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February 24, 2010

PRMD

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa Ca. 95403

References file Number UPE09-0071

Dear Jim Maertz

The Valley of the Moon Alliance has the following comments on the above referenced proposed project use permit. (Bordigioni Family Winery)
We can understand why the applicant would want to include a Phase One and a Phase Two in a combination use permit to save money and time, etc.; however, we are surprised the PRMD would proceed under this approach. The issues for the proposed Phase One are significantly smaller and different from the issues in Phase Two. The attempt to handle both phases in the same document leads to understating impacts, misses key issues and causes confusing responses. Mitigations and environmental issues can change significantly between phases One and Two developments. Also there will be no opportunities for public and agency input. Future impacts are impossible to determine and we recommend that PRMD only address the phase one proposal at this time. A new use permit request for Phase Two proposal should be requested when it is actually going to be developed.

Local concentration in the general plan 

The cumulative impacts of this proposal and other already approved projects are not addressed.

There is an over-concentration of wineries in this area. Currently the adjacent Annadel winery, located to the west of this property, is approved for a 50,000 case winery, with tasting, tours, caves and retail sales on 37.4 acres. On the east side is the approved Mobius Painter LLC project, which includes an approved use permit for a 125,000-case winery, tours, tasting, sales and 20 events. The concentration is too great to approve another winery in this area without thoroughly examining total, cumulative impacts. The Annadel winery has planted grapes, and will be moving forward with construction their winery. The Mobius Painter development is emerging from bankruptcy and concomitant legal problems and has done very little development under their “vested” use permit. In order to even consider a third winery, either or both of these use permits should be closed/removed/discontinued/adjusted. At the very least, the county should re-evaluate polices of allowing unlimited vested rights in use permits that are not exercised in a timely fashion, regardless of an applicant’s financial exposure.

Cumulative Impacts not considered:

Mitigations proposed do not address cumulative impacts.

Aesthetics (Visual) The project analysis doesn’t reflect build outs of both wineries on each side of this project nor the homes and commercial construction to be done across the street from the proposed project at the Elnoka and Oakmont sites.

Agricultural Resources doesn’t reflect the local concentrations impacts of the three wineries etc.

Air Quality—again cumulative impacts of the concentrations.

Hydrology and Water Quality—impacts of three separate wineries have not be analyzed; see comments below for groundwater concerns.

Noise impacts of three wineries have not been analyzed, especially for the critical August through October production process and the total potential events that could occur.

Transportation/Traffic impacts of build-out in the immediate area have not been reviewed. See further comments of traffic below.

Lighting has not been addressed. The impacts of night lighting for three closely constructed wineries during harvest time or for events have not been addressed. The 2020 general plan has a new element addressing lighting concerns. In Sonoma Valley, we have been trying to maintain the dark night and continue to be able to see stars.

A problem with the current mitigation approach is that they are only looking at each specific project request. We suggest that cumulative impacts should be added to the mitigation process or an EIR should be done for all winery projects.

The impacts of proposed developments at both Oakmont and Elnoka Village have not been addressed.

Traffic Impacts are not addressed adequately in either of the proposed phases.

Phase One is a small winery, 5,000 cases to be produced in an existing barn, and will use the existing driveway. Wine tasting is to be by appointment only, and nothing is said in the application about the number of events already approved. The access driveway to Highway 12 is very dangerous, almost impossible when making a left turn into it. Line of sight in either direction seems to be inadequate. The gate is also secured by an access code and will only handle a couple of cars in the driveway. The existing movement of the homeowner, renters, neighbors, and flower business employees are not adequately evaluated.

In Phase Two, the application does not include an adequate drawing of how the proposed driveway will work in relation to Highway 12. Are there turn lanes planned, deceleration and acceleration lanes, and bike lanes? What will the impact on the traffic on Highway 12 when another signalized entry point is added? How many cars will back up in each direction, etc.? The overall site plan UPI refers to drawings prepared by W-Trans in 2000, but these are not included in the package.

The proposal assumes that access for an entry road will be granted from the Mobius Painter, LLC property. There is no guarantee that will ever happen. This property is currently in a legal struggle and there is a question as to who owns the property. This property has also been approved for a 125,000-case winery, public tours, tasting, retails sales and 20 special events per year on 15.6 acres.

Furthermore, there is no traffic study to support the estimates of traffic projected. Truck use is broken into categories using daily maximum use for one category (Grape Transport) and weekly for other categories (Barrel Delivery and Shipping & Receiving). There should be a consistent unit of measure used. The type of trucks delivering grapes can’t be specifically identified, unless the grapes are coming from out of the area. You see all types of trucks utilized by local grape farmers.

PRMD receives many applications for wineries with tasting rooms, events, etc. What data/standard for traffic volume and visitors does PRMD use to ensure the data provided by the applicant is accurate and reasonable?

Typical operating hours are designated from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. and 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. and are confusing. Are those the production hours, event hours, or tasting room hours? What are the hours planned for production, events and tasting room?

Events:

The existing flower operation is allowed 10 events which are primarily used for weddings. There is also a use permit, UPE07(9)-0128, asking for an additional 25 events. We urge denial of this request because it would become an event center, a significant concentration of business in a small area, impact the two wineries proposed on each side of property and add to the cumulative impacts. See VOTMA concerns in memos attached to the use permit.

In Phase Two, the applicant also requests and additional 20 events; is he trying to get to 55 events on his parcel? This would become more of an event center than an agricultural operation. The applicant also plans to participate in countywide wine events. This could add five to 10 additional events. PRMD should identify the Sonoma Valley /countywide wine events to determine the actual number that occur each year. Increased traffic impacts will occur as visitors to country-wide events travel further up the valley. This impact is not in the traffic calculation.

Visual Impacts:

Phase One will have a small impact, but Phase Two will construct a two-story, 60,000-case winery that will be very visible from the Scenic Highway. It will take many years to cover and hide the production facilities. VOTMA suggests a look at what alternative sites can be considered to reduce the visual impact; i.e., move production and tanks to the back of the property, reduce the size of the winery, bury tanks, etc., what other options can be addressed.

Groundwater:

There is evidence that a well across Highway 12 from the property, in front of Oakmont’s Quail Run development, has in fact decreased from 60 to 17 gallons per minute production capacity. This doesn’t include the impact from future developments across Highway 12. The applicant states that all current and future water needs will be covered by current wells on site. We have no evidence that would confirm the claim, especially without examining the impact on groundwater by the development of the two approved adjacent wineries. The applicant does have has 50% of the water rights on the Quail Run development well. The decrease in groundwater in the well at Quail Run development should prompt a condition of this use permit that requires the applicant to forego water rights to the Quail Run development well.

Planning District 9 land use and planning (General Plan) —

Why is the 1989 General Plan the governing document for this application? We have a 2020 approved General Plan that has been updated by comprehensive review process and approved by the Supervisors. The project may need to be compared to the existing General Plan and not to one developed 21 years ago. The applicant may have to provide more info, data and reports, but the emphases should be placed on providing a project that respects public concerns and fits with the current General Plan goals. Any grandfathered paperwork should be closely reviewed and decisions made on each use permit based on the public good.

To summarize:

This proposed winery will contribute significantly to excessive concentration in a small area. 

The cumulative impacts have not been addressed, and approving both Phase One and Two in one use permit does not address future changes in the area. 

Traffic has not been examined fully in both phases as to data validity and impacts on Hwy. 12.

The number of events should be reduced an appropriate number for both use permit requests/parcel. 

A groundwater issue for the area is a concern and data has not been provided that insures adequacy of water for all that will need it. 

PRMD should examine its position on General Plan comparisons. The focus should be on providing the best possible project from the public position, not the developers. 
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