurel Heights, the EIR defined the project as "[moving] the School of Pharmacy basic science research units 

from the UCSF Parnassus campus to Laurel Heights." The building to which those research units were to be 
moved was approximately 354,000 square feet in size, but only 100,000 square feet were then available to UCSF 
because one-half of the building was occupied by Caltrans pursuant to a lease with the University that expired in 
1990 with an option to extend tenancy until 1995. The EIR did not discuss the additional environmental effects, 
if any, that would result from UCSF's use of the remaining 254,000 square feet when it became available, perhaps 
as soon as 1990. The Association contended that the EIR was inadequate because it failed to discuss the 
anticipated future uses of the Laurel Heights facility and the likely effects of those uses. 

 
The court determined that the future action would be significant in that it would likely change the scope or nature 
of the proposed initial project and its environmental effects by expanding UCSF’s Laurel Heights facility from 
approximately 100,000 sf to 354,000 sf and an increase in occupants from approximately 460 to 860. The court 
determined that was obviously a change in the scope of the project and perhaps its nature as well. 
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[…] demonstrates that the historic annual growth rates for Placer, El Dorado, and Amador 
counties are very similar, ranging from 1.2 to 1.4 new facilities per year. While certain 
years may see more growth than other years, an average annual growth rate would be a 
reasonable assumption for purposes of the cumulative analysis within this EIR. To be 
conservative, the County has elected to use an annual average growth rate of 1.5 new 
facilities per year, which is inclusive of both winery or farm brewery development. While 
this growth rate accounts for both wineries and farm breweries, the rate is conservative 
given that this EIR is only analyzing wineries and farm breweries on medium and large 
parcel sizes, for reasons set forth above (i.e., facilities with tasting rooms on small parcels 
require a use permit). Thus, the estimated growth rate in Placer County over the period 
evaluated, 2003 through 2017, would be much less for wineries and farm breweries located 
only on medium or large sized parcels. The estimated average annual growth rate would 
be 0.6 new facilities per year, for a total of 12 new facilities over 20 years.   
  
Total cumulative winery/farm brewery growth estimate: consistent with industry standard 
practice, the cumulative study period for this EIR is 20 years. Assuming 1.5 new facilities per 
year, the total growth evaluated in this EIR equates to 30 new facilities.   

 
With an estimated total of 30 new facilities over 20 years, it follows that new facilities would affect 
only a relatively small portion of the overall unincorporated area of the County. Thus, the most 
reasonable approach would be to assess the most likely locations of future facilities based upon a 
variety of relevant factors, so as to minimize, to the extent possible, the amount of speculation 
involved. This is precisely what the EIR does. For example, page 3-18 states the following 
regarding the assumption that future winery/farm brewery growth would be concentrated in 
western Placer County:  
 

This assumption is also congruent with the geographical and climatic characteristics of 
western Placer County and their conduciveness to high quality wine grape production. High 
quality grapes are produced when vines undergo moderate stress from limited water and/or 
nutrients and are subjected to wide day-night temperature fluctuations. When daytime 
temperatures are high, there is a high rate of photosynthesis, resulting in accumulated 
sugars. At night, plants convert the sugars into other compounds in a process called 
respiration. When nighttime temperatures are low, respiration rates go down so the plants 
are able to stockpile more sugars and flavor components, which contribute to the intense 
flavor and color profiles of foothill grapes.  
 
The foothill areas of western Placer County, generally east of Lincoln and west of Meadow 
Vista, have the appropriate microclimates where day/nighttime temperature fluctuations 
are higher than the valley areas of far western Placer County in the summer and early fall. 
In addition, the valley areas in western Placer County (i.e., west of Lincoln and Roseville) 
have higher frost risk than the foothill region during cold temperature periods because cold 
air can sit in the valley, whereas it drains/flows off from the foothills. These factors render 
the valley areas of western Placer County less suitable for high quality wine grape 
production. The higher elevations of Placer County are not well-suited for high quality 
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grape growth due to their colder temperatures and shorter growing season. Areas above 
2,700 feet in elevation are generally not very suitable for wine grape production.3  
 
With respect to soils, in contrast to the fertile, nutrient-rich soils of the valley areas, the 
foothill regions are characterized predominantly by shallow soils low in nutrients and 
organic matter. In the lower foothill zone of decomposed granite soils, water-holding 
capacity may also be limited. Shallow soils, low fertility soils, and limited water-holding 
capacity can all cause moderate plant stress which contributes to the intensity of flavor and 
color of wine grapes. This causes moderate plant stress and contributes to the flavor profile 
of the grapes.  
 
Given that high quality wine grape production is a driving factor for the economic viability 
of wineries, it is reasonable to assume that future wineries would continue to locate in the 
foothill region of western Placer County. Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 show the location of 
the sub-regions in relation to existing zoning (Figure 3-3) and existing parcel size (Figure 
3-4), with a delineated, dashed focus area. These figures depict where zoning allowances 
support wine and farm beer production and tasting rooms without the need for a use permit. 
Additionally, the figures show where the soils and microclimates are conducive to high 
quality grape production.  

 
Further, page 3-16 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding the County’s decision to evaluate 
concentrated growth of future study facilities within sub-regions of Western Placer County: 
 

In order to provide a reasonable analysis of this Zoning Text Amendment’s potential 
cumulative impacts, this EIR assumes that future winery/farm brewery growth will be 
concentrated in western Placer County, in and around the areas where current facilities are 
located. Figure 3-2 shows the “sub-regions” that have been defined for the purposes of the 
analysis of this EIR. While the sub-region boundaries generally follow the established 
boundaries of the County’s Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs), select adjustments have 
been made to better reflect the concentrations of existing wineries and follow the primary 
access roads to these areas. In concept and practice, concentrated growth will result in 
greater combined, related effects as the majority of future facilities would be nearer to one 
another, as well as existing facilities, thus increasing the intensity of combined effects, such 
as vehicle traffic, roadway noise, etc. In contrast, if the EIR were to assume that future 
facilities would be spread throughout the County, separate from one another, their effects 
would be more isolated, and thus, potentially underestimated. 

 
As described above, given that the precise location of future wineries/farm breweries is ultimately 
speculative, the County has specifically chosen to assume development of future study facilities 
within a concentrated set of sub-regions in order to provide for a conservative analysis. 
Conversely, choosing to evaluate development of future study facilities throughout the County 
would underestimate the potential environmental effects of the Zoning Text Amendment. In 
addition, as stated on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR, development of future study facilities outside of 
the sub-regions evaluated in this EIR would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts: 
 

 
3  Fake, Cindy, Horticulture and Small Farms Advisor, University of California, Cooperative Extension Placer 

County. Personal communication with Nick Pappani, Vice President, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. 
March 28, 2018.  
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The County recognizes that this Zoning Text Amendment applies countywide, and thus, 
one or more new wineries or farm breweries could be developed outside of the above-listed 
sub-regions. However, the County recognizes that even if a new facility were to be 
established outside of these sub-regions, they would most likely occur in relatively remote 
locations, where additional by-right events allowable at the facility under this Zoning Text 
Amendment would produce isolated effects. For example, as shown in Figure 3-3, existing 
population centers within the unincorporated County have very few parcels with the proper 
zoning to accommodate by-right development and operation of future facilities. The 
population centers and immediate environs are dominated by Residential-Agriculture 
zoning, wherein any winery or farm brewery would require a MUP. 

 
The Draft EIR provides substantial justification for the County’s chosen approach regarding 
focusing the quantitative analysis of the EIR to specific winery/farm brewery sub-regions within 
Western Placer County. Specifically, given that only a limited number of future wineries/farm 
breweries will be developed and the location of such facilities would be limited by land use 
characteristics and environmental constraints, the most reasonable approach to analyzing 
environmental impacts at future wineries/farm breweries is to use the best available data to 
ascertain where the future facilities might be located. The commenter does not provide sufficient 
evidence that the methodology employed for the EIR analysis is flawed.  
 
In addition, it is noted that CEQA Guidelines provide: "An evaluation of the environmental effects 
of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the 
light of what is reasonably feasible." (Guidelines, § 15151.) Also, "The degree of specificity 
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity 
which is described in the EIR." (Guidelines, § 15146) This section specifically notes that, "An EIR 
on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance . . . should 
focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, 
but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might 
follow." (Guidelines, § 15146, subd. (b)) 
 
The EIR identifies and discusses the secondary effects of the project in eight resource areas. The 
EIR found one effect to be significant, and several effects to be less-than-significant with 
mitigation, as a result of the ability to hold increased by-right events. The EIR thus served its 
purpose as a disclosure document, by informing decision-makers and the public of the potential 
environmental impacts of approving the project. 
 
2.3  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT LETTERS 
 
The following is a compilation of all letters received by the County during the 52-day public 
comment period. Each letter has been considered by the County and addressed, according to 
CEQA Guidelines §15088, prior to approval of this Final EIR.  
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LETTER 1: SCOTT ARMSTRONG, CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
 
In response to the comment, page 11-1, of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
 

Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment 
 
The existing study facilities currently produce two types of wastewater: 1) process 
wastewater produced from wine/beer-making operations, which is tied to production levels 
at each facility; and 2) wastewater from bathrooms, sinks, and dishwashers at the study 
facilities. The latter of the two types is influenced by events and, thus, is the focus of this 
EIR. It should be noted that for the process wastewater, the existing study facilities 
currently have waivers for waste discharge requirements under Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) Resolution No. R5-2003-0106 R5-2015-0005, Waiver of Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Small Food Processors, Including Wineries, Within the 
Central Valley Region.  

 
The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes and would not alter the analysis or conclusions 
within the Draft EIR.  
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Letter 2 

2-1 

2-2 
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Cont’d 
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LETTER 2: JORDAN HENSLEY, CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB 
 
Response to Comment 2-1 
 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but provides 
background regarding water quality standards and regulations enforced by the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Such information has been reflected in Section IX, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix 
D to the Draft EIR). As discussed on pages 19 and 20 of the Initial Study and Chapter 11 - Utilities 
and Service Systems in the EIR, the Zoning Text Amendment would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to violating federal, State, or County potable water quality standards or 
otherwise resulting in substantial degradation of groundwater quality. Specifically, physical 
development resulting from the project would be limited to potential expansion of parking areas 
to accommodate events. As discussed in greater detail under Response to Comment 2-4 below, 
grading activity related to the establishment of new parking would be subject to applicable County 
standards related to water quality. With regard to operations, as noted under Response to Comment 
13-8 below, the septic systems that have been installed at all existing facilities were done so in 
compliance with the County’s septic system regulations developed by the Health and Human 
Services Department. Said regulations include setback requirements from surface waters. Such 
setback requirements are intended to protect surface water and groundwater quality from the septic 
system. Any future septic systems associated with new wineries and farm breweries would also be 
subject to the same setback requirements. 
 
Furthermore, as discussed on pages 11-21, 12-56, and 12-57 of the Draft EIR, implementation of 
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge at existing or future study facilities such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater management. Thus, the Draft EIR concluded that a 
less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
Response to Comment 2-3 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Zoning Text 
Amendment would not directly result in the development of new wineries within the County and, 
thus, would not include ground-disturbing activities associated with such development. However, 
ground disturbance may occur at existing study facilities, as discussed on page 6-25 of the Draft 
EIR as follows: 
 

Under the current Winery Ordinance and following the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, 
existing study facilities would have the ability to expand permanent parking spaces within 
their sites in order to accommodate tasting room guests, agricultural activities, and event 
attendees. Should such expansions of parking areas be undertaken to support events, the 
expansion of parking areas would be subject to all relevant County, State, and federal 
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regulations. For instance, Article 15.48 of the Placer County Code regulates all grading 
activity within the County, which includes grading activity associated with the 
establishment of parking spaces, unless such activity meets the exemptions specified in 
Section 15.48.070.  
 

Per Section 15.48.040 of the Placer County Code, all grading activities occurring within the 
County are required to comply with any applicable NPDES stormwater discharge permit. 
Therefore, in the event that expansion of permanent parking as a result of the project includes 
grading/disturbance of one acre of land or greater, such ground-disturbing activity would be 
required to comply with applicable NPDES permit standards related to construction water quality.  
 
Response to Comment 2-4 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed above, 
while the Zoning Text Amendment could indirectly result in the establishment of new parking 
areas at existing study facilities, the proposed project does not include any direct physical 
development or redevelopment and, thus, would not require a Phase I or II MS4 Permit. As noted 
on page 6-26 of the Draft EIR, grading activity related to the establishment of new parking could 
be exempt from County review if such activity is determined to represent a minor project or meets 
other specific exemption requirements. However, minor projects deemed exempt from further 
regulation by the County would not include grading activity that would obstruct any watercourse, 
disturb, or negatively impact any drainage way, wetland, stream environment zone or water body. 
Page 6-26 further states the following: 
 

Non-exempt grading activity subject to Article 15.48 is required to obtain proper permitting 
prior to initiation of grading activity, which includes general County review of the parking 
design being proposed. Permitting for such grading activity includes conditions related to 
the safeguarding of watercourses as specified in Section 15.48.240 of the Placer County 
Code. 

 
Based on the above, grading activity related to the establishment of new parking would be subject 
to applicable County standards related to water quality. It should be noted that future parking area 
expansions resulting from the Zoning Text Amendment would not be likely to include new 
impervious surfaces. However, any potential expansions that would create and/or replace more 
than 2,500 square feet of impervious surface would be required to comply with the County’s Phase 
II MS4 permit requirements and associated best management practices (BMPs). 
 
Response to Comment 2-5 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The proposed project 
does not include industrial uses and would not result in stormwater discharge associated with 
industrial sites.  
 
Response to Comment 2-6 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR addresses 
the Section 404 permit in Impact 6-2 of Chapter 6, Biological Resources. Implementation of 
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Mitigation Measure 6-1(a) would ensure that any disturbance associated with temporary or 
permanent parking occurring as a result of the Zoning Text Amendment would be required to avoid 
any aquatic features and riparian areas. The language of Mitigation Measure 6-1(a) is as follows:  
 

6-1(a) All grading activity within existing and future wineries and farm breweries not meeting the 
exemptions within Section 15.48.070 of the Placer County Code shall obtain a grading 
permit from the County prior to initiation of grading activity. Prior to approval and 
issuance of any grading permits for existing and future wineries and farm breweries, the 
County shall impose biological resource protection measures as conditions of the grading 
permit. Such protection measures shall specify that grading activity shall avoid any aquatic 
features and riparian areas. Avoidance of such features shall be insured through the 
placement of high visibility and silt fencing at the edge of construction/maintenance 
footprint if work is anticipated to occur within 50 feet of aquatic features and riparian 
areas.  

 
Response to Comment 2-7 
 
See Response to Comment 2-6 above.  
 
Response to Comment 2-8 
 
See Response to Comment 2-6 above.  
 
Response to Comment 2-9 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Page 11-11 of the Draft 
EIR states the following regarding discharge of waste to land: 
 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) Resolution No. R5-
2015-0005 waives the requirement to obtain WDRs for small food processor dischargers 
who comply with specific terms and conditions and who receive a waiver notification 
signed by the Executive Officer. Discharges authorized under the waiver are grouped into 
three regulatory tiers based on the wastewater management practices employed and the 
amount of waste discharged to land. Wastewater and residual solids storage and land 
application methods must comply with the established Specific and General Conditions 
listed in Resolution No. R5-2015-0005. 
 

Existing study facilities may include land application of residual wastewater from the winemaking 
or beer making process. However, as noted on page 11-18 of the Draft EIR, “Existing water use 
associated directly with the wine/beer production process would not be affected by the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment. The relatively small quantity of wine/beer purchased and consumed 
during Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events would not necessitate an associated 
increase in production levels at the existing study facilities, as mass quantities are not typically 
consumed at such events.” Therefore, the Zoning Text Amendment would not result in an increase 
in discharge of process water by way of land application. 
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Response to Comment 2-10 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The proposed project 
is an amendment to the current Zoning Text Amendment and does not directly include physical 
development of future wineries or farm breweries. While expansion of parking areas could include 
minor ground disturbance, such disturbance would be surface-level and would not reach 
groundwater. Thus, the need for dewatering activities would not occur as a result of the Zoning 
Text Amendment. 
 
Response to Comment 2-11 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. While existing and 
future wineries and farm breweries would include the use of commercially-irrigated agriculture, 
such uses are not a component of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. While the Zoning Text 
Amendment would increase the minimum agricultural planting requirements for      future study 
facilities from one acre to two acres, all on-site commercial agricultural uses would continue to be 
required to obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program. Thus, the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 2-12 
 
See Response to Comment 2-10 above.   
 
Response to Comment 2-13 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 
11-14 of the Draft EIR, with the exception of Casque at Flower Farm, which receives sewer service 
from the Placer County Facilities Services Department, Environmental Engineering and Utilities, 
the existing study facilities within the County are connected to private septic systems. Page 11-15 
of the Draft EIR states the following regarding the adequacy of the septic systems: 
 

[…] in order to accommodate peak wastewater flows associated with events at the existing 
study facilities, a minimum septic tank size of 1,250 gallons is required for large parcel-
sized facilities, and a minimum tank size of 1,000 gallons is required for medium parcel-
sized facilities. Of the nine existing study facilities which are not connected to a public 
sewer system, five include septic tanks greater than or equal to 1,250 gallons, and thus, 
could accommodate the peak wastewater flows generated by a maximum attendance event 
that could occur under the Zoning Text Amendment. The remaining four facilities do not 
have septic systems capable of accommodating the maximum attendance event allowable 
under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.  
 
It is in the best interest of the owners of such facilities to manage events proportional to 
the limitations of their wastewater systems. Specifically, the operators would either limit 
attendance based on the capacity of the existing septic system, or provide portable toilets 
on-site during events. If a commercial septic system fails, the facility is considered non-
operational per the Placer County Environmental Health Department and the owner must 
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repair/replace the system to ensure public safety. The public may not enter the site until 
adequate repairs are made and safety of the site is restored.  

 
Because each facility would limit attendance and/or provide adequate portable toilets during 
events, each on-site septic system would be sufficient to handle wastewater generated during 
events occurring under the Zoning Text Amendment. Thus, waste discharge associated with the 
facilities would not have the potential to affect the quality of any surface waters. In addition, 
ongoing use of the septic systems, as well as any alterations to the septic systems, is subject to the 
rules and regulations of the Placer County Environmental Health Department. Thus, coverage 
under an NPDES permit is not required for the proposed project. 
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LETTER 3: ANN HOBBS, PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
 
In response to the comment, page 5-10 of Chapter 5, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR is hereby revised 
as follows: 
 

Local Air Quality Monitoring 
 
Air quality is monitored primarily by CARB the PCAPCD in Placer County at various 
locations to determine which air quality standards are being violated, and to direct emission 
reduction efforts, such as developing attainment plans and rules, incentive programs, etc. 
Several Four air quality monitoring stations are maintained by PCAPCD and one station is 
maintained by CARB within Placer County. The two air monitoring stations nearest to the 
existing study facilities are located at Auburn-Atwood Road and Lincoln at 2885 Moore 
Road.  

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and would not alter the analysis or 
conclusions within the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
 
See Response to Comment 3-1. 
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
 
In response to the comment, Table 5-5, of Chapter 5, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, is hereby 
revised to reflect the 2016-2018 data as follows:  
 

Table 5-5 
Air Quality Data Summary for the Auburn-11645 Atwood Road Station (20146-20168) 

Pollutant Standard 
Days Standard Was Exceeded 

20146 20157 20168 

1-Hour Ozone State 05 03 012 
Federal 10 40 52 

8-Hour Ozone State 1727 1630 2736 
Federal 64 100 159 

24-Hour PM2.5 Federal 40 10 011 

24-Hour PM10
1 State - - - 

Federal - - - 
1-Hour Nitrogen 

Dioxide1 
State - - - 

Federal - - - 
1 24-Hour PM10 and 1-Hour Nitrogen Dioxide not monitored at Auburn-11645 Station 
 
Source: California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (iADAM) System, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html, accessed March 2018July 2019.  
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The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and would not alter the analysis or 
conclusions within the Draft EIR. Specifically, the local air quality monitoring site data has been 
updated. None of this data is used for the project-specific air quality modelling; thus, no changes 
to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR would be required as a result.  
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
 
In response to the comment, page 5-12 and 5-13 of Chapter 5, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, are 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

Air quality is monitored and regulated through the efforts of various international, federal, 
State, and local government agencies. Agencies work jointly and individually to improve 
air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a 
variety of programs. The agencies responsible for regulating and improving the air quality 
within the project area are discussed below.  

 
The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes and does not alter the analysis or conclusions 
within the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-5 
 
While agricultural burning is not a component of the proposed project, which is focused primarily 
on event allowances, in response to the comment, pages 5-17 and 5-18 of Chapter 5, Air Quality, 
of the Draft EIR, are hereby revised as follows to provide some further regulatory context that may 
apply to existing operations at the facilities: 
 

PCAPCD Rules and Regulations 
 
All projects under the jurisdiction of the PCAPCD are required to comply with all 
applicable PCAPCD rules and regulations. In addition, PCAPCD permit requirements 
apply to many commercial activities (e.g., print shops, dry cleaners, gasoline stations), and 
other miscellaneous activities (e.g., demolition of buildings containing asbestos). The 
proposed project is required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD rules and regulations, 
which shall be noted on County-approved construction plans. The PCAPCD regulations 
and rules include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 
Regulation 2 – Prohibitions 
 
Regulation 2 is comprised of prohibitory rules that are written to achieve emission 
reductions from specific source categories. The rules are applicable to existing sources as 
well as new sources. Examples of prohibitory rules include Rule 202 related to visible 
emissions, Rule 217 related to asphalt paving materials, Rule 218 related to architectural 
coatings, Rule 228 related to fugitive dust, Rule 205 related to nuisance, and Rule 225 
related to wood-burning appliances.  
 
Rule 228 sets forth requirements necessary to comply with the Asbestos Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining 
Operations (Title 17, Section 93105, of the California Code of Regulations), as discussed 



FINAL EIR 
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project 

JANUARY 2020 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 26 

above. Rule 228 requires projects involving earth-disturbing activities to implement 
various dust control measures, such as minimizing track-out on to paved public roadways, 
limiting vehicle travel on unpaved surfaces to 15 miles per hour, and stabilization of storage 
piles and disturbed areas. 
 
Regulation 3 – Open Burning 
 
The purpose of Regulation 3 is to establish standards and administrative requirements 
under which agricultural burning, including the burning of agricultural wastes, limited to 
the growing of crops or raising of fowl or animals, may occur in a reasonably regulated 
manner that manages the generation of smoke and reduces the emission of particulates and 
other air contaminants from such burning. The rules for burning smoke management apply 
to all burning located within Placer County except where otherwise prohibited by a local 
jurisdiction. For example, Rule 302, Agricultural Waste Burning Smoke Management, 
requires that any outdoor burning associated with an agricultural operation is required to 
obtain a year-round burn permit from the PCAPCD.  
 
Regulation 5 – Permits 
 
Regulation 5 is intended to provide an orderly procedure for the review of new sources, 
and modification and operation of existing sources, of air pollution through the issuance of 
permits. Regulation 5 primarily deals with permitting major emission sources and includes, 
but is not limited to, rules such as General Permit Requirements (Rule 501), New Source 
Review (Rule 502), Emission Statement (Rule 503), Emission Reduction Credits (Rule 
504), and Toxics New Source Review (Rule 513). It should be noted that portable operating 
equipment greater than 50 horsepower may be subject to registration under the Portable 
Equipment Registration Program (PERP) administered by CARB.  
 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and would not alter the analysis or 
conclusions within the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-6 
 
See Response to Comment 3-5.  
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LETTER 4: KEVIN YOUNT, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and provides background information regarding the 
goals of Caltrans. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 4-2 
 
The comment references language from the Draft EIR describing the proposed project and does 
not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 4-3 
 
The Draft EIR traffic study addressed the segment of SR 193, from Sierra College Boulevard to 
Fowler Road, as well as the SR 193 intersections with Fowler Road and Gold Hill Road.  Such 
locations were selected in consultation with Placer County staff based on their knowledge of local 
travel and in order to address responses to the Draft EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP).  This 
roadway segment reflects the SR 193 location with the maximum amount of project traffic, with 
roughly 158 average daily trips (ADT) and 44 peak hour trips added by by-right events that could 
be held at existing wineries under “Existing Plus Project” conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 4-4 
 
The comment makes reference to the Placer County General Plan EIR LOS standards based on 
daily traffic volumes (see Table 10-2 of the Draft EIR). The Placer County General Plan 
Circulation Element classifies the overall segment of SR 193, from Sierra College Boulevard to 
Interstate 80, as a two-lane rural highway, as suggested by the comment.  The Draft EIR assumed 
the segment immediately east of Sierra College Boulevard would operate as an arterial primarily 
based on the presence of the all-way stop at the Sierra College Boulevard intersection.  While the 
ultimate capacity for a two-lane rural highway collector is much higher, (i.e., 18,000 ADT for 
Arterial with moderate access control and 25,000 ADT for Rural Highway in level terrain), the 
individual LOS thresholds are lower for a rural highway than for an arterial.  The roadway segment 
volume/LOS summaries for SR 193 that follow (see Table 2-1 and Table 2-2 below) indicate that 
use of the rural highway standard would result in LOS C under Existing Plus Project conditions 
and LOS D under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  Because LOS D is the minimum standard 
for State highways under the Placer County General Plan, no significant impact would result from 
the use of the rural highway standard.
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Table 2-1 
Study Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes and LOS – Existing Plus Project Condition 

# Road Location Class 

Roadway Volume and Segment Level of Service 
Weekday Saturday 

Existing Existing Plus Project Existing Existing Plus Project 
Daily 

Volume LOS 
Daily Volume 

LOS 
Daily 

Volume LOS 
Daily Volume 

LOS Project Total Project Total 
Z SR 193 Sierra College Blvd to Fowler Rd Arterial 6,700 A 158 6,858 A 6,700 A 158 6,858 A 

 
Z SR 193 Sierra College Blvd to Fowler Rd RH 6,700 C 158 6,858 C 6,700 A 158 6,858 C 

Source: KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2019. 
 

Table 2-2 
Study Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes and LOS – Cumulative Plus Project Condition 

# Road Location Class 

Roadway Volume and Segment Level of Service 
Weekday Saturday 

Existing Existing Plus Project Existing Existing Plus Project 
Daily 

Volume LOS 
Daily Volume 

LOS 
Daily 

Volume LOS 
Daily Volume 

LOS Project Total Project Total 
Z SR 193 Sierra College Blvd to Fowler Rd Arterial 10,980 B 876 11,856 B 11,420 B 876 12,296 B 

 
Z SR 193 Sierra College Blvd to Fowler Rd RH 10,980 D 876 11,856 D 11,420 D 876 12,296 D 

Source: KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2019. 
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Response to Comment 4-5 
 
The comment requests analysis of nine additional locations. It is noted that Caltrans did not provide 
a comment letter on the NOP issued for the proposed project, identifying these requests early in 
the EIR scoping process.  The list of locations includes intersections where improvements are 
already addressed by Placer County’s traffic impact fee program or are conditions of approval of 
other projects.  
 
From the traffic flow standpoint, the I-80 interchanges would be key locations. To provide 
perspective, the volume of traffic that may be added to these facilities under Existing Plus Project 
conditions has been investigated within the context of available background information.  As 
indicated in Table 2-3, under the traffic study’s conservative assumption that every winery and 
farm brewery hosts two events on the same day, project trips represent a relatively small share of 
the current background traffic volumes at the identified I-80 interchanges and would be unlikely 
to cause a significant impact.  Further analysis of additional locations is not required.   
 

Table 2-3 
Traffic Contribution from Events at Existing Wineries and Farm Breweries Under New 

Ordinance 

Location Condition 
Existing 
Traffic 

Project 
Traffic Percentage 

SR 193/Sierra College Blvd Weekday PM 1,520 vph1 80 vph 5% 
Newcastle Rd/WB I-80 ramps Weekday PM 831 vph2 60 vph 7% 
Newcastle Rd/EB I-80 ramps Weekday PM 1,063 vph2 30 vph 3% 
WB I-80 off-ramp to Ophir Rd (SR 193) Weekday 1,201 ADT3 <10 ADT <1% 
WB I-80 on-ramp from Ophir Rd (SR 193)  Weekday 2,001 ADT 60 ADT 3% 
EB I-80 off-ramp to Ophir Rd Weekday 1,801 ADT 60 ADT 5% 
EB I-80 on-ramp from Ophir Rd Weekday 1,740 ADT <10 ADT <1% 

1 May 15, 2018 traffic count. 
2 April 25, 2018 traffic counts. 
3 Caltrans ramp volume report for 2016. 
 
In response to this information, project impacts to two locations were evaluated. The Newcastle 
Road / WB I-80 ramps intersection and the Newcastle Road / Indian Hill Road / EB I-80 ramps 
intersection were addressed for both weekday PM and Saturday peak hour conditions. Recent 
traffic volume count data was assembled (see Figure 2-1), and Existing Plus Project conditions 
were identified. Cumulative traffic volume forecasts were made based on 20-year traffic volume 
growth rates created from review of the best available background data. Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions, including the effects of events at 30 additional wineries/farm breweries in the study 
area were then assessed. 
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Figure 2-1 
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Table 2-4 summarizes the current and “plus project” weekday PM peak hour Levels of Service at 
the ramp intersections (See Appendix B to the Final EIR for LOS worksheets). As indicated, 
current conditions satisfy the minimum LOS D standard for locations near state highways, and the 
addition of project trips does not alter that LOS. Thus, the project’s impact is not significant. 
 

TABLE 2-4 
INTERSTATE 80 / NEWCASTLE ROAD INTERCHANGE 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Location Control 

Level of Service 

Signal 
Warrants 

Met? 

Existing Existing Plus 
Project 

Ave 
Delay 

(sec/veh) 
LOS 

Ave 
Delay 

(Sec/veh) 
LOS 

Weekday Pm Peak Hour1 

Newcastle Rd/ WB I-80 ramps 
 (Overall) 
 NB left turn 
 WB approach only 

WB Stop (18.0) 
8.4 

30.3 

(C) 
A 
D 

(20.0) 
8.5 

34.7 

(C) 
A 
D 

No 

Indian Hill Rd / Newcastle Rd 
/ EB I-80 ramps Signal 21.8 C 22.1 C n.a 

Saturday Midday Peak Hour2 

Newcastle Rd/WB I-80 ramps 
 (overall) 
 NB left turn 
 WB Approach only 

WB Stop (12.7) 
8.1 

19.9 

(B) 
A 
C 

(13.6) 
8.1 

22.2 

(B) 
A 
C 

No 

Indian Hill Rd / Newcastle Rd 
/ EB I-80 ramps Signal 20.5 C 21.1 C n.a. 
1 April 25, 2018 traffic counts 
2 October 19, 2019 traffic counts 
BOLD values exceed LOS D.  HIGHLIGHTED values are a significant impact 

 
Cumulative impacts were assessed based on an approach similar to that employed in the DEIR.  
Available historic traffic count data for the interchange and for surrounding County roads was 
assembled and reviewed to identify applicable growth rates.  As noted in Table 2-5, daily traffic 
count information was available from Caltrans, and this data suggested relatively low growth rates 
that were confirmed by Placer County staff from review of traffic count information on nearby 
County roads.  For this analysis, the average growth rate was determined for ramp pairs (i.e., EB 
off ramp and WB on ramp), and the resulting rates were applied over twenty years.  Overall growth 
rates of 1.10 to 1.15 were applied and Figure 2-2 identifies resulting volumes. 
   
As noted in the DEIR, the traffic associated with other approved / pending projects was added to 
the background growth.  In addition to trips associated with Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion 
and with the potential retail center at SR 193 / Sierra College Boulevard that were included in the 
DEIR, trips generated by an approved subdivision and winery on Indian Hill Road were included. 
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Figure 2-2 
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TABLE 2-5 

I-80 / NEWCASTLE ROAD INTERCHANGE TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Location Ramp 
Daily volume Annualized 

Growth 
Rate 1995 2016 

I-80 / Newcastle Road 

Eastbound Off ramp to Indian 
Hill Road 3,500 3,600 0.14% 

EB on from Indian Hill Road 2,400 3,200 1.40% 
WB off to Newcastle Road 2,300 2,300 0.00% 
WB on from Newcastle Road 3,100 3,700 0.85% 

 
Table 2-6 presents the results of Level of Service analysis for ramp intersections under cumulative 
conditions with and without the project.  As indicated, without the project, overall Levels of 
Service at each location satisfy the LOS D minimum standard.  The addition of project trips will 
result in overall LOS E at the Westbound I-80 ramps intersection in the weekday PM peak hour.  
While LOS E exceeds the minimum LOS D standard, because peak hour traffic signal warrants 
are not satisfied, the project’s impact is not significant under Placer County guidelines, and 
mitigation is not required. 
 

TABLE 2-6 
INTERSTATE 80 / NEWCASTLE ROAD INTERCHANGE 

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Location Control 

Level of Service 

Signal 
Warrants 

Met? 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Ave 
Delay 

(sec/veh) 
LOS 

Ave 
Delay 

(Sec/veh) 
LOS 

Weekday Pm Peak Hour 

Newcastle Rd/ WB I-80 ramps 
 (Overall) 
 NB left turn 
 WB approach only 

WB Stop (31.1) 
8.5 

59.1 

(D) 
A 
F 

(44.2) 
8.7 

88.4 

(E) 
A 
F 

No 

Indian Hill Rd / Newcastle Rd 
/ EB I-80 ramps Signal 25.3 C 26.1 C n.a. 

Saturday Midday Peak Hour 

Newcastle Rd/WB I-80 ramps 
 (overall) 
 NB left turn 
 WB Approach only 

WB Stop (16.1) 
8.3 

27.5 

(C) 
A 
D 

(20.0) 
8.3 

36.9 

(C) 
A 
E 

No 

Indian Hill Rd / Newcastle Rd 
/ EB I-80 ramps Signal 22.9 C 24.4 C n.a. 

BOLD values exceed LOS D.  HIGHLIGHTED values are a significant impact 
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Additional analysis was performed by the County and it was determined that the installation of an 
all-way stop at the intersection of Newcastle Road and the WB I-80 ramps would result in LOS C 
conditions.  
 
The County, in coordination with Caltrans, will continue to monitor this location and if, in the 
future, it is determined that an all-way stop is warranted, will install the appropriate signage and 
striping at this location.  
 
Response to Comment 4-6 
 
Traffic collision information was obtained for locations on SR 193 for the period of January 1, 
2016 to December 31, 2018.  During that time period a total of ten collisions were reported for the 
1.15-mile segment from Sierra College Boulevard to Fowler Road. Of that total, five collisions 
occurred at the Sierra College Boulevard intersection. Consistent with collision analysis included 
in the Draft EIR, the roadway collision rate was calculated based on the five roadway related 
collisions.  Over the three-year period, the average collision rate for this segment of SR 193 was 
0.59 collisions per million vehicle miles travelled.  This frequency rate is lower than the statewide 
average for rural highways carrying 6,700 ADT (i.e., 0.87).  
 
It is also noted that a traffic signal at the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard is a 
condition of approval for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan. With respect to I-80, Response to 
Comment 4-5 demonstrates that the proposed project would not contribute a substantial amount of 
traffic to the on- and off-ramps identified by the commenter (see Table 2-3 above). In addition, 
per Mitigation Measure 12-10 of the Draft EIR, the future wineries and farm breweries are subject 
to payment of traffic impact fees.  
 
Response to Comment 4-7 
 
In response to the comment, page 10-19 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised to provide additional 
regulatory context information, as follows:  
 

Existing transportation policies, laws, and regulations that would apply to the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment are summarized below. Federal and/or State plans, policies, 
regulations, or laws related to transportation and circulation are not directly applicable to 
the proposed project. Rather, the analysis presented herein focuses on local Placer County 
regulations, which govern the regulatory environment related to transportation and 
circulation at the project level, as well as State regulations.  
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State Regulations 
 
The State Route SR 193 Transportation Concept Report, 2017 (SR 193 TCR) documents 
Caltrans’ long-term plan for this facility.  The TCR indicates that SR 193 from Sierra 
College Boulevard to Taylor Road will remain a two-lane conventional highway with bike 
lanes and curve improvements.  The TCR suggest that little growth will occur, with the 
current average segment daily volume of 5,300 ADT increasing to 6,654 at the TCR 
Horizon.  The TCR indicates that the segment currently operates at LOS E and will 
continue to operate at LOS E in the future under both No Build and Build conditions.  

 
The foregoing addition is for clarification purposes and would not alter the analysis or conclusions 
within the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 4-8 
 
The comment suggests that project-only traffic volumes do not balance on SR 193 between the 
Fowler Road and Gold Hill Road intersections. Traffic Impact Analysis Figure 7 indicates that 
under Existing Plus Project conditions, six vehicles per hour are added to this segment, and that 
total is consistent at each intersection.  Figure 8 of the Traffic Impact Analysis illustrates Project 
traffic volumes under the long-term cumulative conditions with the assumed development of 30 
new wineries/rural breweries.  The trip assignment under that scenario assumes that possible future 
wineries could have access to various County roads and State highways, including SR 193.  The 
cumulative traffic volume leaving the SR 193 / Fowler Lane intersection would not equal the 
volume arriving at the SR 193 / Gold Hill Road intersection (i.e., “balance”) due to the presence 
of possible future wineries that would add or subtract traffic along the way. 
 
Response to Comment 4-9 
 
The comment expands upon the concern raised in Response to Comment 4-8 with regard to the 
directional flow of project traffic.  In this case, the assignment reflects the likely choice of routes 
to major regional facilities (i.e., Sierra College Boulevard, SR 65 and Interstate 80 from various 
possible future wineries locations).  Some of these route choices may yield assignments that appear 
contradictory.  For example, future wineries that use Sierra College Boulevard to reach I-80 will 
have a south-west travel pattern, while those using the Newcastle Road interchange may have a 
south-east orientation.  Therefore, assumptions in the traffic analysis are valid and changes are not 
necessary.  
 
Response to Comment 4-10 
 
The comment suggests that detailed intersection operational analysis based on Micro Simulation 
should be provided at intersections on or within close proximity to State highways.  As noted in 
Response to Comment 4-5, the amount of project traffic added to additional State highway 
intersections is minimal, and further assessment of key ramp intersections confirmed that the 
proposed project would not trigger significant traffic impacts at these locations. 
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Response to Comment 4-11 
 
As can be seen by reviewing Tables 10-12, 10-13, and 10-14 of the Draft EIR, the Existing Plus 
Project analysis conservatively assumed that each existing winery/farm brewery would have two 
events on the same day, and that these events could occur at times that caused automobile traffic 
during peak traffic hours.  Furthermore, the Cumulative Traffic Analysis assumed two events per 
day at each existing facility, as well as up to 30 future facilities (see Table 12-14). 
 
These assumptions address the request for analysis of concurrent events, and no additional analysis 
is needed to respond to this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 4-12 
 
Comment noted. Placer County will provide the commenter with future notifications regarding the 
project.  
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LETTER 5: MARILYN JASPER, PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
 
The Draft EIR does not make any assertion that events occurring under the Zoning Text 
Amendment would be protected by, or conflict with, the County’s Right-To-Farm ordinance. 
Furthermore, as discussed on pages 4-16 and 8-21 of the Draft EIR, events occurring under the 
Zoning Text Amendment are only considered in addition to first meeting minimum agricultural 
requirements. The allowance for events is supported by and consistent with a number of General 
Plan policies stated in Table 8-6 on page 8-21 of the Draft EIR.  The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR because Right-to-Farm protections are afforded to crop production, 
whereas Section 17.56.330 (i.e., County Winery Ordinance) codifies event allowances that are 
further supported by General Plan policy. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
 
Issues related to noise and traffic are evaluated in Chapters 9 and 10, respectively, of the Draft 
EIR, as well as in Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections. As noted in Chapter 
9, the Zoning Text Amendment could result in potential impacts related to wedding noise. 
Mitigation Measure 9-3 requires that prior to hosting any weddings under the Special Event 
allowances set forth in Table 3 of the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, the owner/operator 
must submit a site plan of the existing facility to the Placer County Community Development 
Resource Agency, identifying the proposed outdoor location of the wedding reception and 
distance(s) to nearest residential receptors; the site plan must clearly demonstrate that sufficient 
setbacks are met to ensure that noise thresholds are not exceeded. Mitigation Measure 12-8 
includes similar restrictions for noise-generating uses at future study facilities. In addition, as 
discussed in Chapter 12, the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impact at the SR 49/Cramer Road 
intersection. While the Draft EIR concluded that this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable, Mitigation Measure 12-10 was included to reduce the impact to the maximum extent 
feasible. 
 
All comment letters received during the NOP comment period, including those of the commenter, 
are included as Appendix C to the Draft EIR. Concerns expressed in the NOP comment letters are 
summarized on pages 1-14 and 1-15 of the Draft EIR. All relevant issues raised during the NOP 
comment period, as summarized on pages 1-14 and 1-15 of the Draft EIR, have been addressed 
throughout the Draft EIR. Chapters 9 and 10 of the Draft EIR specifically address all concerns 
brought forth in relation to noise and transportation and circulation.  
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Response to Comment 5-4 
 
With regard to noise and traffic issues, see Response to Comment 5-3 above. Regarding traffic 
safety issues related to rural, winding roads, see the traffic safety analysis included under Impact 
10-3 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 10-40. As noted therein, the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment would not cause increased impacts to vehicle safety due to roadway design features 
(i.e. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment), or result 
in inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses. Thus, the Draft EIR concluded that a 
less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
Response to Comment 5-5 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; rather, it requests changes to the 
Zoning Text Amendment, which have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 5-6 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 
 
Response to Comment 5-7 
 
The comment incorrectly states that the EIR primarily focuses on “existing facilities”. As is 
appropriate, Chapters 4 through 11 of the EIR focus on the potential effects on the environment 
due to implementation of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment at existing wineries and farm 
breweries that are part of the baseline (set at the time the NOP was released; see below for more 
discussion). Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, of the Draft EIR, includes 
a detailed quantitative evaluation of the potential physical environmental effects that could result 
from by-right events at future facilities. This is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, 
wherein it is stated that the cumulative analysis is the appropriate mechanism for considering the 
potential environmental effects resulting from reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. 
Future wineries and farm breweries are considered reasonably foreseeable probable future projects 
for purposes of this EIR, and are thus appropriately evaluated in the Cumulative Impacts chapter 
of the EIR.   
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, an EIR must include a description of the existing 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project to provide the “baseline physical 
conditions” against which project-related changes could be compared. Normally, the baseline 
condition is the physical condition that exists when the NOP is published. The NOP for the 
proposed project was published on October 18, 2017. Therefore, conditions existing at that time 
are considered to be the baseline against which changes that would result from the proposed project 
are evaluated.  
 
See Master Response #1. 
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Response to Comment 5-8 
 
With respect to comments pertaining to code compliance, enforceability is a concern among many 
stakeholders and community members. Code compliance will be addressed as a policy matter and 
through the public hearing process by decision makers. For informational purposes, the County’s 
Code Compliance process is described. The Placer County Code Compliance Services provides 
assistance to other County departments and enforces County Code, investigating potential 
violations of the Code. Complaints are received via written complaint forms, online complaints 
submitted via Placer County Connect, and referrals from other agencies. The process for 
responding to issues related to wineries and farm breweries is the same as other land uses that may 
be out of compliance with Chapter 17 of the County Code (Zoning). After a complaint is received, 
the next step in the process is to send a courtesy notice to the property owner and/or tenant. Contact 
is made to address a possible violation and acknowledge the collaborative manner in which the 
issue will be resolved. Code Compliance Officers follow up with a field inspection to identify 
whether a violation of the Code exists. In instances where a violation has not occurred, the 
complaint is deemed unfounded. If a violation is found, enforcement is pursued in accordance with 
Article 17.62 (Zoning Enforcement). 
 
Some code compliance issues pertaining to wineries and farm breweries are related to noise. Issues 
pertaining to noise are enforced under Article 9.36 (Noise). Complaints that pertain to the issue of 
noise are addressed through a collaborative effort with the Sheriff’s Office and Community 
Development Resource Agency Code Compliance Services. Both agencies have noise meters to 
collect data to determine if the source of noise is outside the specifications of Article 9.36 of the 
County Code. A joint policy between the agencies exists and specifies the days, times, and 
activities that may generate the noise, in addition to the authority required to respond. Generally, 
the Sheriff’s Office will respond to noise issues on weekends and in the evenings when Code 
Compliance staff are unavailable. The policy specifies that chronic or on-going sources of noise 
affiliated with a commercial land use will be handled by the Code Compliance Services. A noise 
violation observed by either agency will begin with issuance of a warning citation followed by a 
fine that progressively increases if compliance is not reached. Section 9.36.100 (Administrative 
citations) outlines the citation process specific to noise violations. The joint policy can be found 
as Appendix A to this Final EIR.  The Code Compliance Services handles collection of fines and 
schedules appeals for the citation process. 
 
The comment is noted, but otherwise does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 5-9 
 
The current Winery Ordinance does not include a cap on the number of attendees permitted at 
events. As noted on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR, under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, 
maximum attendance at winery and farm brewery special events would be limited based upon 
parcel size. Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Zoning Text Amendment would not 
result in increased attendee allowances. In addition, the proposed project would not result in the 
direct development of new structures to the extent that it does not directly include physical 
development of future wineries or farm breweries. See Master Response #1.  
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Potential impacts related to noise, traffic, and air quality associated with by-right events, using the 
maximum attendance limits set forth in the Zoning Text Amendment, are analyzed in Chapters 9, 5, 
and 10 of the Draft EIR, respectively. Potential impacts related to wildfire risk are discussed in 
Chapter 1, Introduction. 
 
Response to Comment 5-10 
 
Contrary to the comment, the western-central portion of the unincorporated County that is the 
focus of the quantitative analysis within the EIR is illustrated in Figures 3-2 through 3-4 of the 
Project Description chapter of the EIR. For additional detail, see Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 5-11 
 
See Response to Comment 5-7 above. See Master Response #1. 
 
Response to Comment 5-12 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 5-13 
 
Potential impacts associated with implementation of the Zoning Text Amendment at potential 
future study facilities are evaluated in Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, 
of the Draft EIR. See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 5-14 
 
See Response to Comment 5-10 above. The use of the terms referenced by the commenter do not 
require differentiation, as they are similar terms referring to the focus area of the EIR. These 
descriptors refer to the focus area, which is clearly illustrated on several maps throughout the EIR, 
especially Figures 3-2 through 3-4.  
 
Response to Comment 5-15 
 
The proposed Sehr Winery is located on a property zoned Residential-Agriculture, whereas the 
Draft EIR analysis of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment focuses on parcels greater than 10 
acres that are zoned AE, F, or FOR where by-right events can occur. Thus, the proposed Sehr 
Winery would require County approval of a MUP under the provisions of the proposed ordinance. 
Furthermore, as stated on page 3-22 of the EIR:  
 

The County recognizes that this Zoning Text Amendment applies countywide, and thus, 
one or more new wineries or farm breweries could be developed outside of the above-listed 
subregions. However, the County recognizes that even if a new facility were to be 
established outside of these sub-regions, they would most likely occur in relatively remote 
locations, where additional by-right events allowable at the facility under this Zoning Text 
Amendment would produce isolated effects. 
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The proposed Sehr Winery is such an example given its location off of Cavitt Stallman Road in 
Granite Bay. The site is located within the Granite Bay sub-region, where no wineries currently 
exist. Thus, the Sehr Winery would not be expected to create impacts related to those generated 
by the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, such that they would combine to cause a significant 
cumulative impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists 
of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR 
together with other projects causing related impacts. The roadways accessing the Sehr Winery site 
are too disparate from the roadways in the winery/farm brewery sub-regions, where future growth 
is reasonably expected to be concentrated,4 such that Sehr Winery traffic could combine with 
traffic from facilities in these sub-regions to create a significant cumulative effect.  The same 
conclusion can be drawn for noise effects.  
  
With respect to the comment about planted vineyards in the West Roseville area, it is emphasized 
that the EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of by-right events at existing and 
potential future wineries and farm breweries. Planted vineyards in the West Roseville area is 
irrelevant to the analysis, unless these vineyards are co-located with tasting rooms where events 
could occur. As such is not the case under the baseline setting, nor are any such facilities currently 
proposed, the EIR is not required to evaluate specific operations in this area.  
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 5-16 
 
See Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 5-17 
 
Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR does not choose a subordinate CEQA Guideline section. 
The section cited by the commenter [15003(h)], which states that the lead agency must consider 
the whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts, is consistent with the approach taken in the 
Zoning Text Amendment Draft EIR. As discussed in Master Response #2, with an estimated total 
of 30 new facilities over 20 years, the assumption made states that new facilities would affect only 
a relatively small portion of the overall unincorporated area of the County. Thus, the most 
reasonable approach would be to assess the most likely locations of future facilities based upon a 
variety of relevant factors, so as to minimize, to the extent possible, the amount of speculation 
involved. This is precisely what the EIR does. Please refer to Master Response #2 for additional 
discussion.  
 
  

 
4 Per Table 3-3 of the EIR, these sub-regions consist of North Wise Road, South Wise Road, Newcastle/Ophir, 
Northwest Auburn, and Horseshoe Bar/Penryn.  
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Response to Comment 5-18 
 
See Master Response #2. Noise, traffic, and other relevant issue areas associated with 
implementation of the Zoning Text Amendment are evaluated throughout the Draft EIR. See, for 
example, Response to Comment 5-3.  
 
Response to Comment 5-19 
 
The objectives of the project include preservation and protection of farmland. Furthermore, as 
noted on page 4-15 of the Draft EIR, “[…] Per Section 17.08.010 of the Placer County Code, 
wineries are considered ‘agricultural/resource/open space uses’. Events at winery/farm brewery 
facilities are considered ‘necessary services’ by the owners/operators in terms of their importance 
in financially supporting on-site agricultural uses. As such, these events play an important part in 
the business model by the industry in terms of financially supporting and playing a subordinate 
role to the agricultural uses. Therefore, Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events 
occurring under the Zoning Text Amendment are considered to be supportive of agricultural 
operations. Furthermore, events are already permitted to occur at existing wineries under the 
adopted Winery Ordinance. It should be noted that the comment requests analysis of issues related 
to food security, which is not a direct physical environmental issue but, rather, a social issue. Per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated 
as significant effects on the environment.” 
 
As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, with the exception of Impact 17-16 related to cumulative 
impacts to study intersections, which was determined to be significant and unavoidable, all 
potentially significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR can be mitigated to less-than-significant 
levels. Ultimately, the County Board of Supervisors will determine if the benefits of the project 
outweigh the adverse environmental effect identified in this EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-20 
 
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment requires winery and farm brewery uses to meet a two-acre 
agricultural minimum. The proposed text states, “at least two acres on-site of planted vineyard, 
hop yard, or other agriculture related to beverage production is required.” A determination that the 
facility meets this requirement is made by the Agricultural Commissioner and is necessary for a 
winery or farm brewery to operate. The operator would be required to maintain the agriculture in 
order to remain in compliance with the zoning code.  
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 
 
Response to Comment 5-21 
 
As noted in the response provided for Comment 5-20, an agricultural minimum requirement must 
be met in order for a facility to operate. As an additional provision, the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment states, “A determination by the Agricultural Commissioner may be appealed to the 
Agricultural Commission whose decision should be final.”  
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The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 
 
Response to Comment 5-22 
 
The commenter appears to suggest that all of the existing wineries and farm breweries need to be 
accounted for in the Draft EIR analysis, in order for the current Winery Ordinance to represent the 
baseline for the Draft EIR. However, the comment appears to miss the important distinction that 
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment affords only those existing facilities on parcels greater than 
10 acres with the ability to host more by-right events than afforded under the current Winery 
Ordinance. Any existing facility on parcels less than 10 acres would now be subject to use permit 
requirements. As stated on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR,  
 

Under the current Ordinance, existing wineries on parcels 4.6 to less than 10 acres would 
be allowed to conduct up to six promotional events per year with an ARP. If ARP or other 
permit has not been obtained that allows the event activity, any proposal for events after the 
adoption date of the proposed Ordinance would constitute an expansion of operation and 
require compliance with the new regulation (e.g., the facility would need to obtain a MUP). 
Given that wine production facilities with tasting rooms on 4.6 to less than 10 acres are 
already allowed six events under the currently adopted Ordinance (with an ARP), a net 
change to the operations of these facilities on 4.6- to less than 10-acre parcels would not 
occur as a result of the Zoning Text Amendment. Thus, wine production facilities, with 
tasting rooms on 4.6- to less than 10-acre parcels, are not being evaluated in this EIR because 
further environmental review would be conducted with any future use permit application. 

 
Thus, it can be seen that the current Winery Ordinance was used as the baseline, insofar as the 
Draft EIR assesses the potential impacts associated with implementation of the Zoning Text 
Amendment at existing study facilities on parcels greater than 10 acres, where additional by-right 
events could occur under the proposed ZTA. In addition, it is noted that potential by-right events 
at future study facilities are evaluated in Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA 
Sections, of the Draft EIR. Regarding the County’s decision to focus analysis of future growth 
within the winery/farm brewery sub-regions, see Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 5-23 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and the comment has been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 5-24 
 
Physical environmental effects associated with implementation of the Zoning Text Amendment, 
including all relevant issues raised by the public during the 30-day NOP comment period, 
summarized in Section 1.12 of the Introduction chapter, are evaluated throughout the technical 
chapters of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 5-25 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-26 
 
Conditions existing at the time the NOP for the proposed project was published (i.e., 
implementation of the adopted Winery Ordinance) are considered to be the baseline against which 
changes that would result from the Zoning Text Amendment are evaluated, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125. The effects of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment on existing 
facilities are evaluated throughout Chapters 4 through 11 of the EIR. Otherwise, it is unclear what 
additional analysis the commenter is requesting.  
 
Response to Comment 5-27 
 
While the purpose statement for Section 17.56.330 has not changed significantly, the policy-focus 
of the project remains the same, which is to implement existing General Plan policy as outlined in 
Table 8-6 on page 8-21 of the Land Use and Planning Chapter. The mitigation and Alternatives 
identified as part of the Draft EIR are designed to reduce the environmental effects in fulfillment 
of those policies. Discussion over how those policies will be implemented is the critical job of staff 
and Placer County decision-makers. 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and the comment has been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 5-28 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but incorrectly characterizes the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment. As shown in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, parcels sized between 
4.6 acres and 10 acres would require a CUP or MUP, subject to County approval, in order to 
establish a wine- or beer-tasting facility within residential and agricultural resource zone districts. 
As discussed in Master Response #1, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment  is more restrictive 
in this sense, given that under the currently adopted Winery Ordinance, the minimum parcel size 
for establishment of a new production facility with a tasting room without a Use Permit is 4.6 acres 
in the Agricultural and Resource (AE, F, FOR) zoning districts. Under the proposed project, a 
minimum parcel size of 10 acres would be required for any new production facility with a tasting 
room to be established without a use permit in the AE, F, and FOR zoning districts. For existing 
parcels sized between 4.6 and less than 10 acres, and zoned AE, F, or FOR, an MUP would be 
required, whereas a production facility with a tasting room is currently allowed by-right on such 
parcels. 
 
Response to Comment 5-29 
 
Potential impacts related to traffic are analyzed in Chapters 10, Transportation and Circulation, 
and 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, of the Draft EIR. Regarding traffic safety 
issues related to rural, winding roads, see the traffic safety analysis included under Impact 10-3 of 
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the Draft EIR, beginning on page 10-40. As noted therein, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment 
would not cause increased impacts to vehicle safety due to roadway design features (i.e. sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment), or result in 
inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses. Thus, the Draft EIR concluded that a less-
than-significant impact would occur. Other potential effects to human beings, such as air quality 
emissions and noise, are evaluated in Chapters 5 and 9, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 5-30 
 
The comment questions components of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, but does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-31 
 
See Response to Comment 5-19 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-32 
 
See Response to Comment 5-19 above and Master Response #1. 
 
Response to Comment 5-33 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The EIR is required to analyze the 
effects of the proposed project; the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is limited to winery and 
farm brewery uses. Thus, consideration of potential impacts associated with events at non-
winery/farm brewery uses within this EIR is not required per CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 5-34 
 
The comment does not include any specific examples of “meaningless language” or overly flexible 
requirements within the Draft EIR. It is unclear which language within the Draft EIR the 
commenter finds to be inadequate. As such, a specific response is not possible.  
 
Response to Comment 5-35 
 
Page 3-12 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

This EIR recognizes that some Agricultural Promotional Events have different attendance 
characteristics. While the majority of the events are anticipated to have relatively finite 
attendance, such as winemaker dinners and membership club parties, a smaller subset 
would have attendees coming and going over the course of the event, such as wine pick-up 
and wine release parties. These events have been termed “rolling” events in this EIR, which 
assumes the 50-person max occupancy at one time turns over three times for a maximum 
overall attendance of 150 people. 
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As noted in footnote eight, on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, the assumption of 150 total maximum 
attendees for rolling Agricultural Promotional Events is reinforced by event trip generation 
observed by KD Anderson (see Chapter 10, Transportation and Circulation, for more detail), and 
input provided by Amador Vintners Association on July 9, 2018. The potential environmental 
effects of rolling Agricultural Promotional Events is evaluated throughout the EIR. For example, 
trip generation rates used in the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project assumed 
that both regular Agricultural Promotional Events and rolling Agricultural Promotional Events 
would be held throughout operations of all study facilities. Specifically, each medium and large 
parcel-sized facility was assumed to host up to eight rolling Agricultural Promotional events within 
the 35-week period analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis. Each of the eight rolling Agricultural 
Promotional Events was assumed to experience a maximum overall attendance of 150 people. The 
frequency of such rolling Agricultural Promotional Events, as well as the total number of estimated 
attendees was used as a basis of analysis throughout many of the technical chapters in the EIR, 
including Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation. 
 
Because the commenter does not provide evidence to support the stated estimate of 300 to 600 
attendees per day for rolling events, the commenter’s assertion is speculative. Whereas, the 
assumption of 150 people used throughout the EIR for the maximum attendance at a rolling 
Agricultural Promotional Event is based on observed trip generation and industry research.   
 
Response to Comment 5-36 
 
See Response to Comment 5-35 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-37 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8. As with all code compliance issues, observed data is required in 
order to pursue issues with the County Code. If an event were observed, it would be possible to 
count 50 persons at a point in time.  
 
The comment questions the enforceability of the Zoning Text Amendment, but does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-38 
 
The County considered all relevant input when determining the proper methodology for the EIR, 
including public testimony and prior complaints. As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, “While 
not limited in number, an assumption for this EIR that wineries and farm breweries will host back-to-
back events all day, every day is unrealistic. Several factors exist that limit a particular facility’s ability 
to host events, including number of staff, budget, parking capacity, overlap with regular tasting room 
hours, etc.” Thus, while study facilities could theoretically host continuous events during all hours of 
operations, such an occurrence would be highly unlikely and is not supported by substantial evidence. 
For the purposes of this analysis, the County has chosen to evaluate a more realistic, albeit 
conservative, event frequency so as to provide for a meaningful discussion of potential environmental 
impacts. That is, the Draft EIR assumes that each winery and farm brewery hosts two events per day.  



FINAL EIR 
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project 

JANUARY 2020 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 70 

To assume anything more would result in a theoretical worst-case analysis not based on substantial 
evidence. An analysis of a speculative, theoretical worst-case scenario is not required per CEQA.5  
 
Response to Comment 5-39 
 
See Responses to Comments 5-35 and 5-38 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-40 
 
See Response to Comment 5-38 above. 
 
Response to Comment 5-41 
 
As noted on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, and as discussed in Response to Comment 5-35, the 
decision to analyze eight rolling Agricultural Promotional Events per year was based upon 
personal communications with Amador Vintners Association. This generally assumes one wine 
release party per quarter and one wine/food pairing event per quarter.  
 
Response to Comment 5-42 
 
Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines provides specific considerations for evaluating a 
project’s transportation impacts. Per Section 15064.3, analysis of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
attributable to a project is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. However, the 
provisions of Section 15064.3 apply only prospectively; determination of impacts based on VMT 
is not required Statewide until July 1, 2020.  Nevertheless, as discussed in Chapters 1 and 3 of this 
Final EIR, a qualitative discussion of VMT has been added to the EIR in response to recent case 
law on the subject. The majority of the added text is reproduced below for convenience of the 
reader.  
 
The Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018) was prepared 
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to provide technical recommendations regarding 
assessment of VMT, thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures. OPR’s Technical Advisory 
identifies that one potential approach for determining whether a project may have a significant VMT impact 
is to consider whether the project is consistent with the applicable Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). For the SACOG region, this consists of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/SCS (MTP/SCS).  
 
The majority of the existing winery and farm brewery facilities, as well as the projected growth in these 
facilities over the next 20 years (see Figure 3-3 and Table 3-3 of the Draft EIR), are located within areas 
designated “Rural Residential Communities” (includes agricultural areas) in both the 2016 MTP/SCS and 
recently adopted 2020 MTP/SCS. According to the MTP/SCS (pg. 40), “Rural Residential Communities 
are typically located outside of urbanized areas and designated in local land use plans for rural residential 
development. Rural Residential Communities are predominantly residential with some small-scale hobby 
or commercial farming. Travel occurs almost exclusively by automobile, and transit service is minimal or 

 
5  See Stephen L. Kostka and Michael H. Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

Second Edition (Continuing Education of the Bar: California), March 2019, Section 11.33.  
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nonexistent.” For unincorporated Placer County, the 2020 MTP/SCS assumes an additional 300 jobs and 
1,050 housing units would be developed in Rural Residential Communities by 2040 (see Appendix C of 
the 2020 MTP/SCS) (note: this represents a reduction in the forecasts provided in the 2016 MTP/SCS for 
Year 2035 = increase of 793 jobs and 3,783 units).  
 
Other portions of the winery/farm brewery growth sub-regions are considered by the MTP/SCS to be 
“Natural Resource Lands” (i.e., the far northerly areas shown in Figure 3-3 of the Draft EIR). These areas 
are also known as “Lands not identified for development in the MTP/SCS”. However, the 2016 MTP/SCS 
notes (Table 3.10) that existing developed acres in the “Lands not identified for development in the 
MTP/SCS” Community Type were included in the Rural Residential Community type totals, out of 
recognition that the farm homes and agricultural-related uses in these areas may increase in intensity.  
 
Figures 3-10 and 3-11 of the 2020 MTP/SCS show the 2016 and projected 2040 vehicle miles traveled per 
capita for the six-County SACOG region. The winery/farm brewery growth sub-regions are shown as 
having both now, and in the future, 150% of the regional average VMT per capita.  
 
The above is instructive on more than one level. First, the MTP/SCS does anticipate some increased 
activity/growth within the majority of the winery/farm brewery sub-regions. Second, these areas are 
recognized as having high VMT per capita both now and in the future (2040 MTP/SCS Planning Period). 
The MTP/SCS is aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions through VMT reduction, and these efforts 
are primarily focused on urban areas, where investments in the roadway system and transit, bike, pedestrian 
infrastructure are built into the MTP/SCS to achieve identified air quality targets.  
 
Thus, it can be concluded that the potential increased activity associated with the proposed Winery and 
Farm Brewery ZTA would not conflict with the MTP/SCS’ strategy for reducing VMT through investments 
in roadway and multi-modal infrastructure primarily in urban areas; and a less-than-significant VMT impact 
would result.  
 
Response to Comment 5-43 
 
As indicated on page 1-7 of the Draft EIR, wineries and farm breweries, including tasting rooms, 
would be subject to all applicable federal, State, and local regulations, including the California 
Building Code, which sets certain occupancy limits based on the occupancy classification.  
 
Response to Comment 5-44 
 
The County has duly considered the public’s comments regarding the proposed project and scope 
of the EIR submitted during the NOP review period. Simply because it is theoretically possible to 
hold several events every day, does not mean that such a worst-case situation would occur, thereby 
requiring analysis within the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 5-38 for further discussion. 
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Response to Comment 5-45 
 
See Responses to Comment 5-44 and Master Response #2. The Draft EIR’s analysis of wildfire 
risk is not cursory, but consists of three pages of analysis (see pages 1-6 through 1-8). This section 
of the EIR contains substantial evidence that existing and potential facilities would not exacerbate 
wildfire risk. The comment alleges that fire hazard risk impacts will be increased due to the 
project’s increase in events. However, just because events will be increased, does not mean that a 
proportionate increase in wildfire risk would occur. Wildfire risk is not tied to events, but rather, 
as evidenced by the questions asked in the new Section XX, Wildfire, of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the conditions inherent to a particular property or its environs. As discussed on pages 1-7 and 1-8 
of the Draft EIR:  
 

With respect to existing and future potential winery and farm brewery projects located in 
a SRA or lands classified as Very High FHSZs, the proposed project would not include 
development of new structures on substantial slopes or in areas with strong prevailing 
winds. In addition, the additional events allowable at existing and future facilities under 
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would occur within established event areas and 
would not exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, the proposed project would not exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thus, expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire…With respect to the existing facilities 
located in a SRA, these study facilities are not located within fire-damaged areas that have 
created post-fire slope instability issues or drainage changes that could lead to flooding. 
With respect to future wineries and farm breweries, they could be developed in a SRA or 
lands classified as Very High FHSZs. The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would result 
in the ability for future facilities to host a greater number of events, compared to the 
currently adopted ordinance; thus, potentially bringing a greater number of people to a 
particular location over the course of the year. However, the locations of future facilities 
are unknown at this time, and the potential for these areas to be exposed to significant post-
fire risks at some future date is inherently speculative at this point. 

 
Response to Comment 5-46 
 
See Master Response #1.  
 
Response to Comment 5-47 
 
See Response to Comment 5-45. 
 
Response to Comment 5-48 
 
The comment provides background on historic wildfires within Placer County, along with a 
summary of associated wildfire risks posed to development. However, the commenter does not 
provide evidence that the increased number of events allowable under the Zoning Text 
Amendment would result in substantially greater fire hazard relative to existing conditions. See 
also Master Response #1 and Response to Comment 5-45.  
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Response to Comment 5-49 
 
As shown in Table 10-13 of the Draft EIR, events occurring under the Zoning Text Amendment 
could generate up to 160 daily trips per event (for Special Events). If all attendees at an event were 
required to evacuate a facility at the same time due to an emergency, this would result in 
approximately 80 trips on exit roads. Assuming a worst-case scenario in which each study facility 
is hosting concurrent Special Events and is required to evacuate simultaneously, this would result 
in approximately 800 total trips on exit roads. 
 
According to Tables 10-2 and 10-4 in the Draft EIR, the rural roads within the western portion of 
the County generally have maximum daily traffic volume capacities of between 3,800 and 8,000 
vehicles per lane. Thus, the study roadways in the winery/farm brewery sub-regions could 
accommodate exiting vehicles, even under the worst-case assumption that all existing facilities 
could host concurrent Special Events, where all attendees are required to exit at the same time. As 
such, the Zoning Text Amendment would not substantially inhibit emergency response or conflict 
with evacuation procedures in the event of a wildfire. 
 
Response to Comment 5-50 
 
The County agrees that fire hazards may exist at existing wineries, and future wineries and farm 
breweries could be developed within areas subject to fire hazards. However, as detailed in Master 
Response #1, the proposed project would not directly result in the development of new winery or 
farm brewery facilities. If a future winery or farm brewery application is submitted to the County, 
the County would conduct a site-specific review as to whether development of such a facility on 
the property in question would have the potential to exacerbate wildfire risk. Because the proposed 
project does not directly result in development of future facilities, nor is such development a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, as demonstrated 
in Master Response #1, additional evaluation of wildfire risk is not warranted nor required. 
 
Response to Comment 5-51 
 
See Master Response #2. In addition, contrary to the comment, the “project” does not “wrongfully 
focus on existing wineries and farm breweries located within the unincorporated areas of Placer 
County…” Rather, the EIR appropriately evaluates existing facilities within Chapters 4 through 
11 of the Draft EIR, as well as up to 30 potential future facilities within Chapter 12 of the Draft 
EIR.  
 
The comment also suggests that the EIR should evaluate the potential for a multitude of wineries 
and breweries that may be located within incorporated towns or cities, but are in or adjacent to 
Residential Agricultural or similar zones and/or are located near the County’s jurisdictional 
boundaries. In response to this, it is noted that no such wineries or farm breweries are currently 
proposed. Therefore, to evaluate the effects of such potential facilities is speculative. As described 
in Master Response #2, the County conducted research to determine the most plausible location 
for future facilities to develop, and based its cumulative analysis on such research.  
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Response to Comment 5-52 
 
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.” Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR has analyzed a range of feasible alternatives. 
 
The commenter’s suggested alternative would involve physical development of off-site tasting 
rooms and event centers, which would likely result in substantially greater environmental impacts 
compared to the proposed project. As noted on page 13-2 of the Draft EIR, “[…] Among the factors 
that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:  (i) failure to 
meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]).” The alternative would generally 
not be capable of meeting the project objectives. For example, the project objectives include 
supporting the tenets of agri-toursim, which is a type of tourism that brings visitors directly to a 
farm or ranch, which the suggested alternative would not meet. Thus, the suggested alternative has 
been dismissed from further consideration. 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 5-53 
 
See Response to Comment 5-52. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 5-54 
 
See Response to Comment 5-52. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 5-55 
 
See Response to Comment 5-52. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 5-56 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 states the following regarding the required public review period 
for a Draft EIR: 
 

(a) The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be 
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a draft EIR is submitted to 
the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the public review period shall not be 
less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State 
Clearinghouse. 

 
Based on the above, the 52-day public review period provided for the Draft EIR is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. 
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LETTER 6: SHUTE MIHALY & WEINBERGER 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and presents an overview of concerns that are expanded 
upon in detail in the remainder of the letter. Please see the responses below regarding specific 
issues raised by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 6-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 6-3 
 
The Zoning Text Amendment would not remove limits on the allowable number of Temporary 
Outdoor Events (TOEs). Rather, the Zoning Text Amendment would continue to refer to Section 
17.56.300(B)(1)(b) of the Placer County Code, which limits TOEs to two events per year, not to 
exceed three days in a row, per facility. Agricultural Promotional Events allowed by the Zoning 
Text Amendment would not be limited in number. However, as noted on page 3-7 of the Draft 
EIR, each event would not be permitted to exceed 50 attendees at any given time.  
 
Regarding the limits of the study area evaluated in this EIR, see Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 6-4 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment will be 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. The 
following is provided for further explanation of the proposed provision for an “Accessory Use – 
Restaurant.” 
 
As noted in the Land Use and Planning Chapter of the Draft EIR, General Plan policy encourages 
crop production, value-added production, tasting and other activities that support the agricultural 
industry as outlined in Table 8-6 on page 8-21. Increasingly, the service of wine or craft beer with 
food is seen as an important component of marketing that helps support other locally-grown 
agricultural products and diversifies the agricultural sector. As an example, General Plan Policy 
7.C.3 provides support and reads as follows, 
 

“The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities 
for County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are 
authorized.” 

 
The commenter questions how an Accessory Use – Restaurant would be determined as secondary to 
the primary use of the property as a winery or farm brewery. A winery or farm brewery can be 
established based on the definitions for these facilities and by meeting specific development 
standards as outlined in the proposed ordinance. Those standards outline how to establish a winery 
or farm brewery and are determined based on zoning, minimum parcel size, vineyard or hopyard 
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acreage, parking, access, hours of operation, and more.  In order to recognize accessory and 
subordinate food preparation and service, a regulatory provision for “Accessory Use –Restaurant” 
has been added to the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance. As outlined in the proposed 
ordinance, an “Accessory Use – Restaurant” would be allowed with approval of a Conditional Use 
Permit. The very purpose of a Conditional Use Permit is to allow for consideration of a use which 
may not otherwise be allowed as a matter of right within a zoning district. The size and scale of 
food preparation and service would be evaluated and conditioned through a use permit, including a 
determination that the use was accessory and subordinate to a permitted winery or farm brewery. 
First and foremost, meeting the definition and establishing a winery or farm brewery would be a 
requirement for Conditional Use Permit approval to ensure that a bonafide winery or farm brewery 
is in operation. As an example, hours of operation are stated in the proposed ordinance from 10-
6pm and support for a Conditional Use Permit should be predicated on this statement of hours as 
a development standard in order to prevent a facility from operating as a dinner establishment. 
 
The comment identifies lack of clarity in how an “Accessory Use – Restaurant” will be determined 
as incidental or accessory through the use permit process, and requests that further parameters be 
standardized to clarify the basis for determination. Section 17.04.030 – Definitions of the Zoning 
Ordinance, outlines a definition for an “Accessory Use” that sets a three-part evaluation for any 
winery or farm brewery proposing an “Accessory Use – Restaurant.” While crop production and 
the winery or farm brewery maintain the principal or main use of the property, an “Accessory Use” 
is defined as follows, 
 

“‘Accessory Use’” means a use accessory to any principal use and customarily a 
part thereof, which is clearly incidental and secondary to a principal use, is 
significantly smaller in area than the principle use and does not change the character 
of the principal use.” 
 

As such, any facility proposing the use would need to meet this definition by demonstrating that it 
is 1) clearly incidental or secondary to crop production or the wine/beer production, 2) smaller in 
area as compared to the principal use, and 3) would not change the character of the principal use. 
This reasoning would be outlined as part of the analysis and findings under a Conditional Use 
Permit for all wineries or farm breweries that propose accessory restaurant uses. 
 
The commenter also questions verification of compliance with the Code and consequences of non-
compliance. Section 17.62 of the Placer County Code outlines compliance and enforcement and 
Response to Comment 5-8 outlines the Code compliance process. In instances where a compliance 
issue may be in question, an operator is subject to a review and examination of the issue and 
issuance of citations, fines, and revocation of use permit as a result of a code compliance violation. 
 
Response to Comment 6-5 
 
See Master Response #1. 
 
Response to Comment 6-6 
 
See Master Response #1.  
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Response to Comment 6-7 
 
As noted previously, the exact locations of future wineries and farm breweries that may be 
developed within Placer County are not known at this time. As such, the physical setting of such 
facilities cannot be described in exact terms. Rather, given the broad geographic area that would 
be covered by the Zoning Text Amendment, the Draft EIR focuses descriptions of the existing 
environmental setting on existing study facilities, as well as the winery/farm brewery sub-regions 
in which future facilities are most likely to be developed based on established trends. Additional 
discussion of the County’s decision to focus the analysis within the EIR on the winery/farm 
brewery sub-regions within Western Placer County is provided Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 6-8 
 
As discussed in Master Response #1, the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate the effects 
countywide of development of wineries and farm breweries; thus, the Draft EIR does not fail to 
conduct such an analysis. To the limited extent that sensitive resources might be impacted by 
ground disturbance induced by the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, such as temporary and/or 
permanent parking, these effects are evaluated in Chapters 6 (Biological Resources) and 12 
(Cumulative Impacts) of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 6-9 
 
Existing wineries are not currently located along any of the roadways generally referenced by the 
commenter. While future wineries/farm breweries could potentially be developed along such rural 
roadways, additional by-right events allowable at the future facilities under the Zoning Text 
Amendment would produce isolated effects, as discussed on page 3-22 of the EIR.  The roadways 
east of Auburn are too disparate from the roadways in the winery/farm brewery sub-regions, where 
future growth is reasonably expected to be concentrated,6 such that traffic east of Auburn could 
combine with traffic from facilities in these sub-regions to create a significant cumulative effect.   
 
It should also be noted, as discussed in Master Response #2, existing population centers within the 
unincorporated County have very few parcels with the proper zoning to accommodate by-right 
development and operation of future facilities. The population centers and immediate environs are 
dominated by Residential-Agriculture zoning, wherein any winery or farm brewery would require 
a MUP and site-specific environmental review by the County. 
 
Response to Comment 6-10 
 
Approval of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not result in the potential for higher 
intensity of use on all lands zoned RA and RF. The Draft EIR clearly states (see footnote 5 on page 
3-8) that wineries in RA and RF zones are currently subject to an ARP; and under the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment, wineries and farm breweries in these residential zones would be subject 
to a MUP. As wineries in these two residential zones would continue not to be permitted by right; 

 
6 Per Table 3-3 of the EIR, these sub-regions consist of North Wise Road, South Wise Road, Newcastle/Ophir, 
Northwest Auburn, and Horseshoe Bar/Penryn.  
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they are not discussed further in the DEIR given that they would be subject to site-specific 
environmental review by the County during its review of each MUP application.  
 
With respect to AE, F, and FOR-zoned properties, the existing setting sections throughout the 
Draft EIR are not required to describe all of the properties zoned as such throughout the County, 
for the following reason. If the proposed Zoning Text Amendment is approved by the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors, the potential immediate/near-term effects upon the existing 
environment would be restricted to changes in operations at existing wineries and farm breweries 
where events would be permitted by-right (i.e., on parcels over 10 acres in AE, F, and FOR zones). 
There would be no immediate effect upon other lands zoned AE, F, and FOR throughout the 
unincorporated areas of the County, for reasons set forth in Master Response #1 – i.e., the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment would not induce development of new facilities.  
 
Response to Comment 6-11 
 
See Master Response #1. 
 
Response to Comment 6-12 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 6-13 
 
Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR does not fail to evaluate the potential for the proposed 
project to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires. See Responses to Comments 5-45 and 5-49.  
 
Response to Comment 6-14 
 
Specific standards and thresholds for assessing the significance of impacts related to emergency 
response and wildfire evacuation are provided on pages 1-6 through 1-8 of the Draft EIR, and are 
consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which are industry standard thresholds used 
by jurisdictions to evaluate wildfire risk. For example, page 1-6 states the following: 
 

The new Wildfire section (XX) of the updated CEQA Guidelines Appendix G has been 
added in response to Senate Bill 1241. The Wildfire section includes the following 
checklist questions:  
 

If located in or near state responsibility areas (SRAs) or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones (FHSZ), would the project:  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan; 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire; 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such 
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other 
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utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment; or 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes. 

 
See Response to Comment 5-45 for additional detail regarding the Draft EIR’s wildfire analysis. 
Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response #1, the Draft EIR is not required to analyze the 
physical environmental impacts associated with future development of wineries/farm breweries. 
Rather, the EIR focuses on the potential physical environmental impacts associated with the ability 
to conduct additional by-right events under the Zoning Text Amendment. 
 
Response to Comment 6-15 
 
As discussed in Master Response #1, the Zoning Text Amendment does not contain any changes 
that would induce development of new wineries or farm breweries within the unincorporated 
portions of the County. Thus, the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate development of future 
facilities. At time of submittal of any future development applications for wineries and farm 
breweries, the County would review the building plans to ensure that the proposed event spaces 
are not located in areas where wildfire risk could be exacerbated.  
 
Response to Comment 6-16 
 
See Responses to Comments 6-13 through 6-15. 
 
Response to Comment 6-17 
 
All the development standards of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, including access 
standards, minimum parking requirements, and compliance with Placer County Code Article 9.36 
(Noise Ordinance), apply to facilities proposed throughout the county.  
 
Access standards for noncounty-maintained roads, per Section 17.56.330 (2)(b)(i) of the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment, read as follows, 
 

An encroachment permit shall be required to address County Land Development 
Manual ingress, egress, and sight-distance engineering design standards and 
serving Fire District requirements where the non-County maintained road connects 
to a County Maintained road, and if the applicable standards are not already met. 

 
This development standard is identical to the one proposed for access off of a county-maintained 
road. As such, the requirements for safe ingress, egress, etc. per the County Land Development 
Manual are equally imposed.  
 
Regarding the comment about traffic congestion on private roadways, it is important to note that 
Placer County traffic operational analysis requirements and methodologies of assessment apply to 
the intersections of public roads. The LOS occurring at private driveways are not considered to be 
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an impact significance criterion. Thus, information regarding the operation of private access drives 
has not normally been included in traffic studies prepared for projects in Placer County.  
  
With respect to the comment about traffic noise on private roadways associated with wineries/farm 
breweries, this is addressed in Impact 9-2 of the EIR, and was determined to be less than 
significant.  
 
Response to Comment 6-18 
 
The commenter’s statement that the analysis of noise impacts is limited to the vicinity of existing 
wineries and farm breweries is incorrect. As noted in the second paragraph of Section 9.1 of the 
Draft EIR (Introduction), “Potential cumulative noise effects associated with future wineries and 
farm breweries that would be subject to the proposed Zoning Text Amendment are addressed in 
Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, of this EIR.” The future/cumulative 
noise analysis contained in Chapter 12 assesses the potential environmental effects of by-right 
events at existing facilities plus up to 30 future facilities within the western region of the County, 
as discussed in detail in Master Response #2. In addition, Impact 9-1 specifically evaluates impacts 
related to off-site traffic noise on roadways located throughout the project study region, not just in 
the immediate vicinity of existing wineries and farm breweries. 
 
It should be noted that as shown in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, facilities within residential and 
agriculture and resource zone districts (RA, RF, AE, F, and FOR) would require a CUP or MUP 
on parcel sizes between 4.6 and 10 acres. The County would conduct additional environmental 
review, including analysis of potential noise issues, prior to approval of future use permits. Thus, 
this EIR does not include analysis of potential environmental impacts at such facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 6-19 
 
The purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate impacts related to the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment. Page 9-25 of the Draft EIR specifically states the following with respect to events 
held at Placer County wineries and farm breweries:  
 

“The proposed Zoning Text Amendment does not affect the protection provided to the 
nearby residences by continuing to require that all events maintain compliance with the 
Noise Ordinance or more restrictive Auburn/Bowman Community Plan standards.  
 
However, while increases in the allowable noise generation of events is not included in the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment, the addition of “weddings” as a type of Special Event 
would introduce a new type of noise source which could potentially generate more noise 
than other types of Special Events.”  

 
Because of the addition of weddings as a special event within the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment, additional analysis and discussion of the potential impacts related to weddings in the 
Draft EIR was warranted. Because other events currently occurring at wineries and farm breweries 
are already allowable under the existing Winery Ordinance and required to fully comply with the 
Placer County Noise Ordinance or Auburn Bowman Community Plan noise standards, analysis of 
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such events at a similar level of detail as weddings was not warranted. Nonetheless, all events 
occurring at wineries or farm breweries are required to comply with the applicable County noise 
standards, including Agricultural Promotional Events (fewer than 50 people), and Special Events, 
including weddings, (greater than 50 people). It should be noted that the “Grape Days of Summer” 
event referenced by the commenter is not considered a Special Event, as defined in the Zoning 
Text Amendment (see page 3-6 of the Draft EIR) and, thus, is not evaluated in this EIR. Grape 
Days of Summer is permitted separately with a TOE Permit; and the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment does not change the requirements for TOEs.  
 
Response to Comment 6-20 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 6-19 above, all events are required to comply with the 
applicable noise standards of Placer County. However, not all events generate equal levels of noise. 
Table 9-10 of the Draft EIR indicates the range of sound levels which can generally be expected 
to result from various activities occurring during events. For example, 50 persons engaged in 
conversations using raised voices would generate a typical sound level of 57 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) at a distance of 50 feet from those conversations, whereas amplified speech and music at a 
200-person wedding reception can be expected to generated levels of approximately 75 dBA at 
that same distance. The 18 dB difference in sound levels between the sources represents a 63-fold 
increase in acoustical energy. Because the smaller Agricultural Promotional Events generate far 
lower sound levels than the typical wedding, and because measurements of typical Special Events 
(not including weddings), indicated such events were within compliance with County regulations, 
requirement for special permits for Agricultural Promotional Events and typical Special Events is 
not warranted. However, because weddings represent a new type of event which could be held at 
wineries and farm breweries, such events would trigger the requirement for an acoustical analysis 
to ensure appropriate noise mitigation measures are included during the wedding events to 
maintain satisfaction with County noise standards.  
 
As noted previously, all events must comply with the County’s noise standards. If an event is 
within compliance with such standards, a legal mechanism for requiring sound amplification 
equipment and speakers to be located indoors within a permanent building or structure does not 
exist.  
 
Response to Comment 6-21 
 
Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR is dedicated to evaluation of potential cumulative impacts associated 
with the Zoning Text Amendment, including cumulative effects associated with an increased 
number of events at both existing and up to 30 future wineries and farm breweries. As stated on 
page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, the EIR reasonably assumes that 210 events would occur annually at 
each existing and future winery/farm brewery (rather than a total of 202 events for all facilities, as 
the commenter appears to believe). These assumptions are clearly described in the Draft EIR, along 
with the supporting data and research (e.g., see Framework of EIR Analysis section on pages 3-11 
through 3-22).  
 
It should be noted that the commenter incorrectly states that medium- and large-sized parcels zoned 
rural residential (RA and RF) would be able to hold an unlimited number of Agricultural 



FINAL EIR 
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project 

JANUARY 2020 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 129 

Promotional Events and up to 12 Special Events under the Zoning Text Amendment. As shown 
on Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, wineries and farm breweries on such parcels would require County 
approval of a CUP or MUP, thereby necessitating future environmental review.  
 
Response to Comment 6-22 
 
TOEs are not a new event type under the Zoning Text Amendment and, thus, are not evaluated in 
this EIR. Furthermore, TOEs are not permitted by-right under the current Winery Ordinance or the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment; rather, in order to host such events, the winery/farm brewery 
owner/operator would be required to obtain a separate TOE Permit from the County. 
 
Response to Comment 6-23 
 
Page 12-44 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding cumulative growth assumptions: 
 

In the case of the winery/farm brewery sub-regions, the study area is generally addressed 
by the original Placer County regional travel demand forecasting model, as well as 
subsequent models derived from the Placer County model and created for the North Auburn 
area, the City of Lincoln, and the Town of Loomis. Such models account for the regional 
effects of development throughout the SACOG multi-county region. Each model includes 
known development projects in the County and reflects development that is consistent with 
adopted General Plans. 
 
Because the winery/farm brewery sub-regions are rural with relatively limited development 
prospects, Placer County staff reviewed model results and the configuration of each model 
with regard to the level of detail provided and the reliability of forecasts to determine the 
best approach for this analysis.  Placer County staff also reviewed available traffic studies 
and Caltrans planning documents and compared traffic model results to historic traffic 
volume counts on study area roads.  Based on the results of the aforementioned review 
process, Placer County staff determined that the best approach yielding conservative 
results, while incorporating the effects of growth in all jurisdictions, would assume a 
uniform annual growth rate of 2.0 percent on each roadway segment.  The resulting 20-
year growth factor (i.e., 1.49) has been applied to the traffic volume on each roadway and 
at study intersections. 

 
As further stated on pages 12-44 and 12-45, traffic associated with development in the City of 
Lincoln, the City of Rocklin, and projects south of State Route (SR) 193, such as Bickford Ranch, 
the Village at Loomis, and Loomis Costco, are reflected in the background growth rate discussed 
above. Traffic associated with the Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion and the Sierra College 
Boulevard/SR 193 Retail Center was considered in addition to the background growth rate. Based 
upon the above, it can be concluded that the background growth rate formulated for the cumulative 
traffic analysis, based upon available data, adequately accounts for reasonably foreseeable traffic, 
including traffic from those projects on the “Placer County Active CEQA Projects” list, included 
as Attachment A to Letter 6, that have the potential to contribute traffic to the study area roadways. 
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Response to Comment 6-24 
 
Potential cumulative impacts related to air quality and noise are evaluated in Impacts 12-2 and 12-
7, respectively, of the Draft EIR. The cumulative traffic noise analysis is based upon the 
cumulative traffic volumes developed for the Zoning Text Amendment Traffic Impact Analysis; 
thus, as discussed above, the volumes accounts for reasonably foreseeable traffic attributable to 
known projects in the vicinity of study roadways. For air quality, cumulative operational emissions 
were based on mobile-source emissions associated with cumulative winery growth through 2040. 
The emissions modeling accounted for the vehicle trip generation assumptions presented in 
Chapter 10, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 6-25 
 
Cumulative impacts related to water supply and groundwater are evaluated in Impact 12-11 of the 
Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 1-9 of the Draft EIR, the types of events anticipated to occur at 
existing and future study facilities would not be expected to result in the degradation of surface 
water quality, including the watershed of important surface water resources, nor increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff. With regard to impacts to groundwater quality, see Responses to 
Comments 2-13 and 13-8. 
 
Therefore, the Initial Study prepared for the Zoning Text Amendment concluded that a less-than-
significant impact related to stormwater runoff and flooding issues would occur. It is noted that 
the comment erroneously refers to an IS/MND. The Initial Study checklist prepared for the project, 
and included as Appendix C to the Draft EIR, was used to focus the content of the EIR onto those 
issues where the project may have a significant effect.  
 
Response to Comment 6-26 
 
See Master Response #1. Contrary to the comment, the analysis of growth-inducing impacts 
provided in the Draft EIR, beginning on page 12-62, does more than rely on the approach that 
growth would occur within areas where existing wineries and farm breweries are located. As stated 
on page 12-63 of the Draft EIR: 
 

The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not require or result in the extension of 
major public infrastructure. As noted in Chapter 11, Utilities and Service Systems, of this 
EIR, study facilities within the County could be required to install new public water well 
systems in order to accommodate the increased number of Agricultural Promotional Events 
and Special Events allowable by right under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment; 
however, such wells would be sized to serve individual facilities, and would be financed 
by each facility owner. Consequently, the construction of on-site water infrastructure 
would not be anticipated to result in elimination of obstacles to population growth, and a 
less-than-significant impact would occur. 

 
As further discussed on page 12-64: 
 

As discussed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix D), 
physical improvements to existing fire and police facilities or construction of new facilities 
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would not be required in order to accommodate the increased number of Agricultural 
Promotional Events and Special Events that would be allowable by right under the 
proposed changes to the Winery Ordinance. Furthermore, the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment would not increase demand on schools, parks, or other governmental facilities 
to the extent that additional facilities would be required, the construction of which could 
cause physical environmental effects. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 11, Utilities and 
Service Systems, of this EIR, only one of the existing study facilities, Casque at Flower 
Farm, currently receives public water and sewer service; all other study facilities are served 
by on-site wells and septic systems. As noted in Chapter 11, the additional events occurring 
under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not result in the construction of new 
or expanded water and wastewater infrastructure.  
 
Therefore, growth associated with the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not 
adversely affect service levels, facility capacity, or infrastructure demand such that 
significant environmental impacts would occur. 

 
Therefore, the growth-inducement discussion presented in the Draft EIR is consistent with the 
requirements of Section 15126.2[d]) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 6-27 
 
See Master Response #1, and Response to Comment 6-15 above. Also, as a point of correction, 
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not increase the number of TOEs. The proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment would not change the regulations for TOEs, which are addressed in a 
separate ordinance. Furthermore, TOEs are not permitted by-right under the current Winery 
Ordinance or the proposed Zoning Text Amendment; rather, in order to host such events, the 
winery/farm brewery owner/operator would be required to obtain a TOE Permit from the County. 
 
Response to Comment 6-28 
 
The comment summarizes the requirements for alternative analysis per CEQA, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 6-29 
 
See Master Response #2 regarding the County’s decision to evaluate concentrated growth of future 
study facilities within the winery/farm brewery sub-regions. Specific issues raised by the 
commenter related to the selection of alternatives is provided in the responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 6-30 
 
While none of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would substantially reduce a majority of 
the significant environmental impacts identified for the proposed project, the CEQA Guidelines 
do not require such an analysis. Rather, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An 
EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project […]” 
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The Reduced Intensity Alternative would allow for a total of only 59 event days, versus an assumed 
total of 105 event days under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. As summarized in Table 13-
4 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer overall environmental 
impacts compared to the proposed project. For example, as shown in Table 13-2, the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would reduce overall water demand at existing and future study facilities by 
2.07 million gallons per year (mgy) compared to the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. 
 
Response to Comment 6-31 
 
Similar to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the Wedding CUP Alternative would also result in 
fewer overall environmental impacts compared to the proposed project. Thus, both alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR are capable of substantially lessening significant effects of the project, 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b). 
 
As stated on page 13-6 of the Draft EIR, due to the fact that the Wedding CUP Alternative would 
result in fewer impacts, such that mitigation measures identified for the proposed project related 
to noise would not be necessary, whereas the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still require all 
the same mitigation measures as the proposed project, the Wedding CUP Alternative would be 
considered the environmentally superior alternative.  
 
Response to Comment 6-32 
 
See Response to Comment 6-31. In addition, since release of the Draft EIR for public review, an 
inadvertent typographical error has been detected in Section 13.4, Environmentally Superior 
Alternative, of the Draft EIR, the correction of which will demonstrate the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR’s discussion regarding the environmentally superior alternative. On Page 13-16 of the Draft 
EIR “one” is changed to “none” as shown below:  

 
With regard to selection of an environmentally superior alternative, Practice Under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, Second Edition, Vol. 1, states the following:7  

 
On the basis of the rule that an EIR should include sufficient information to allow 
a “meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison” with the project 
(15126.6(d)), when none of the alternatives is clearly environmentally superior to 
the project, it should be sufficient for the EIR to explain the environmental 
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative in comparison with the project.  
 

Given that the Wedding CUP Alternative and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 
result in generally similar environmental impacts, neither alternative is clearly 
environmentally superior to the other. However, due to the fact that the Wedding CUP 
Alternative would result in fewer impacts such that mitigation measures identified for the 
proposed project related to noise would not be necessary, whereas the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would still require all the same mitigation measures as the proposed project, 

 
7  Kostka, Stephen L. and Zischke, Michael H. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, Second 

Edition, Vol. 1 [pg. 15 to 43]. Updated March 2018. 
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the Wedding CUP Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior 
alternative.  
 

This section of the EIR, then, acknowledges that there is not always a clear environmentally 
superior alternative to a proposed project, as is the case with the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment. Furthermore, while there is no clear environmentally superior alternative to the 
proposed project, it does not follow that this means the two alternatives result in impacts so similar 
to the project. The requirement under CEQA is for an alternative to avoid or substantially lessen 
one or more of the significant effects. The alternatives selected for the proposed project accomplish 
this requirement.  
 
Response to Comment 6-33 
 
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.” Section 
15126.6(c) further states that “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall 
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could 
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.” As described on page 13-1 of 
the Draft EIR, the alternatives evaluated in an EIR must be able to feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]), an EIR may dismiss 
consideration of alternatives due to (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) 
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. Page 13-6 of the Draft 
EIR states the following: 
 

Regarding item (ii), infeasibility, among the factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability 
of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the 
regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise 
have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). No one 
of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. 

 
As stated on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, “[…] the policy focus of the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment is to preserve and protect farmland while also enhancing the economic viability of 
Placer County’s agricultural operations and supporting the tenets of agri-tourism, which is a type 
of tourism that brings visitors directly to a farm or ranch. The Zoning Text Amendment is 
intended to balance the needs of various stakeholder groups and support the core principle that 
the primary use of the property is to cultivate and process agriculture in order to make a locally 
grown and value-added product.” 
 
Many of the alternatives proposed by the commenter would restrict the ability of local wineries 
and farm breweries to host events that are considered an important part of the business model by 
the industry and important for the economic viability of the facilities. For example, requiring 
discretionary permits for all events at existing and future study facilities, would limit the ability of 
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such facilities to conduct activities that are considered a component of the marketing program for 
value-added agricultural products and regular operations.  
 
While the commenter suggests that properties interested in hosting Agricultural Promotional 
Events and Special Events maintain a higher amount of land in agricultural production, the 
commenter does not sufficiently justify why the existing one-acre minimum requirement for 
existing facilities is insufficient. Furthermore, the Zoning Text Amendment would already increase 
the minimum required acreage of planted crops to two acres for future wineries and farm breweries. 
Consideration of such an alternative would not avoid any of the significant environmental impacts 
of the proposed project and, thus, would not provide meaningful analysis. 
 
In addition, the commenter again implies that the Zoning Text Amendment would increase the 
number of TOEs permitted at each facility. As discussed under Response to Comment 6-3 above, 
the Zoning Text Amendment would not remove limits on the allowable number of TOEs. Such 
events would continue to be limited to two per year, not to exceed three days in a row, per facility, 
as permitted under the current Winery Ordinance. With regard to limitations on outdoor amplified 
sound systems, all events must comply with the County’s noise standards. If an event is compliant 
with such standards, a legal mechanism for requiring sound amplification equipment and speakers 
to be located indoors within a permanent building or structure does not exist.  
 
Response to Comment 6-34 
 
The comment is a concluding statement. As described in the responses above, the Draft EIR 
sufficiently analyzes implementation of the Zoning Text Amendment, consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines. Suggestions to revise the Zoning Text Amendment do not directly address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR and, thus, are not addressed herein.  
 
Letter 6, Attachment A 
 
Attachment A is a list of active projects in Placer County, which is addressed in Response to 
Comment 6-23. 
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LETTER 7: CHERYL BERKEMA 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
 
The proposed Sehr Winery is located on a property zoned Residential-Agriculture. Thus, the 
proposed winery would require County approval of a MUP under the provisions of the proposed 
ordinance. Given that separate environmental review would be conducted prior to approval of the 
MUP, future events occurring at Sehr Winery do not require analysis in this EIR. See Response to 
Comment 5-15. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-8 regarding code compliance. Code compliance and 
enforcement is already a requirement governed by Article 17.62 of the Placer County Government 
Code and therefore is not required as a mitigation measure.  
 
Response to Comment 7-3 
 
Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on pages 3-6 and 3-7, provides a discussion of the 
definition of “event” under the proposed Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment. 
The commenter’s opinion that the definition has not been clearly established is otherwise not a 
comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR because physical effects from the number of attendees, 
quantity, and type of event were taken into consideration as it relates to a number of resource areas 
including biological, cultural, noise, traffic and more. The comment has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers regarding the request for more clarity.   
 
Response to Comment 7-4 
 
The comment addresses economic and social effects, which shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (see also Section 15382).  
 
Response to Comment 7-5 
 
Chapter 10, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR discusses the existing transportation 
network, and analyzes the potential for additional by-right events enabled by the proposed Zoning 
Text Amendment to generate additional vehicle trips on area roadways. As analyzed, the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment would not result in any significant impacts to area roadways or 
intersections under Existing Plus Project conditions. In addition, as analyzed in Impact 10-3, the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not result in inadequate emergency access to nearby 
uses. The only significant and unavoidable impact identified in the Draft EIR is Impact 12-10, 
Study intersections under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions, specifically related to the SR 
49/Cramer Road intersection. 
 
Furthermore, the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project analyzed the results of the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment on the availability of public services such as Police and Fire 
Protection. The CEQA question specifically addressed in the Initial Study is whether the project 
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would “result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives for any of the public services.” The analysis within the Initial 
Study determined that any future increase in events resulting from the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment would not result in increased demand on fire service providers or the Placer County 
Sherriff’s Office such that construction of new facilities would be required. As such, impacts 
related to traffic, emergency access, and emergency services would not be considered significant.  
 
Response to Comment 7-6 
 
Chapter 11, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, provides a detailed discussion of the 
impacts related to wastewater treatment of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, including septic 
systems. As discussed on page 11-15 of the Draft EIR, of the nine existing study facilities which 
are not connected to a public sewer system, five include septic tanks greater than or equal to 1,250 
gallons, and thus, could accommodate the peak wastewater flows generated by a maximum 
attendance event that could occur under the Zoning Text Amendment. The remaining four facilities 
that do not have septic systems capable of accommodating the maximum attendance event 
allowable under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would either limit attendance based on the 
capacity of the existing septic system or provide portable toilets on-site during events. The 
determination of Impact 11-1, on page 11-16, is as follows:  
 

Conclusion 
 
Based on the above, the additional wastewater generation that could occur at the existing 
study facilities as a result of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would either be 
accommodated by existing wastewater treatment systems or, for facilities which do not 
include sufficiently-sized septic systems, be managed in accordance with the facilities’ 
existing limitations. As noted previously, it is in the best interest of the owners of such 
facilities to manage events proportional to the limitations of their wastewater systems; if a 
commercial septic system fails, the public is prohibited from entering the site until adequate 
repairs are made and safety of the site is restored. Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments, and a less-than-significant impact would result.  

 
Response to Comment 7-7 
 
A detailed project overview, including definitions of terminology and descriptions of project 
components, is contained in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. In addition, Figure 
3-2 illustrates the future anticipated winery and farm brewery growth sub-regions. 
 
Response to Comment 7-8 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but it is noted that pages 3-1 and 
3-2 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, provide the background information related 
to the previous Ordinance and the rationale behind the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.   



FINAL EIR 
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project 

JANUARY 2020 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 138 

Response to Comment 7-9 
 
Impact 11-3 in Chapter 11, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, as well as Impact 12-
11 in Chapter 12, provide an analysis of the total net increase in water usage anticipated with the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment. As determined in the Draft EIR, sufficient water supplies 
would be available to serve the additional by-right events that could occur at existing and future 
study facilities with implementation of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. 
 
Response to Comment 7-10 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 states the following regarding the required public review period 
for a Draft EIR: 
 

(a) The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be 
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a draft EIR is submitted to 
the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the public review period shall not be 
less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State 
Clearinghouse. 

 
Based on the above, the 52-day public review period provided for the Draft EIR is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. 
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LETTER 8: LARISSA BERRY 
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
 
See Master Response #1 and Responses to Comments 5-7 and 7-1.  
 
Response to Comment 8-2 
 
See Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 8-3 
 
See Master Response #2. In addition, as shown in Figure 3-3 of the Draft EIR, the area in and 
around the locations/roadways referenced by the commenter are zoned Residential-Agriculture, 
wherein any winery or farm brewery would require a MUP and separate site-specific 
environmental review by the County.   
 
Response to Comment 8-4 
 
See Response to Comment 5-14. 
 
Response to Comment 8-5 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 8-6 
 
See Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 8-7 
 
Page 8-22 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding consistency with General Plan Policy 
7.A.10: 

 
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would continue to promote cultivation of grapes 
and hops, as well as production of wine and beer, as the primary use associated with 
winery/farm brewery operations within the County. Per Section 17.10.010 of the Placer 
County Code, the ‘F’ zone district, within which eight of the ten study facilities are located, 
is intended to “provide areas for the conduct of commercial agricultural operations that can 
also accommodate necessary services to support agricultural uses…”. Per Section 
17.08.010 of the Placer County Code, wineries are considered ‘agricultural/resource/open 
space uses’. Furthermore, per Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code, wineries and 
associated uses are considered ‘agricultural processing’ uses. Events at winery/farm 
brewery facilities are considered ‘necessary services’ by the owners/operators in terms of 
their importance in financially supporting on-site agricultural uses. It is noted that the 
proposed project would amend the County’s definition of agricultural processing to include 
farm breweries. Thus, the additional events enabled by the proposed Zoning Text 
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Amendment would help to increase the financial viability of winery/farm brewery 
agricultural operations and, thus, consistent with the intended uses of the F zone district, 
would support local agricultural production.  
 

As such, these events play an important part in the business model by the industry in terms of 
financially supporting and playing a subordinate role to the agricultural uses. Based on the above, 
events occurring under the Zoning Text Amendment may be considered subordinate and allowable 
agricultural uses. 
 
Response to Comment 8-8 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 8-9 
 
See Master Response #1 regarding induced development of future wineries/farm breweries. 
Regarding cumulative impacts on unrestricted events with 50 people or less at one time, this 
analysis is provided in Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, of the Draft 
EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 8-10 
 
The Zoning Text Amendment differentiates between two types of allowable events: Agricultural 
Promotional Events and Special Events. As defined on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR: 
 

An “Agricultural Promotional Event” is directly related to the education and marketing of 
wine and craft beer to consumers including but not limited to winemaker/brewmaster dinners, 
pick-up parties, release parties, and membership club parties. An Agricultural Promotional 
Event accommodates 50 people or less at one time (excluding staff). If greater than 50 people 
are in attendance at one time, those events shall be regulated in the same manner as a Special 
Event. See Table 1. 
 
A “Special Event” is an event of greater than 50 people where the agricultural-related 
component is subordinate to the primary purpose of the event. Included in this definition are 
events such as private parties, fundraisers, social or educational gatherings where outside 
alcohol may be allowed, and events where the property owner is compensated in exchange 
for the use of the site and facility (referred to as a facility rental). Special Events do not include 
industry-wide events, the normal patronage of a tasting room, and private gatherings of the 
owner where the general public does not attend.  

 
Considering the definitions provided above in the Zoning Text Amendment and the Draft EIR, 
Agricultural Promotional Events are strictly limited to activities related to the education and 
marketing of wine and craft beer. Therefore, under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, 
Agricultural Promotional Events could not be used for weddings. If a party or corporate event was 
related to the promotion of wine or beer, and attendance was less than 50 people at any one time, 
such activities could be hosted as an Agricultural Promotional Event. Furthermore, even if an event 



FINAL EIR 
Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project 

JANUARY 2020 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 143 

is related to the promotion of wine or beer, but the overall number of attendees would exceed 50 
people at any one time, such events would be considered Special Events, and subject to all relevant 
requirements in the Zoning Text Amendment. However, if the event was not related to the 
promotion of wine or beer, such as a wedding or social party, regardless of the number of attendees, 
such events would fall under the category of Special Events and would be subject to the 
requirements for Special Events included within the Zoning Text Amendment.  
 
Based on the definitions presented above, the Framework of EIR Analysis Section, on pages 3-11 
through 3-22 of the Draft EIR, describes in detail how the uses and events allowed under the 
Zoning Text Amendment are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. The consideration of events such 
as weddings is clearly defined on pages 3-11 and 3-12 of the Draft EIR, as shown below: 
 

b. Special Events. The EIR will evaluate the potential environmental effects that could result 
from a maximum of 12 Special Events or Agricultural Promotional Events with 
attendance >50, at facilities on large parcels (>20 acres). While the Ordinance currently 
allows six Special Events, and thus the net increase for facilities on large parcels is only 
six events, this Ordinance amendment would enable facilities to host a new type of use 
under the Special Event category, namely weddings. Thus, the determination was made 
that the EIR analysis should evaluate effects, such as traffic, from all 12 potential Special 
Events on large parcels. The maximum attendance for a Special Event on large parcels is 
200 people. While wineries and farm breweries on medium parcels would not be afforded 
additional Special Events, as compared to their current allowance, they would be able to 
host a new type of use under the Special Event category, namely weddings and similar 
events having amplified music. Per Table 3-2, on medium parcels, Special Events have a 
maximum attendance of 100 people. In order to evaluate the potential impacts of 
weddings and like events for medium parcels, the determination was made that the traffic 
analysis should also evaluate traffic from Special Events on medium parcels. 

 
In general, the Draft EIR assumed that study facilities would hold up to two events per day, three 
days a week. The two events per day were assumed to represent a mix of event types including 
Agricultural Promotional Events, rolling Agricultural Promotional Events, and Special Events as 
allowed under the Zoning Text Amendment. Accordingly, the Draft EIR clearly considered the 
potential for increased Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events, which included 
consideration of events such as weddings, parties, and corporate events.  
 
Response to Comment 8-11 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, for clarification it is noted 
that normal patronage of wine tasting rooms is not considered an agricultural promotional event.  
 
Response to Comment 8-12 
 
See Response to Comment 5-38. 
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LETTER 9: JUSTIN BLACK 
 
Response to Comment 9-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 9-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 9-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 9-4 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 9-5 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
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LETTER 10: DIANA BOSWELL 
 
Response to Comment 10-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. It is noted that the Draft EIR accounts for operations at existing wineries as well as the 
additional by-right events that could occur as a result of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.  
 
Response to Comment 10-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-8. 
 
Response to Comment 10-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, for clarification, TOEs 
are regulated separately under Placer County Code Section 17.56.300; and the existing regulations 
for TOEs would not change as a result of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. Historically, no 
limitation has been set on the number of people who can attend an event as long as analysis of the 
project description and accompanying site plan demonstrates capacity to accommodate people, 
parking, and other public health and safety requirements. The comment has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 10-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-20 for more information about how minimum agricultural 
requirements must be met in order for facilities to remain in compliance. There is a proposed 
provision for existing facilities to retain operation under the existing one-acre requirement. The 
provision is afforded with support from the Agricultural Commissioner.  
 
The comment does not otherwise address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 10-5 
 
The proposed ordinance requires operators to provide permanent parking on-site for day-to-day 
operations as well as Agricultural Promotional Events. Temporary overflow parking may be 
utilized for Special Events and shall be accommodated on-site and shall meet fire district 
requirements. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 10-6 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8 regarding code enforcement. With respect to the commenter’s 
concerns with the existing code enforcement process, these concerns have been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration.  
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Response to Comment 10-7 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, for clarification purposes, 
“restaurants and bars” are not allowed under the proposed project. An accessory use – restaurant 
is allowed; however, this must be clearly subordinate to the primary use on a property as a winery 
or farm brewery.  Please see Response to Comment 6-4 for further discussion. The comment has 
been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 10-8 
 
As shown on page 12-55 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 12-10 would require future wineries 
and farm breweries to be subject to the payment of traffic impact fees in effect at the time of 
development. Such fees would be used to fund planned improvements to regional roadway 
facilities. With payment of such fees, future study facilities allowed additional events under the 
Zoning Text Amendment would provide a fair-share contribution to offset increases in traffic on 
local roads. 
 
Response to Comment 10-9 
 
The comment is a closing statement that references the need to create compatibility between 
residential uses and the uses proposed in the Zoning Text Amendment. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been forwarded to decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
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LETTER 11: MARY ANN KING 
 
Response to Comment 11-1 
 
The properties along Cavitt-Stallman Road are zoned Residential-Agriculture, and thus, property 
owners would need to obtain a use permit from the County in order to build a new winery or farm 
brewery. As a result, site-specific environmental review would be required, during which time the 
County could consider potential traffic impacts. This Draft EIR focuses on by-right events that 
could occur as a result of the proposed project, and is not required to evaluate potential effects of 
future facilities that would be subject to separate, site-specific environmental review.  
 
The remainder of the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 12: LORRIE LEWIS 
 
Response to Comment 12-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. For clarification, the current TOE ordinance is guided by 
Section 17.56.300(B)(1)(b) and affords two events per year to a maximum of three days in a row. 
No change is being proposed to Section 17.56.300(B)(1)(b). 
 
Response to Comment 12-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-8 regarding code compliance. The comment is noted, but 
otherwise does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comments pertaining to code 
compliance and enforceability is a concern among many stakeholders and community members. 
Code compliance will be addressed as a policy matter and through the public hearing process by 
decision makers.  
 
Response to Comment 12-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-2 regarding the intent of the Right-to-Farm Ordinance. For 
clarification, events are not a provision allowed under the Right-to-Farm Ordinance; rather, they 
are allowed under Section 17.56.330 of the Placer County Code, which is proposed for certain 
amendments as part of this project. The proposed amendments specifying event allowances are 
detailed on pages 3-6 through 3-9 of the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR. With respect 
to accessory restaurants, as stated on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, these uses would require 
discretionary approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the County.  See Response to Comment 6-
4 for further discussion regarding accessory restaurants.  
 
Response to Comment 12-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-3. The proposed project would not result in any zone changes; 
however, does afford additional allowances for events as specified in Chapter 3 Project Description 
of the Draft EIR. Please see also Response to Comment 8-7 above. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been forward to decision makers for review. 
 
Response to Comment 12-5 
 
The commenter’s assertion that the current Wineries and Farm Breweries of 20 acres or more 
would be able to host special events with 200 guests, including weddings, 59 times per year is 
incorrect. As shown in Table 3-2 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, under the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment, parcel sizes of 20+ acres would be allowed a maximum of 12 
special events (inclusive of weddings) per year.  
 
For clarification, Health and Safety Code Section 116275(h) requires a public water system if a 
facility serves more than 24 people daily, 60 days or more out of the year. A public well differs 
from a residential well because it is initially tested for more contaminants than a residential well, 
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requires continuous monitoring (on monthly basis), and the construction standards are more 
stringent. The Environmental Health Department oversees the permitting for these wells consistent 
with state requirements and does so in order to hold facilities operating with more frequency and 
people to a higher public health standard. The commenter’s rationale linking this requirement to 
events is unclear; however, the Draft EIR does clearly use this threshold to limit Agricultural 
Promotional Events under the Reduced Intensity Alternative outlined further beginning on page 
13-12 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 12-6 
 
Impact 11-3 in Chapter 11, Utilities and Service Systems, and Impact 12-11 in Chapter 12, 
Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, of the Draft EIR, provide an analysis of the total 
net increase in water usage anticipated with the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. As noted on 
page 12-56, the net increase in water demand occurring at existing and future study facilities as a 
result of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would be relatively modest (approximately 7.364 
mgy). Furthermore, future study facilities would likely rely on groundwater from either the North 
American Sub-basin of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin or fractured groundwater 
systems within the Sierra Nevada Regional Study Unit. Both groundwater systems are capable of 
providing a stable, reliable water supply source. Therefore, as determined in the Draft EIR, 
sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the existing and future study facilities with 
implementation of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.  
 
Response to Comment 12-7 
 
Potential impacts related to traffic are analyzed in Chapters 10, Transportation and Circulation, 
and 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections, of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 
concern about sampling of alcohol has been forwarded to the decision-makers.  
 
Response to Comment 12-8 
 
Ambient noise surveys and event noise surveys were conducted during the months of 
September/October/December 2017 and March 2018. The Draft EIR specifically identifies that 
the purpose of data collection during non-event days was because ambient noise is a reference 
level noise that is assessed in order to study a new sound source. As such, data collected during 
the days when events were not occurring was used to define only ambient conditions.  
 
On Draft EIR page 9-6, the following explanation is provided: 
 

“It should be noted that the ambient noise surveys were intentionally conducted on days 
when events were not occurring at the study facilities, in order to document background 
noise conditions at representative locations near the existing study facilities to establish a 
baseline for comparison against noise generated by events held at such locations. Although 
events held at the study facilities currently occur more frequently during spring, summer, 
and fall periods, because the focus of the ambient surveys was to avoid periods when events 
were occurring, the time of year when the surveys were conducted is considered 
appropriate for the purpose of this analysis.” 
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Event sound measurement also occurred during that time, specifically during times when events 
(e.g. Lone Buffalo 10th Anniversary celebration: Sunday September 10th, 2017; Wise Villa Harvest 
Moon Party: Saturday October 7th, 2017; Rancho Roble Wine Club Pickup Event: Saturday March 
10th, 2018) were occurring. The data expressing sound levels from events, shown in Table 9-10. 
 
On Draft EIR page 9-19, the following explanation is provided: 
 

“Noise levels generated during special events occurring at three existing Placer County 
wineries were monitored in September and October of 2017, and March of 2018. Although 
the numbers of attendees at the events varied throughout the course of each event, event 
attendance reportedly exceeded 50 people and amplified music was present during each of 
the events. The measured average noise level during the events was 55 dB Leq at the 
reference measurement distance of 200 feet from the approximate acoustic center of the 
event areas.”  
 
The next paragraph goes on to explain, 
 
“The measured special event noise levels, which were all within compliance with the 
County Noise Ordinance standards at the nearest noise-sensitive property lines, correspond 
to approximately 67 dB Leq at a reference distance of 50 feet.” 

As such, potential impacts related to noise are analyzed in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR, Noise.  
 
Response to Comment 12-9 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but please see Response to 
Comment 5-8 regarding code enforcement.  
 
Letter 12 Attachments 
 
The comment letter contains several attachments which include excerpts from the County 
ordinances, wine trail brochures, information related to the processing of the winery ordinance, 
staff reports, newspaper articles, etc. The attachments are not specifically referenced in the 
comment letter, nor do they directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, they have 
been forwarded to the decision-makers for review. 
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LETTER 13: CAROL PRINCE 
 
Response to Comment 13-1 
 
Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 13-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Table 8-6 in Chapter 8, Land Use 
and Planning, of the Draft EIR, presents Placer County General Plan policies and discusses how 
events and special events under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would be in support of the 
agricultural zoning designations of the existing study facilities. Pages 8-21 through 8-24 
specifically address the compatibility of events and special events under the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment with agricultural land uses. See Response to Comment 8-7 regarding consistency with 
General Plan Policy 7.A.10. 
 
Response to Comment 13-3 
 
Impact 11-3 in Chapter 11, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, analyzes the potential 
for implementation of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment to affect water supplies, decrease 
groundwater supplies, or impede sustainable groundwater management. As determined in Impact 
3-11, implementation of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable groundwater management. As discussed under Response to Comment 2-
13 above, the proposed project would not adversely affect surface water quality due to sewage 
disposal.  
 
With respect to the portion of the comment about noise, Chapter 9, Noise, of the Draft EIR 
describes the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the existing wineries and farm breweries 
throughout unincorporated Placer County and potential impacts related to noise increases that 
could occur with implementation of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment. As discussed in 
Impact 9-3, events occurring at existing study facilities within the County would continue to be 
required to comply with the County’s Noise Ordinance, which sets forth nighttime hourly noise 
level standards for non-transportation noise sources of 45 dB. In addition, as weddings were 
determined to be the only new event allowed under the proposed Zoning Text Amendment with 
the potential to exceed the County’s established thresholds for noise at the property lines of nearby 
sensitive receptors, the proposed project would include implementation of Mitigation Measure 9-
3, which requires submittal of a site plan identifying the proposed location of outdoor wedding 
receptions and identifies options for sound mitigation during such events. The Draft EIR 
determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure 9-3, the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment would not result in any significant impacts related to noise.  
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Response to Comment 13-4  
 
Production facilities manufacture and package beer in accordance with an Alcohol and Beverage 
Control (ABC) license Type 23 or process grapes in accordance with an ABC license Type 02, as 
referenced in the proposed definition of a Farm Brewery and Winery in the Draft EIR Chapter 3, 
Project Description. Additionally, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment requires winery and farm 
brewery uses to meet a two-acre agricultural minimum. Please see Response to Comment 5-20. 
 
Response to Comment 13-5 
 
As can been seen in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment has 
deleted the language related to the requirement for wineries and farm breweries to provide bottled 
water to employees and guests if the winery is served by well water and there are more than twenty-
five (25) people on-site in a sixty (60) day period. The proposed language of the Zoning Text 
Amendment related to potable water now reads as follows (see Section 7, Potable Water, of 
Appendix A):  
 

7. Potable Water.  
 

a. A public well and small public water system annual permit shall be required if the 
facility serves more than 24 people, 60 days or more per year, as required by 
California Code of Regulations Title 17 and Title 22 of the California Safe 
Drinking Water Act. The public well shall be required for tasting facilities that 
allow unlimited Agricultural Promotional Events with 50 persons and fewer. For 
any tasting facility with occupancy of 25 or more, or if food is prepared at the 
facility, the standard shall automatically apply.  

 
Alternatively, an approved domestic well can be used under the following conditions:  

 
i. Environmental Health has documentation that the well has a 20-foot annular seal 

installed under permit (Department of Water Resources Drilling Report).  
ii. Environmental Health conducts a sanitary inspection and the water is tested to 

demonstrate potability.  
iii. The facility owner certifies that the well will not serve more than 24 people, 60-

days or more per year with Minor Use Permit approval. 11 Note: Residential (Class 
I) wells cannot be converted into a public well (Class II) due to State construction 
standards. 

 
Response to Comment 13-6 
 
Page 11-17 of Chapter 11, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, states the following 
regarding the potential installation of new water conveyance infrastructure:  
 

If a new public water system is required, the existing study facility owner would select a 
location and design a system with oversight from the County Environmental Health 
Department in compliance with Article 13.08, Water Wells, of the Placer County Code and 
applicable State water well requirements. New public wells are not generally drilled near 
existing wells in order to avoid hydraulic conductivity between the two wells. Rather, for 
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existing study facilities that would require installation of a new public well, the well would 
be drilled at a separate location on the subject property, subject to approval by the County 
Environmental Health Department. County review of future public well plans and required 
compliance with applicable local and State regulations related to well installation would 
ensure that adverse environmental effects associated with such would be avoided. 
Therefore, Agricultural Promotional Events and Special Events occurring at existing study 
facilities as a result of the proposed project would not require or result in the construction 
of new water delivery, collection or treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities 
such that significant environmental effects would occur. 

 
The same would apply to any public water systems installed at future wineries and farm breweries. 
In addition, pages 11-19 through 11-21 and 12-55 through 12-57 provide a detailed analysis of the 
potential impacts on water supplies and groundwater related to implementation of the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment.  
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-5 for an explanation of the purpose of the public water 
system. 
 
Response to Comment 13-7 
 
With respect to the comment about discharge into or impacts to Auburn Ravine, the requirements 
of the below-referenced RWQCB permit would address activities that impact water quality. A 
violation of the terms of this permit would result in action from the RWQCB. As noted on page 3-
10 of Chapter 3, Project Description, Wastewater Disposal, 
 

“The Zoning Text Amendment clarifies that winery or farm brewery process wastewater is 
prohibited from being discharged to a septic system. Process wastewater is water used in the 
wine or beer making process, which is high in organic material. A Waste Discharge Permit or 
Waiver of Waste Discharge issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
is required prior to building permit issuance if the wastewater will not be discharged into a 
community sewer system, but rather an alternative form of discharge would be used, such as 
land application. With land application systems, process wastewater is applied to a vegetated 
land surface, and the applied wastewater is treated as it flows through the plant and soil matrix. 
Land application of process wastewater from wineries and farm breweries already occurs 
within the County, under the RWQCB’s Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for Small 
Food Processors, Wineries, and Related Agricultural Processors, and would not change under 
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment.” 

 
Additionally, the septic systems that have been installed at all existing facilities were done so in 
compliance with the County’s septic system regulations developed by the Health and Human 
Services Department. Said regulations include setback requirements from surface waters. These 
setback requirements are intended to protect surface water quality from the septic system. Any 
future septic systems associated with new wineries and farm breweries would also be subject to 
the same setback requirements.  
 
With respect to the third point of the comment, separate septic systems are required for tasting 
rooms and on-site residential uses.  
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Response to Comment 13-8 
 
See Response to Comment 6-4. 
 
Response to Comment 13-9 
 
The context provided on pages 3-11 and 3-12 the Draft EIR is sufficiently clear to enable the reader 
to understand that the Draft EIR text quoted by the commenter is referring to Agricultural 
Promotional Events. The section is prefaced with the header, “Agricultural Promotional Events”, 
on page 3-11. 
 
Response to Comment 13-10 
 
As noted under Response to Comment 4-5 above, the assumption that each study facility could 
host two events on the same day is very conservative. Such an event frequency is not expected to 
occur with implementation of the Zoning Text Amendment, and the assumption does not require 
such a frequency to occur. Impacts related to noise, traffic, groundwater, and septic are addressed 
in Chapters 9, 10, and 11, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 13-11 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 
8-7 regarding the statement that events are not agriculture-related.  
 
Response to Comment 13-12 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 13-3 and 13-4. 
 
Response to Comment 13-13 
 
The comment is conclusory, the contents of which are addressed in the above responses to 
comments.  
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LETTER 14: CAROL RUBIN 
 
Response to Comment 14-1 
 
See Master Response #1. 
 
Response to Comment 14-2 
 
See Master Responses #1 and #2. Traffic associated with existing non-winery/farm brewery 
facilities (e.g. community centers) referenced by the commenter has been accounted for in the 
traffic counts conducted as part of the Traffic Impact Analysis. Thus, noise and traffic effects 
associated with events at such existing facilities are included in the baseline conditions evaluated 
in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 14-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is noted that air quality is 
addressed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 14-4 
 
The comment provides background on historic wildfires within Placer County, along with a link 
to a news article related to the Carr and Ferguson fires. However, the commenter does not provide 
evidence that the increased number of people anticipated under the Zoning Text Amendment 
would result in substantially greater fire hazard relative to existing conditions. Please see Response 
to Comment 5-45. 
 
Response to Comment 14-5 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8. The existing facilities referenced by the commenter have several 
differences from the facilities covered by the proposed Zoning Text Amendment such that 
combined cumulative impacts would occur. Given the considerable distances between wineries, 
the cumulative contribution from on-site activities would be imperceptible.  For example, Dono 
Dal Cielo Vineyards is located approximately 3,000 feet north of Gold Hill gardens, and 6,700 feet 
north of the Gold Hill Grange Hall. Given a hypothetical noise level of 80 dBA at 50 feet from a 
source of amplified music at the Dono Dal Cielo Vineyard, the corresponding levels at the Gold 
Hill Gardens and Gold Hill Grange Hall would be 40 dBA and 27 dBA, respectively, not 
accounting for any intervening shielding by topography, structures, or vegetation. If activities 
generating similar levels of sound were occurring simultaneously at all three sites, the net increase 
in noise at any of the sites resulting from events at the other two locations computes to less than 
0.001 dBA. With the threshold of perception being approximately 3 dB, such a level of increase is 
orders of magnitude below levels which would be considered cumulatively considerable.   
 
With respect to increases in traffic on the local roadway network during a period when multiple 
events are occurring concurrently at wineries and farm breweries in Placer County, the noise 
analysis utilized traffic forecasts which included the cumulative contribution of traffic during such 
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conditions. That cumulative traffic noise analysis concluded that, even during periods when events 
are occurring concurrently, the cumulative increase in traffic noise levels at persons residing near 
the local roadway network would be less than significant. As a result, additional analysis of 
cumulative noise conditions is not warranted. 
 
It should be noted that issues pertaining to noise are enforced under Article 9.36 (Noise). 
Complaints that pertain to the issue of noise are addressed through a collaborative effort with the 
Sheriff’s Office and Community Development Resource Agency Code Compliance Services. Both 
agencies have noise meters to collect data to determine if the source of noise is outside the 
specifications of Article 9.36 of the County Code. A joint policy between the agencies exists and 
specifies the days, times, and activities that may generate the noise, in addition to the authority 
required to respond. Generally, the Sheriff’s Office will respond to noise issues on weekends and 
in the evenings when Code Compliance staff are unavailable. The policy specifies that chronic or 
on-going sources of noise affiliated with a commercial land use will be handled by the Code 
Compliance Services. A noise violation observed by either agency will begin with issuance of a 
warning citation followed by a fine that progressively increases if compliance is not reached. 
Section 9.36.100 (Administrative citations) outlines the citation process specific to noise 
violations. The Code Compliance Services handles collection of fines and schedules appeals for 
the citation process. 
 
Response to Comment 14-6 
 
Issues related to noise and traffic are evaluated in Chapters 9 and 10, respectively, of the Draft 
EIR, as well as in Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections. In addition, the 
vehicle traffic counts conducted at study roadway facilities as part of the Traffic Impact Analysis 
prepared for the project included vehicle trips associated with other existing venues in the region, 
such as those the commenter references in Comment 14-1. See also Response to Comment 14-5. 
 
Response to Comment 14-7 
 
See Master Response #1.  
 
Response to Comment 14-8 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 8-7. 
 
Response to Comment 14-9 
 
Please see Response to Comment 6-4. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and has been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  
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Response to Comment 14-10 
 
As with all code compliance issues, information and observed data is required in order to pursue 
issues with the County Code. It would be possible to identify the type and number of attendees 
based on observation or advertisement. 
 
The comment questions the enforceability of the Zoning Text Amendment, but does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 5-8. The comment is noted, but 
otherwise does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comments pertaining to code 
compliance and enforceability is a concern among many stakeholders and community members.  
 
Response to Comment 14-11 
 
The “Winery” definition does include reference to the ABC Type 02 license, and as such, grapes 
or other fruit that can be converted into wine under the State license allowances shall be grown on 
the property, consistent with the agricultural minimum requirement and a determination by the 
Agricultural Commissioner. Please see also Response to Comment 5-20. 
 
Overall, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has been forwarded to 
decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 14-12 
 
Placer County has numerous local farms and ranches, which provide fruit, vegetables, meats and 
other agricultural products from the region. The county has an interest in all of the farms and 
ranches that make Placer County a unique place, and aims to support local businesses to thrive and 
grow. A number of land uses are addressed in Chapter 17, Zoning, of the Placer County Code, 
including Roadside Stands for Agricultural Use, Food Product Manufacturing, Agricultural 
Processing, and more directly Wineries. Zoning codes throughout the region specifically regulate 
wineries because wine industry growth has outpaced other farms and ranches with an interest in 
the agri-tourism marketing model. Placer County began regulating wineries with an ordinance in 
2008, when Section 17.56.330 was originally adopted by the Board of Supervisors. While zoning 
codes set the rules for land development, they are designed to respond and iterate as time and 
trends change. Further, the project implements a number of General Plan policies stated in Table 
8-6 on page 8-21 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 14-13 
 
The proposed code Section 17.56.330(E)(2)(b)(ii), Access Standards on Non-County Maintained 
Roads, states the following, 
 

If a winery or farm brewery has public tasting and is accessed by a private road, the 
applicant shall provide proof of access rights as determined by the County and an 
affirmative written statement of the legal right to access and use said road for the purposes 
of the requested facility. The owner must also obtain written approval of the governing 
board of the applicable road maintenance association or homeowners association.  If no 
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governing body or association exists, written approval from a majority of the individuals 
who have access rights to the road shall be required. The owner shall include with said 
statement the proposal for road maintenance or provide evidence of an existing road 
maintenance agreement. The owner shall be required to indemnify the County for any 
claims resulting from said road access. 

 
In addition to this requirement, any project requiring a use permit will also follow the standard 
procedures for notification outlined in Sections 17.58.120, Minor use permits, and 17.58.130, 
Conditional use permits, when these land use entitlements are required. 
 
Response to Comment 14-14 
 
Please see Response to Comment 14-12. 
 
For the comment pertaining to provisions of the Right-to-Farm ordinance in relation to event uses, 
please see Response to Comment 12-3. Please also see Response to Comment 6-4 regarding 
accessory-restaurant uses.  
 
Response to Comment 14-15 
 
Please see Response to Comment 14-10. 
 
Response to Comment 14-16 
 
See Response to Comment 14-13. 
 
Response to Comment 14-17 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 14-18 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 14-19 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 14-20 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
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Response to Comment 14-21 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded 
to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 14-22 
 
The commenter summarized the concerns noted in the body of the comment letters. See the above 
responses to comments. In addition, Chapter 13, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR, provides 
an in-depth analysis and consideration of each of the various alternatives to the proposed Zoning 
Text Amendment.  
 
Response to Comment 14-23 
 
With regard to consideration of events as commercial uses, see Response to Comment 8-7 above. 
With regard to restaurant uses, see Response to Comment 6-4 above. See Response to Comment 
5-8 regarding code enforcement issues. 
 
Response to Comment 14-24 
 
The comment is a note which was referenced in Comment 14-2 and does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 14-25 
 
The comment is a note which was referenced in Comment 14-3 and does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 15: PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT LETTER 
 
Response to Comment 15-1 
 
Chapter 9, Noise, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of noise impacts in the vicinity of existing 
wineries and farm breweries and potential future wineries and farm breweries. As noted in the 
second paragraph of Section 9.1 of the Draft EIR (Introduction), “Potential cumulative noise 
effects associated with future wineries and farm breweries that would be subject to the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment are addressed in Chapter 12, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA 
Sections, of this EIR.” In addition, Impact 9-1 specifically evaluates impacts related to off-site 
traffic noise on roadways located throughout the project study region, not just in the immediate 
vicinity of existing wineries and farm breweries. 
 
As shown in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, facilities within residential and agriculture and resource 
zone districts (RA, RF, AE, F, and FOR) would require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) or Minor 
Use Permit (MUP) on parcel sizes between 4.6 and 10 acres. The County would conduct additional 
environmental review, including analysis of potential noise issues, prior to approval of future use 
permits. Thus, while this EIR does not include analysis of potential environmental impacts at such 
facilities, a project-specific environmental review, including a noise analysis, would be required 
for any future wineries or farm breweries.  
 
Response to Comment 15-2 
 
Wear and tear on roadways is typically a function of heavy-duty vehicle traffic. No such heavy-
duty vehicle traffic would occur as a result of the proposed project. The passenger vehicles 
associated with event attendance are not anticipated to cause atypical wear and tear on rural County 
roads.   
 
Response to Comment 15-3 
 
Traffic fees pay for capital improvements to the roadway system that are specifically listed in the 
capital improvement programs for various fee districts. Proposed land uses (including wineries or 
farm breweries) pay their fair share based on the estimated number of peak hour trips that the land 
use would create. The funds are applied to future capacity and safety projects. 
 
Placer County typically has not collected an operations and maintenance fee for development on 
existing County roads. In some instances, a charge is applied for supplemental Road Maintenance 
CSA charge for new roads that developers create; however, these are predominately associated 
with the new development.  
 
Response to Comment 15-4 
 
The commenter makes reference to pages 8 and 9 of Chapter 13, Alternatives Analysis, which 
provide the language of the Placer County Municipal Code Section 17.58.140.  The ARP, MUP, 
and CUP findings quoted by the commenter are included for the Wedding CUP Alternative 
evaluated in this EIR. Under the Wedding CUP Alternative, prior to Planning Commission 
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approval of CUPs for weddings, County staff would conduct an analysis to determine if the 
required findings can be met. If appropriate, County staff can then recommend Planning 
Commission approval of the CUP. 
 
Response to Comment 15-5 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 
rather, the code enforcement concerns noted by the commenter would be considered as a policy 
matter. The comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 15-6 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 
rather, the code enforcement concerns noted by the commenter would be considered as a policy 
matter. The comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 15-7 
 
See Response to Comment 5-8. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 
rather, the code enforcement concerns noted by the commenter would be considered as a policy 
matter.  
 
Response to Comment 15-8 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For confirmation purposes, Section 
D(2) of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment states that production facilities are subject to the 
minimum agricultural requirement.  
 
Response to Comment 15-9 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Conditional Use Permits are not 
required for every wedding, as can be seen in Table 3-1 and 3-2 of the Project Description chapter 
of the EIR. For example, according to Table 3-1, only parcels greater than 10 acres in size within 
an AE, F, or FOR zone could hold weddings without a use permit. Furthermore, per Table 3-2, 
only up to six weddings/special events would be allowed on medium-sized parcels, and up to 12 
weddings/special events on large-sized parcels.  
 
Response to Comment 15-10 
 
The proposed Zoning Text Amendment would apply to all wineries and farm breweries within 
Placer County, regardless of parcel size or zoning. However, as discussed in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR, this EIR limits the analysis to the existing Medium (10- to less than 
20-acre) and Large (>20 acres) parcel-sized wineries/farm breweries at which Agricultural 
Promotional Events would be allowed by-right (see page 3-14 of the Draft EIR). Facilities on 
parcels less than 10 acres that are located on land zoned RA, RF, AE, F, and FOR would be subject 
to conditions of approval and separate environmental review under a CUP or MUP in order to host 
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events. Because further environmental review would be conducted with any future use permit 
application, facilities on 4.6- to less than 10-acre parcels or located on land zoned RA, RF, AE, F, 
and FOR were not evaluated within the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 15-11 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Page 3-9 of the Draft EIR states the 
following regarding hours of operation: 
 

The currently adopted Winery Ordinance does not specify allowable hours of operation. 
Typical tasting hours at wineries in operation today are between 10:00 AM and 6:00 PM, 
while special extended tasting hours or other events continue into the evening and end by 8:00 
PM Sunday-Thursday and 10:00 PM Friday through Saturday. Codifying tasting hours is one 
way to regulate that the facilities are for sampling the product and typically would not operate 
into the evening. The Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment proposes the 
following:  
 

All facilities shall be allowed to conduct normal tasting from 10:00 AM to 6:00 PM. 
Events shall be allowed from 10:00 AM to 10:00 PM on Friday and Saturday and 
from 10:00 AM to 8:00 PM Sunday through Thursday. If a winery or farm brewery 
is required to have a Minor Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit by this Ordinance 
or has an existing permit and is lawfully operating, limits on hours of operation will 
be in accordance with the conditions placed on those entitlements. 

 
The limits on hours of operation would apply to all facilities covered by the County’s Winery 
Ordinance. 
 
Response to Comment 15-12 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. With respect to stocking standards 
for each facility, Section D(1) of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment states, “Planting densities 
should be consistent with what is found in the Sierra Nevada Foothills and shall be properly 
maintained as a requirement of the facility’s continued operation, as determined by the 
Agricultural Commissioner.”  
 
Response to Comment 15-13 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Per the proposed, new definition of 
“Tasting Room”, and Section D(1) of the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, it can be seen that 
for properties in a Residential, Resource, or Agricultural zone district, tasting rooms are only 
allowed if production takes place on-site, and at least two acres of on-site planted vineyard, hops, 
or other agriculture related to beverage production, are provided. A separate definition is included 
in the Zoning Text Amendment for a “stand-alone tasting room”, which would be allowed only in 
Commercial and Industrial zone districts, where no on-site production or agricultural planting is 
required.  
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Response to Comment 15-14 
 
See Response to Comment 15-12. 
 
Response to Comment 15-15 
 
See Response to Comment 12-7 and 12-8. As noted therein, Chapter 10, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Draft EIR discusses the existing transportation network, and analyzes the 
potential for additional events and special events enabled by the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment to generate additional vehicle trips on area roadways. As analyzed, the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment would not result in any significant impacts to area roadways, and 
intersections. In addition, as analyzed in Impact 10-3, the proposed Zoning Text Amendment 
would not result in inadequate emergency access to nearby uses.  
 
Furthermore, the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project analyzed the results of the 
proposed Zoning Text Amendment on the availability of public services such as Police and Fire 
Protection. The analysis within the Initial Study determined that any future increase in events 
resulting from the proposed Zoning Text Amendment would not result in increased demand on 
fire service providers or the Placer County Sherriff’s Office. As such, impacts related to traffic, 
emergency access, and emergency services would not be considered significant.  
 
See Response to Comment 12-5 regarding frequency of events under the Zoning Text Amendment. 
See Response to Comment 12-6 regarding project effects on groundwater supplies. In addition, 
see Responses to Comments 12-1 and 12-2.  
 
See Response to Comment 12-3 above. The Draft EIR does not make any assertion that events 
occurring under the Zoning Text Amendment would be protected by, or conflict with, the County’s 
Right-To-Farm ordinance. Thus, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
With regard to consideration of the No Project Alternative, see Response to Comment 12-2. 
 
Response to Comment 15-16 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. In general, please refer to the 
responses provided above for Letter 5 from Marilyn Jasper, Public Interest Coalition. Specifically, 
with regard to “loophole language”, see Response to Comment 5-34. With regard to roadside 
farms, see Response to Comment 5-33. Roadside farm stands are not covered by the Zoning Text 
Amendment. With regard to promotion of agricultural tourism, see Response to Comment 5-27. 
With regard to consideration of distilleries and cannabis operations, see Response to Comment 5-
33. Lastly, the Zoning Text Amendment does not include any provisions related to operation of 
event centers.  
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Response to Comment 15-17 
 
See Master Response #1. With regard to restaurant uses, see Response to Comment 6-4 above. As 
discussed on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the Zoning Text Amendment would allow for an increase 
in event activity at existing and future study facilities compared to the adopted Winery Ordinance. 
Also see the responses provided above for Letter 14 from Carol Rubin. With regard to the events 
supporting on-site agricultural uses, please refer to Response to Comment 8-7.  
 
Response to Comment 15-18 
 
See Responses to Comments 9-2 and 9-5.  
 
Response to Comment 15-19 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 15-20 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 15-21 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 15-22 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
 
 




