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15. SolidW-03 Solid Waste-Construction Site. The Owner/Applicant shall provide an adequate number 
of covered receptacles for construction and employee trash to prevent trash & debris from blowing 
offsite, shall ensure waste is picked up weekly or more frequently as needed, and shall ensure site is 
free of trash and debris when construction is complete. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: All plans shall contain notes that the site is to remain trash-free 
throughout construction. TIMING: Prior to building pennit issuance, the Owner/Applicant shall 
designate and provide P&D with the name and phone number of a contact person(s) responsible for 
trash prevention and site clean-up. Additional covered receptacles shall be provided as determined 
necessary by P&D. 

MONITORING: Permit compliance monitoring staff shall inspect periodically throughout grading and 
construction activities and prior to Final Building Inspection Clearance to ensure the construction site is free 
of all trash and debris. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.14 RECREATION 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Document 

a. Conflict with established recreational uses of the X 
area? 

b. Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails? X 

c. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of X 
existing recreational opportunities (e.g., overuse of 
an area with constraints on numbers of people, 
vehicles, animals, etc. which might safely use the 
area)? 

Setting/County Environmental Thresholds: The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no thresholds for 
park and recreation impacts. However, the Board of Supervisors has established a minimum standard ratio of 4.7 
acres of recreation/open space per 1,000 people to meet the needs of a community. The Santa Barbara County 
Parks Depmiment maintains more than 900 acres of parks and open spaces, as well as 84 miles of trails and coastal 
access easements. The proposed project site is accessed fi·om Refugio Rd, and would be considered a fi·ontage 
road for Highway 154. The parks, recreation, and trails section ofthe Santa Ynez Valley COImnunity Plan shows a 
"proposed" on-road trail to be located along Highway 154 and Roblar Ave. 

Impact Discussion: 

(a) Less than Significant. The proposed project site is not located near any established properties or features 
designated by the County for public recreational activity (i.e. pm·ks). The proposed project would result in the 
development of a winelY and related facilities. The population increase associated with project implementation 
would result in less than significant adverse impacts on the quality and quantity of existing recreational 
opportunities, both in the project vicinity and County-wide. 

(b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project would result in the development of a winelY and 
related facilities. Project implementation would not result in any conflicts with established recreational uses of the 
area, including biking, equestrian or hiking trails. The Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan has recognized 
Highway 154 and Roblar Ave. as a future proposed trail route for bikes and cars. The plan describes these on­
road trails as occurring within the already existing public right-of-way along the road shoulder, easements are 
not required. The project site has an agricultural secondmy access drive located off of Roblar Ave. Currently 
the secondmy access and Roblar Ave. 's road-right-of-way (ROW) are unimpeded from such things as 



Vincent Wine})) 09D VP-OOOOO-00034 
Draft MitiRated NeRative Declaration lONGD-OOOOO-00024 

March 21, 20lJ 
PaRe 32 

landscaping, and large entrance gates. In order to ensure that an unimpeded ROW continues to remain along 
Roblar Ave. leaving room for a potential new future road trail, mitigation measure #16 has been added, which 
would reduce the project potential impact to less than significant levels in relation to public trail routes. 

(c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. As noted above, there are no conflicts with established recreational uses of 
the area, including biking, equestrian or hiking trails. The Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan Parks, Recreation, 
and Trails Section depicts a proposed on road trail planned along of Highway 154, Refugio Rd. is considered a 
frontage road which may have the potential to be included as part ofthe proposed Highway 154 road trail, therefore, 
in order to keep this area open for the future installation of the trail; mitigation measure #17 c has been added in the 
Transportation/Circulation Section of this document prohibiting parking for winery uses along Refugio Road and 
Roblar Ave. As a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not affect recreational resources, it would not have a 
cumulatively considerable effect on recreational resources within the County. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: With application of the following measure, the potential to impact a future 
road trail would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

16. Special Condition - Unobstructed Road Right Of Way (ROW). In order to ensure that there is 
adequate space for a future on-road trail along Roblar Ave., the applicant/owner must not impede or 
obstruct the area along the parcel's southem boundary at Roblar Ave. or within the County ROW. This 
area shall be fi'ee of obstructions and large gated access. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: This requirement shall be printed on all construction plans. TIMING: 
Verification to be completed at Final Building Inspection Clearance. 

MONITORING: P&D compliance monitoring staff shall inspect upon Final Building Inspection Clearance to 
ensure area is unobstructed. 

With the incorporation of this measure, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.15 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previons 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. I m)J.1 ct Document 

a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular X 

movement (daily, peak-hour, etc.) in relation to 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system? 

h. A need for private or public road maintenance, or X 

need for new road(s)? 
c. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for X 

new parking? 
d. Substantial impact upon existing transit systems (e.g. X 

bus service) or alteration of present pattems of 
circulation or movement of people and/or goods? 

e. Alteration to waterbome, rail or air traffic? X 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, X 

bicyclists or pedestrians (including shOJi-telm 
construction and long-tenn operational)? 

g. Inadequate sight distance? X 

ingress/egress? X 

general road capacity? X 

emergency access? X 
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Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

h. Impacts to Congestion Management Plan system? X 

Setting/Thresholds: 

The proposed winery would be directly accessed off of Refugio Rd. via RobIaI' Ave. at Highway 154. The 
Bridlewood, Brander and RobIaI' Wineries and the proposed TTT Winery are located within the immediate vicinity 
of the proposed project site. Highway 154 would be the primary route to gain access to the proposed winelY. 
Traffic would be coming from the nOl1h (Central California residents), south (Santa Barbara and Southem 
California residents), and west (Valley residents). State Highway 154 is an approximately 32 mile segment of 
highway which terminates at both ends of US Highway 101. One endpoint tenninates in the City of Santa Barbara 
and the other endpoint tenninates north of the unincorporated area of Los Olivos. The majority of Highway 154 
has a single travel lane in each direction, with left turn lanes provided at most major intersections, including RobiaI' 
Ave. There is only one stop sign on Highway 154 at Edison St., 1.4 miles away from RobIaI' Ave. The section of 
Highway 154 near the project site is posted with a 55 miles per hour (mph) speed limit. The majority of expected 
winelY visitors would be coming from the Southern Califomia region, and Highway 154's nOl1h and south routes 
would be utilized to get to Roblar Ave. Once on Highway 154 the visitors would be able to utilize the 524 foot 
left-hand turn lane coming from the nOl1h, and the 12 foot wide shoulder to make a right-hand turn, onto Roblar 
Ave. Currently Refugio Rd. meets illLsight distance requirements, width requirements and emergency access 
requirements. 

The primmy factor influencing efficiency of operation of a roadway system is the adequacy of intersection 
design and operation. Operating conditions are described by level-of-service (LOS), which is derived by 
comparing traffic volumes. with roadway capacity. LOS A represents the best traffic operation, while LOS F 
represents the worst. The Public Works Transportation Division, as depicted in Table 12, pg. 80 of the Santa Ynez 
Valley Community Plan, recognizes the intersection of Highway 154 and RobIaI' Ave. as having a design capacity 
to hold of 11,600 average daily trips (ADT). CUlTently the intersections roadway operating level is shown to have 
only 2,100 ADT (figure 12b, pg. 77 SYVCP), which would be considered to be operating at an "A" Level-of­
Service (LOS) during off-peak hours. County adopted peak hour traffic (PHT) times fall between the hours of 
6:00a.m. - 9:00a.m., and then again between 4:00 p.m. -6:00 p.m. Any other trips between these two times are 
considered average daily trips (ADT). 

According to the County's Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a significant traffic impact would 
occur when: 

a. The addition of project traffic to an intersection increases the volume to capacity (V /C) ratio by the value 
provided below: 

Table 67: Acceptable Capacity Increase 

LEVEL OF SERVICE INCREASE IN VOLUME/CAPACITY 
(including project) GREATER THAN 
A 
B 
C 

0.20 
0.15 
0.10 

b. Project access to a major road or m1erial road would require a driveway that would create an unsafe 
situation, or would require a new traffic signal or major revisions to an existing traffic signal. 

c. Project adds traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, road side ditches, sharp 
curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or receives use which would be 
incompatible with substantial increases in traffic (e.g. rural roads with use by farm equipment, 
livestock, horseback riding, or residential roads with heavy pedestrian or recreational use, etc.) that 



T'incent "Vinel)' 09DVP-00000-00034 
Draft Mitigated Negaiive Declaration 10NGD-00000-00024 

March 21.2011 
Page 34 

will become potential safety problems with the addition of project or cumulative traffic. Exceeding 
the roadway capacity designated in the Circulation Element may indicate the potential for the 
occurrence of the above impacts. 

d. Project traffic would utilize a substantial portion of an intersection(s) capacity where the intersection is 
currently operating at acceptable levels of service (A-C) but with cumulative traffic would degrade to 
or approach LOS D (V/C 0.81) or lower. Substantial is defined as a minimum change of 0.03 for 
intersections which would operate from 0.80 to 0.85 and a change of 0.02 for intersections which 
would operate from 0.86 to 0.90, and 0.01 for intersections operating at anything lower. 

Impact Discussion: 

The traffic section analysis derives from the following sources: 1) Field analvsis completed by Will Robelison, 
Public Works Senior TranspOliation Planner, on JanuaJY 19,2011; 2) the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan 
(SYVCP-adopted 2009); 3) a County authorized area-wide winery traffic count completed by Penfield & 
Smith in the early 2000's; and 4) The SYVCP Environmental Impact RepOli (EIR-Traffic Section 4.4 
celiified 2009). The SYVCP and its EIR utilize infollnation from a traffic study completed by Associated 
Traffic Engineers (ATE) in April of 2008, this document can be found in Appendix D of the SYCP EIR. 

As demonstrated in Figure 3 below there are two major intersections that are expected to be used to gain access 
to the Vincent WinelY: 1) RobiaI' Ave. and Highway 154; and 2) Edison/Baseline Ave. and Highway 154. 
There are alternative ways to gain access to the site (i.e. Armour Ranch Road, Figueroa Mountain Rd.), though 
it would not be expected, as these routes would take additional time and are long distances away, prolonging 
destination to the proposed project. The traffic circulation impacts from these alternative routes are expected 
to be negligible. 

Figure 3-Expected Intersections to be Utilized for Vincent Winery (SYVCP TbI. 12 pg. 88) 
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proposed Vincent Winery 
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(a) Less than Significant with mitigation. The sum of all proposed uses onsite, including operation of the 
vineyard, special events, and administrative functions would generate a maximum of +9-§. 154 daily trips 
("worst case scenario") on weekends. Based on daily operating bases the proposed project would add ~25 
average daily trips to area roadways on the weekdays, Monday - Friday(Penfield and Smith traffic count-
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worksheet - Attachment 5). The four tables (S.la, S.l b, S.2a, & S.2b) below demonstrate how the proposed project 
would affect the circulation county thresholds and traffic circulation in the vicinity. 

Table 7: Trip Generation 

JNeel~eHa ~~ermal 

Days er Business 
PROPOSED TRAFFIC 

AD+ Pm Days with 
Maximum trip generation 

Eveffis 

~ 
Sj3eeial E','ents er \Veeltena Tasting Reem ADT B4 

D • • 1 DlJ'T' 4 4+ 4 ~'Uj-H~. __ ~ ~ ~~ ~ 

'T' •• .Ir 'T' •• ' An'T' :;!. :;!. 
-~ ",," -"-'-' !-'u--=-~ --"=-

nT, .alrrl '" 'T', 1) All'T' ~ ~ _- "c~~, -~ '~'-'-' " '-'::' ~ 

Trij3 Generatien Tetals M 4 +% M 

Daily operations: (27 ADT + 4 PHT)12100 - 0,017 inel'ease to yolume eapaeity 
'''eelwnds and Day of Special Eyents: (154 ADT + 41 PHT)/2100 0.093 inerease to yolume eapaeity 
(''wOl'st ease seenario") 

Table 8.la: Acce !ltable Roadwav Capacity ADT Increase - Normal Winery Operations 
ROADWAY ADT FOR CURRENT EXPECTED ADDITIONAL SYVCP CONSISTENT 

ROADWAY ADT FOR NORMAL ACCEPTABLE 
SEGMENT WINERY OPERATIONS (25 CAPACITY 

ADD (LOS B) 

EDISON / 1,900 W ofHWY 154 1,925 W ofHWY 154 8,120 YES 
BASELINE 

1,400 E ofHWY 154 1,425 E ofHWY 154 8,120 

ROBLARI ALAMO 1,500 W ofHWY 154 1,525 W ofHWY 154 8,120 YES 
PINTADO 

2,100 E ofHWY 154 2,125 E ofHWY 154 8,120 

HIGHWAY 154 7100-8100 7,189-9,189 13,930 YES 

Table 8.lb: Acceptable Roadwav Capacity ADT Increase - Special Events 
ROADWAY ADT FOR CURRENT EXPECTED ADDITIONAL SYVCP CONSISTENT 

ROADWAY ADT FOR SPECIAL ACCEPTABLE 
SEGMENT EVENTS CAPACITY 

(154 ADT) (LOS B) 
EDISON / 1,900 W ofHWY 154 2,054 W ofHWY 154 8,120 YES 
BASELINE 

1,400 E ofHWY 154 1,554 E ofHWY 154 

ROBLARI ALAMO 1,500 W ofHWY 154 1,654 W ofHWY 154 8,120 YES 
PINTADO 

2,100 E ofHWY 154 2,254 E of HWY 154 

HIGHWAY 154 7100-8100 7,189-9,189 NORTH/SOUTH 13,930 YES 
Taken from SYVCP- FIGURE 12b. Santa Ynez Valley 2008 Traffic Volumes and TABLE 12: Santa Ynez Valley 
Roadway Classifications 

Table 8.2a: Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service Normal Winery Operations - Core 
System 
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INTERSECTION CONTROL P.M. PEAK HOUR 
INTERSECTION 
CAPACITY 
UTILIZATION OR 
DELA Y (4-6 PM) 

SR 154/ROBLAR 2-WAY 19.9 SEC 
SYVCPEIR STOP SIGN 

Comguter Generated 

SR 154/ROBLAR 2-WAY 11.31 SEC 
Field Survey: STOP SIGN 
Will Robertson 1121111 

SR 154IBASELINEI 4-WAY 12.0 SEC 
EDISON SYVCP EIR STOP SIGN 
Comguter Generated 

T bl 82b E . f P k H a e : XIS Illt! ea I t f L our n ersec IOn eve S 0 
INTERSECTION CONTROL P.M. PEAK HOUR 

INTERSECTION 
CAPACITY 
UTILIZATION OR 
DELAY (4-6 PM} 

SR 154/ROBLAR SYVC 2-WAY 19.9 SEC 
EIR STOP SIGN 
Computer Generated 
SR 154IROBLAR 2-WAY 11.31 SEC 
Field Survey: Will STOP SIGN 
Robertson 1121111 
SR 154/BASELINEI 4-WAY 12.0 SEC 
EDISON SYVCP EIR STOP SIGN 
Com];!uter Generated 

LOS CONSISTENT CONSISTENT 
WITHSYVCP WITH COUNTY 

ADOPTED 
THRESHOLDS 

.c NO YES 

a YES YES 

a YES YES 
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ADDITION OF 
4PHT 
BETWEEN 
4-5 PM 

4PHT ADDED 
TO EXISTING I 17 
(117+4=12 I}/I 17 
(12111171- (I 1711171=0.034 
0.035< 0.10 INCREASE 
4PHT ADDED 
TO EXISTING 117 
(117+4=1 21111 17 
(12111171- (11711171=0.034 
0.034< 0.15 INCREASE 
4PHT ADDED 
TO EXISTING lIS 
(lIS+4=12211lIS 
(l22/1IS)-IIS/11S=0.033 
0.033< 0.15 INCREASE 

fS ervlce S . IE t C mecla jven s- S t ore ,vs em 
LOS CONSISTENT 63 PHT BETWEEN 

WITHSYVCP 4-5 PM 

Q NO NQ 

f! YES NO 

f! YES NO 

In general, the number of win elY visitors for the Vincent WinelY's tasting room is expected to minimally increase 
traffic (4 peak hour trips, 25 average daily trips) as most patrons are already in the area visiting existing wineries 
(i.e. Bridlewood, Brander and Roblar wineries). Traffic at this intersection during non-peak-hours is maintained at 
an acceptable level-of-service (LOS) and nonnal winelY operations should minimally affect traffic circulation at 
that intersection. 

On weekends the trip rates are expected to be higher (154 ADT) because of the potential of a special events 
occurring and weekend visitors. It is anticipated that for any large event, there will be shOIi lived congestion at 
the local intersections as the events commence and let out. In general, special events are conducted during the 
weekend (i.e. wedding receptions), where traffic flow is more evenly dispersed tlu'oughout the day. Currently 
the County does not have an adopted criteria standard for weekend traffic conditions. The County adopted 
criteria for monitoring traffic circulation is based on commute peak hour trips (M-F), which are considered to be 
the most traffic congested time. 

The current County approved monitoring analysis to gauge traffic circulation centers around weekday PM 
peak hour operations, typically from 4:00-6:00 p.m. On January 19, 2011 during evening peak hour traffic 
rush, Mr. Robelison, Public Works Senior TranspOIiation Planner, completed a field analysis of the Roblar 
Ave. and Highway 154 intersection. The analysis focused on: 1) the traffic count; and 2) the average stopped 
time for a vehicle to complete safe passage through the intersection. Mr. RobeIison found that this intersection 
does not experience significant delays on the weekday PM peak-hour-traffic. His analysis showed that entering 
and exiting through all passages were maintained at a LOS A, except for the left hand turn off Roblar Ave. 
onto Highway 154 going towards Santa Barbara. It is currently operating at a LOS B with an average stopped 
time of 11.31 seconds. When utilizing the information taken from both the traffic studies within SYVCP EIR and 
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Mr. Robeltson Field Survey (summarized above), the inclusion of the proposed special events commencing or 
ending during peak-hour-times demonstrates the potential to elevate both the Roblar Ave. and Edison/Baseline 
Ave. intersection thresholds to an LOS greater than class "B". The SYVCP policy is to maintain intersection 
within the valley at a minimum LOS B. Therefore condition # 17b has been added restricting the proposed 
project's special events from commencing or ending during peak-hour traffic times (6:00-9:00 a.m. and 4:00-6:00 

lUI!J 

Potential Impacts to the Street System. As shown above the project's contribution to traffic at this intersection, on 
a daily operational basis, represents a negligible increase over existing traffic levels and would not exceed the 0.20 
threshold of significance given for an "A" LOS intersection. even '.vith the ''';vorst case scenario 

The project does not propose unsafe driveways; impede pedestrian, bicycle, or transit access; nor would it 
otherwise cause or exacerbate an unsafe traffic condition. 

(b) Less than Significant. Need for New Roads or Road Maintenance. Traffic that would be generated by the 
project would not result in significant impacts to public streets that would require new roads or a significant 
amount of increased roadway maintenance. 

(c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Parking. All winery developments with a special event component have 
a standard condition to require parking attendants, valets, and signs directing traffic onsite during the special events 
in order to reduce the potential for traffic hazards on and off the site. Highway 154 is a major roadway within 
Santa Barbara County which directly accesses Roblar Ave. and Refugio Rd. If overflow parking from the winery 
uses were to occur in this area sight-distance for entering and exiting Roblar Ave. from Highway 154 has the 
potential to be impaired by the parked cars causing potential safety impacts. Therefore, a mitigation measure 
requiring that all overflow parking for events be accommodated on-site and that parking along Refugio Road is 
prohibited has been added in as mitigation meaSlwe #17. The proposed project would be required to provide all 
required parking spaces on-site, and out of the road right-of-way reducing potential sight-distance impairment 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

(d, e) Less than Significant. Transit. The proposed project would not result 111 significant transit- or 
transportation-related impacts. 

(f, g) Less than Significant wUh Nlitigation. Traffic Hazards and Emergency Access. The daily operational use of 
the winery would not create a traffic hazard for motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, or transit users, or affect 
emergency access. However, during special events, the use of the shoulder of Refugio Rd. and Roblar Ave. for 
additional parking demands may have the potential to create traffic hazard impacts. Mitigation requiring that~ 
all special events (with the exception of aJillual Vinters Spring Celebration and Fall Harvest festivals) for the 
proposed project be coordinated with sUll'ounding wineries to eliminate/minimize simultaneous events generating 
peak hour traffic on area roadways and intersections; and b) all over flow parking for events be restricted to on-site 
and prohibited on Refugio Rd. and Roblar Ave would reduce potentially significant impacts to less than 
significant levels. Additionally, a County approved Parking Management Plan (mitigation measure #17) would 
be required that indicates the location of overflow parking, the emergency access points and access ways, and 
includes the onsite parking coordinator contact name and telephone number. Inclusion of this would ensure sight 
distances remain adequate along Roblar Ave. and Refugio Rd. reducing potential traffic hazard impacts. 

Refugio Rd. is approximately 90 feet away £i'om Highway 154 on Roblar Ave. During special events under the 
assumption that the attendees would all an'ive aJ'Olll1d the same time and utilize the main entrance off of Refugio 
Rd., the potential to congest this area and cause traffic delays would be present. Therefore mitigation measure #17 
has been augmented, requiring that during special events the attendees utilize the existing agricultural access 
instead of the main entrance gate. This would move the entrance for special event traffic approximately 600 feet 
north of Highway 1541R0biar Ave. intersection, thereby reducing potential traffic hazaJ'd impacts to less than 
significant levels. 

(h) No impacts. Congestion Management Plan. The project would not generate more than the 500 ADT and 50 
PHT required to be considered an impact to the Congestion Management Plan. 
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The County's Environmental Thresholds and the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, in pmi, define the point 
at which a project's contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project 
level. 

The Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan (SYVCP) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR), adopted 2009, 
identify potential cumulative impacts associated with 10- and 20-year build-out scenarios. Mitigation 
measures associated with these impacts have been incorporated into the SYVCP as Development Standards for 
implementing adopted Goals and Policies. These Development Standards address Policies regarding roadways 
and intersections (Policies CIRC-SYV -1, -2, -8, -10, and -11). Other impacts have been addressed in the 
Statement of Over-riding Considerations. Revisions to the recently-adopted plan based on changes in traffic 
roadway volumes and intersection operations have not been identified and would be prepared by the 
TranspOliation Division of Public Works and the Long Range Planning division of P&D, under the Board of 
Supervisors direction. Exhibits and identify existing and proposed wineries, and surrounding vineyards 
respectively, in the vicinity of the proposed project. As indicated on these exhibits, numerous additional 
discretionmy permit applications for wineries could be submitted, each of which would contribute additional 
traffic to area roadways and intersections. The proposed project does not trigger the volume capacity thresholds 
requiring intersection improvements, the SYVCP EIR recognizes that there m'e foreseeable future potential 
impacts which may cause a decline in the LOS at the SR 154IRobiar Ave. intersection, along with many other 
intersection throughout the valley at development build-out. 

There are four wineries in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project. Upon approval of the Vincent 
project, as well as the pending TTT Winery nearby, there would be a total of six wineries within a 1 mile 
radius of the proposed project site, each of which could have events at the same time, In addition. sl\l1'Olll1ding 
propeliies could conduct private events with up to 300 attendees simultaneous with these events. Though the 
probability is low, such a concentration of events would cause traffic delays at nearby intersections, resulting 
in increased stop times during this period. Project specific mitigation measure 17.a would ensure that 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project are reduced to less than significant levels. 

In this instance the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for traffic, Therefore, the 
project's contribution to the regionally significant traffic congestion is not considerable, and is less than 
signifieant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: The following mitigation measure would reduce the project's transpOliation 
impacts to a less than significant level. With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less 
than significant. 

17a. Special Condition - Restriction of Special Event Hours of Operation. In order to maintain adequate 
levels-of-service during peak hour travel times at the intersections located at: 1) Roblar Ave. and Highway 
154; and 2) BaselinelEdison Ave. and Highway 154; the owner/applicant shall ensure that for each special 
event: 

a) There is no simultaneous special event at the Roblar, Bridlewood, Beckman, or Brander Wineries. 
Exceptions may be made on request for annual Vinters Spring Celebration and/or Fall Harvest 
festivals); and 

b) Commencement and ending hours do not interfere with the weekday peak hour traffic (6:00-9:00 a.m. 
and 4:00-6:00 p.m. weekdays). 

PLAN REQUIREMENTSITIMING: 30 days prior to each special event the applicant/owner shall 
provide Pennit Compliance with written notice of the date of the event, the type of event, number of 
attendees, start time and ending time of the event, as well as, the measures that would be taken to adhere to 
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the required Parking Management Plan. In addition, the applicant shall confirm that the selected date does 
not coincide with any special event at any of the four wineries listed above. The applicant to provide the 
above infonnation in a fonn to be developed in consultation with P&D. 

MONITORING: Pelmit Compliance shall review and monitor the submitted infOlmational worksheet 111 a 
manner which is available to interested parties. 

17b. Special Condition - Refugio Rd. and Roblar Ave. Parking Restriction / Parking Management Plan: 
In order to prevent potential safety impacts from parked vehicles, no project related parking shall be 
allowed along Refugio Rd. and Roblar Ave. During special events the owner/applicant shall ensure that 
the attendees utilize the existing agricultural access instead of the main entrance gate. If the parking 
demand exceeds the supply provided by the designated spaces, vehicles may be parked in other available 
areas on site (e.g. along interior agricultural roads, etc.) so long as they are outside of the emergency access 
corridors as indicated on a Parking Management Plan. Where appropriate as detennined by P&D and the 
fire depmiment "no parking" signs, and/or other emergency access way designations shall be installed 
onsite. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The applicant shall provide P&D with a Parking Management Plan that 
includes this parking restriction and indicates on a site plan where additional pm'king would be located. 
This plan shall include the required emergency access ways where no parking is to be allowed. This Plan 
shall indicate the name and telephone number of the onsite contact person responsible for pm'king 
management. TIMING: This Parking Management Plan shall be submitted to P&D and the Fire 
Department for review mId approval prior to issuance of a zoning clearance pennit for the winely. All 
required emergency access way designations shall be installed prior to occupancy clem'ance 

MONITORING: Pennit Compliance shall ensure that all elements of the Parking Management Plan are installed 
prior to occupancy clearance for the winery, and shall respond to complaints. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.16 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of X 
water movements, in either marine or fresh waters? 

h. Changes in percolation rates, drainage pattems or the X 
rate and amount of surface water runoff? 

c. Change in the amount of sUlface water in any water X 
body? 

d. Discharge, directly or through a stOlm drain system, X 

into sUlface waters (including but not limited to 
wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks, 
streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays, 
ocean, etc) or alteration of sUlface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity, or thermal water pollution? 

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or X 

need for private or public flood control projects? 



Vincent Winel)' 09DVP-00000-00034 March 21,2011 
Page 40 DraO Mitigated Negative DeclarationlONGD-00000-00024 

Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

f. Exposure of people or property to water related X 

hazards such as flooding (placement of project in 100 
year flood plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis, sea 
level rise, or seawater intrusion? 

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of X 

groundwater? 
h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either X 

through direct additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or 
recharge intelference? 

i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater X 

basin? Or, a significant increase in the existing 
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin? 

j. The substantial degradation of groundwater quality X 

including saltwater intrusion? 
Ii:. Substantial reduction in the amount of water X 

otherwise available for public water supplies? 
I. Introduction of storm water pollutants (e.g., oil, X 

grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments, pathogens, 
etc.) into groundwater or surface water? 

Setting: The subject property is located within the Santa Ynez Uplands Groundwater Basin. The Santa Ynez 
Valley Community Plan discusses the evaluations done on this basin with the most current studies showing 
that the Santa Ynez Uplands basin is not in a state of overdraft. 

Water Quality Thresholds: 
A significant water quality impact is presumed to occur if the project: 

• Is located within an urbanized area of the county and the project construction or redevelopment 
individually or as a pm1 of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb one (1) or more 
acres of land; 

• Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25% or more; 

• Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel; 

• Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding non-native 
vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or wetlands; 

;> Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated under 
the NPDES Phase I industrial stonn water regulations (facilities with effluent limitation; 
manufacturing; mineral, metal, oil and gas, hazardous waste, treatment or disposal facilities; landfills; 
recycling facilities; steam electric plants; transpOl1ation facilities; treatment works; and light industrial 
activity); 

• Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set fOl1h in the applicable NPDES 
permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs the 
beneficial uses l of a receiving water body; 

I Beneficial uses for Santa Barbara County are identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central 
Coastal Basin, or Basin Plan, and include (among otllers) recreation, agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, fresh water habitat, estuarine habitat, 
support for rare, threatened or endangered species, preservation of biological habitats of special significance. 
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• Results in a discharge of pollutants into an "impaired" water body that has been designated as such by 
the State Water Resources Control Board or the RWQCB under Section 303 (d) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or 

• Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the RWQCB. 

Water Resources Thresholds 

A project is detennined to have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed established tlu'eshold 
values which have been set for each over drafted groundwater basin. These values were determined based on an 
estimation of a basin's remaining life of available water storage. If the project's net new consumptive water use 
[total consumptive demand adjusted for recharge less discontinued historic use] exceeds the tlu'eshold adopted for 
the basin, the project's impacts on water resources are considered significant. 

A project is also deemed to have a significant effect on water resources if a net increase in pumpage from a well 
would substantially affect production or quality from a nearby well. 

Impact Discussion 

(a, e-g) Less than Significant. The proposed project would not result in a change in the course or direction of 
nearby bodies of water, as the subject parcel is located approximately 1.1 miles from any body of water (Alamo 
Pintado Creek). The project would not alter the flow of flood waters and would not cause the need for public flood 
control improvements. The proposed project would not alter the direction and rate of flow of groundwater. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

(b-d) Less than Significant. The project would create minor amounts of additional storm water runoff as a result of 
newly constructed impenneable smfaces (i.e. structures, driveways, patios, etc.) but would remain under the 25% 
impervious smface tlu'eshold allowed. County regulations require new development to incorporate Low Impact 
Development (LID) standards ifnew development exceeds 0.5 acres of impervious surfaces. The proposed project 
would create an additional 8,500 square feet (0.2 acre) of impervious smfaces. LID standards such as, pervious 
parking areas and an onsite detention basin have been incorporated into the proposed project design. Construction 
activities such as grading could also potentially create temporary runoff and erosion problems. However the 
owner/applicant would be required to adhere to standard County grading, erosion, and drainage-control measures 
upon grading permit issuance ensuring that no significant increase of erosion or stonn water runoff would occur. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

(g-i, 1<) Less than Significant. The project would be supplied water from a private well, which receives its water 
from the Santa Ynez Upland groundwater basin. Since the volume of water extracted amlUally does not exceed its 
safe yield, tl1is basin is not over drafted. According to the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds 
and Guidelines Manual, this basin has an established threshold of 61 AFY. The proposed use of septic systems 
would contribute in an adverse but less than significant manner to regional degradation of groundwater quality. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 8: Vincent Winery Estimated Water Demand (Acre Feet per Year): 

Wine Production: 
7,000 cases/year x 2.4 gal/case x 15 gal water/gal wine = 252,000 ga1/325,000 gal = O.77AFY 

Employees: 
20 gal/day/employee (Uniform Plumbing Code) x 14 employees (max) x 365 days/325,000 gal = 0.31 AFY 

Wine Tasting and Special Events: 
150 guests/special event x 9 gal/guest (Uniform Plumbing Code) x 8 events/325,000 gal = 0.03 AFY 
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Approximately I-acre of landscaping (Table 8b of the Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual) = 1 
AFY 
Total Water Demand: 2.36 AFY 

(j) Less than significant impact with mitigation. The applicant proposes to utilize septic systems for wineIY, 
employee and patron waste water removal, which could have the potential to adversely affect groundwater quality 
if not properly designed. However, the facility would be required to confOlm to the requirements of the Califomia 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region, for wastewater treatment, which would ensure that 
no significant impact would occur. Use of the reclaimed process water for crop irrigation could also have a 
potential health impact if quality control standards are not maintained. With application of a measure requiring 
that Regional Board penn its for the facility be obtained prior to issuance of a Zoning Clearance (mitigation 
measure #19), potential impacts on sUlface or ground water quality would be mitigated to a less than significant 
level. 

(I) Less than significant impact with mitigation. The proposed project could adversely affect sUlface water quality 
by increasing the volume and decreasing the quality of storm water nmoff. The project would involve the use of 
feltilizers, pesticides, and household cleaners and chemicals. Runoff from driveways and/or parking lots could 
introduce oil and other hydrocarbons into drainage facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation measure #18, #20 and #8 requiring the incorporation of Best Management Practices (BMP's), and 
the implementation of a Stonn Water Quality Management Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project's 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this 
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for water resources. Therefore, 
the project's contribution to the regionally significant issues of water supplies and water quality is not 
considerable, and is less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: With application of the following measures, the water resource impacts of the 
project would be mitigated to a less than significant level. With the incorporation of these measures, residual 
impacts would be less than significant. 

18. WatConv-05 Equipment Washout-Construction. The Owner/Applicant shall designate a washout 
area(s) for the washing of concrete trucks, paint, equipment, or similar activities to prevent wash water 
from discharging to the storm drains, street, drainage ditches, creeks, or wetlands. Note that polluted 
water and materials shall be contained in this area and removed from the site bi-monthly. The area 
shall be located at least 100 feet from any storm drain, waterbody or sensitive biological resources. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Owner/Applicant shall designate the P&D approved location on all 
Zoning Clearance, Grading and Building permits. TIMING: The Owner/Applicant shall install the 
area prior to commencement of construction. 

MONITORING: P&D compliance monitoring staff shall ensure compliance prior to and throughout 
construction. 

19. Special Condition - Process Wastewater System: Prior to issuance of the Zoning Clearance, evidence 
of final plans for design of project septic systems approval from Regional Water Quality Control 
Board or County Environmental Health Services shall be provided. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: Planning and Development will require proof of a submitted application 
in to Environmental Health. 
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MONITORING: Planning and Development will review plans, in COnfOllTIanCe with Environmental Health or 
Regional Board approvals. 

20. NPDES-18 Storm Water Retention-Driveway Design. To reduce stOilTI water runoff, allow for 
infiltration, reduce pollutants and minimize degradation of storm water quality from development, 
parking lots and other paved surfaces the Owner! Applicant shall use one of the following driveway 
designs: paving only under wheels, flared driveway, or use of penneable surfaces for temporary or 
non-permanent parking areas. 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Owner/Applicant shall include the driveway design, including 
materials building plans and as needed on grading plans depicted graphically. 

MONITORING: P&D compliance monitoring staff shall site inspect for installation prior to Final Building 
Inspection Clearance. 
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5.0 INFORMATION SOURCES 
5.1 County Departments Consulted (itnderline): 

Police, Fire, Public Works, Flood Control, Parks, Environmental Health, Special Districts, 
Regional Programs, Other: _____________________ _ 

5.2 Comprehensive Plan (check those sources used): 

~ 
Seismic Safety/Safety Element 
Open Space Element 
Coastal Plan and Maps 
ERME 

5.3 Other Sources (check those s01lrces used): 

x 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

Field work 
Calculations 
Project plans 
Traffic studies 
Records 
Grading plans 
Elevation, architectural renderings 
Published geological map/reports 
Topographical maps 

~ 
Conservation Element 

X Noise Element 
X Circulation Element 

Ag Preserve maps 
Flood Control maps 
Other teclmical references 

(reports, survey, etc.) 
X Planning files, maps, repOlis 
X Zoning maps 
X Soils maps/repOlis 

Plant maps 
X Archaeological maps and repOlis 
X Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan 

March 21,2011 
Page 44 

6.0 PROJECT SPECIFIC (short- and long-term) AND CUMULATIVE 
IMPACT SUMMARY 

I. Project-Specific Impacts which are of unlmown significance levels (Class I): None 

II. Project Specific Impacts which are potentially significant but can be mitigated to less than significant 
levels (Class II): Aesthetics / Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, Fire Protection, Geological 
Process, Hazardous Materials / Risk of Upset, Noise, Public Recreation, TranspOltation / Circulation 
and Water Resources, 

III. Potentially significant adverse cumulative impacts: None 

7.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 

1. Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self­
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, contribute significantly to greenhouse gas 
emISSIons or significantly ll1crease energy 
consumption, or eliminate impOltant examples of the 
major periods of Califomia histOlY or prehistOlY? 

Signil: 

Less than 
Signif. 
with 

Mitigation 

Less 
Than 

Signif. 

X 

No 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 
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Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Sigllif. 

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-
term to the disadvantage of long-tenD environmental 
goals? 

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other ClllTent projects and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

4. Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

5. Is there disagreement suppOlied by facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expeli 
opinion supPOlied by facts over the significance of an 
effect which would wan-ant investigation in an EIR ? 

8.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES: N/A 

Less than 
Signif. Less 
with Than 

Mitigation Signif. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No 
Impact 
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Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

9.0 INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE 
SUBDIVISION, ZONING AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
REQUIREMENTS 

Zoning 

The proposed project is consistent with the requirements of the Santa Barbara County Land Use and 
Development Code (Inland Zoning Ordinance). The proposed AG-I-20 zoning of the site allows for the uses 
and densities proposed. 

Comprehensive Plan 

The project will be subject to all applicable requirements and policies under the Santa Barbara County Land 
Use and Development Code, and the County's Comprehensive Plan. This analysis will be provided in the 
fOlihcoming Staff RepOli. The following policies will be included but are not limited to the project: 

1. Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan 
2. Land Use Development Policy #4 
3. Hillside & Watershed Protection Policies # 1,2,3,5,6,7 
4. Historical and Archaeological Policies # 2, 3,5 
5. Visual Resources Policies # 2,5 



Vincent Winery 09DVP-00000-00034 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration IONGD-OOOOO-00024 

10.0 RECOMMENDATION BY P&D STAFF 

On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of Planning and Development: 
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Finds that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, 
reconunends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared. 

~ Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 
be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated into the REVISED 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially significant impacts. Staff 
recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND fmding is based on the assumption that mitigation 
measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable a revised Initial Study finding for the 
preparation of an EIR may result. 

Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and recommends that 
an EIR be prepared. 

Finds that from existing documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document (containing updated 
and site-specific infOlmation, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 15162115163/15164 should be prepared. 

Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas: 

X With Public Hearing __ Without Public Hearing 

PREVIOUS DOCUMENT: 

PROJECT EV ALUATOR:_--'T:o.,:a=m=m=-'-y-'W..:....e=b=e:=.,.r ________ _ DATE: October 18,2010 

11.0 DETERMINATION BY ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING OFFICER 
I agree with staff conclusions. Preparation of the appropriate docLlment may proceed. 
I DO NOT agree with staff conclusions. The following actions will be taken: 
I require co Itation . er infonnation prior to making my detelmination. 

iI:!>,. 

Ir!~~ (Jl /.@IO 
INITIAL STUDY DATE: f 

~----~~~----------

Optional: 
SIGNATURE: 

-;:-----,fir_----,.-----, NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE: ------------
1 a ~ 't ~ til 

REVISION DATE: J ~ Ig 
--------------~~-------

SIGNAT FINAL NEGA TlVE DECLARA TION DATE: ------

12.0 ATTACHMENTS (Choose/rom Of' add to this list as appropl'iatej 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site, Floor Elevation and Landscape Plans 
3. Urbemis-Air Quality 
4. APCD Fugitive Dust Control Measures 
5. Computer Generated Traffic Count Analysis (Penfield and Smith) 
6. Comments Received 
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10/15/201011:02:43 AM 

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day) 

File Name: 

Project Name: Vincent Winery 

Project Location: California StaJe-wide 

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006 

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES 

ROG NOx co 802 PM10 Dust PM1 0 Exhaust 

2007 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 6.04 43.98 26.73 0.00 0.22 2.71 

2008 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 7.08 52.05 30.93 0.00 0.22 3.24 

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES 

ROG NOx CO S02 PM10 

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 0.13 0.03 1.56 0.00 0.01 

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES 

ROG NOx CO S02 PM10 

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.02 1.51 13.34 0.01 2.28 

CJI 
P 

PM10 PM2.5 Dust 

2.93 0.05 

3.46 0.05 

PM2.5 CO2 

0.01 10.81 

PM2.5 CO2 

0.44 1,320.72 

PM2.5 
Exhaust 

2.49 

2.98 

PM2.5 

2.54 

3.03 

C02 

3,657.73 

4,562.50 
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10/15/2010 11 :02:43 AM 

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES 

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 

C.5T 
e:s-

ROG 

1.15 

NOx 

1.54 

CO S02 

14.90 0.01 

PM10 

2.29 

PM2.5 

0.45 

C02 

1,331.53 



Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District 

ATTACHMENT A 
FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL MEASURES 

These measures are required for all projects involving earthmoving activities regardless of the project size or 
duration. Proper implementation of these measures is assumed to fully mitigate fugitive dust emissions. 

• During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement 
damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this should include wetting 
down such areas in the late morning and after work is completed for the day. Increased watering 
frequency should be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should 
be used whenever possible. However, reclaimed water should not be used in or around crops for 
human consumption. 

• Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce on site vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less. 

• If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material is involved, soil stockpiled for more than 
two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. 
Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be tarped from the point of origin. 

• Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto public roads. 

e After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, treat the disturbed area by 
watering, or revegetating, or by spreading soil binders until the area is paved or otherwise 
developed so that dust generation will not occur. 

• The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program 
and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties 
shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The name and 
telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control District prior to 
land use clearance for map recordation and land use clearance for finish grading of the structure. 

Plan Requirements: All requirements shall be shown on grading and building plans and as a note 
on a separate information sheet to be recorded with map. Timing: Requirements shall be shown 
on plans or maps prior to land use clearance or map recordation. Condition shall be adhered to 
throughout all grading and construction periods. 

MONITORING: Lead Agency shall ensure measures are on project plans and maps to be 
recorded. Lead Agency staff shall ensure compliance onsite. APCD inspectors will respond to 
nuisance complaints. 



RATES 
Week Day 

ADT Criteria PHT 
Facility Size 

2.49 (per 1,000 s.f.) 0.75 
4.79 FTE 0.61 
0.44 Vineyard Acreage 0.15 
0.33 Property Acreage 0.11 

Tasting Room size 
44.45 (per 1,000 s.f.) 4.8 
1.85 Per 1,000 cases 0.46 

Week End 
Facility Size 

17.12 (per 1,000 s.f.) 4.53 
41.36 FTE 11.33 
1.67 Vineyard Acreage 0.45 

1.02 Property Acreage 0.26 
Tasting Room size 

268.77 (per 1,000 s.f.) 71.36 
8.92 Per 1,000 cases 2.38 

Vincent Vineyards Vehicle Trips 

Week Day 
Inputs ADT PHT 
Facility Size (ksf) 6.5 16 5 

FTE 4 19 2 
Vineyard Acreage 14 6 2 
Property Acreage 20 7 2 
Tasting Room Size (ksf) 2 89 10 

Per 1,000 cases 7 13 3 
# of Imputs Used (not 0) 6 Total --> 150 24 

Week Day Week End 
Average ADT 25 154 

Average PHT 4 41 

Transportation Fees $493.00 per weekday PM PHT I 
Estimated 
Transportation Fees $1,972.00 

Estimated Weekday Truck Traffic Generation 

Total Case Production 

Site Case Production 
Import Case Production 
Grape Tonage 
Estimated Truck Trips 
Avg. Daily Truck Trips 
Worst Case ADT (Trucks) 

[ --70001 

4200 cases 
2800 cases 

47 tons 
9 trips 
o trips 
o trips 

Week End 
ADT PHT 
111 29 

165 45 
23 6 
20 5 
538 143 

62 17 
919 245 



Vincent Winel)! 10NGD-00000-00024 
Draft MitiRated NeRative Declaration 10NGD-00000-00024 

I. Letters Received. 

A. Public 

ATTACHMENTS 

ATTACHMENT 6 
Comments Received 

March 21,2011 
PaRe 1 

1. Shalmon Casey, letter received November 17, 2010. Aesthetics Section-Obstruction of scenic view 
and lighting needs more studies. Traffic alld Circulation-Congestion not addressed adequately. Noise 
Section- needs more studies if Special Events are to occur. Cumulative Impacts have not been addressed 
as required for special events, and this projects density with other wineries. 

2. Jim Nicholas, letter received- November 18,2010, Aesthetics Section-Obstruction of scenic view not 
analyzed. 

3. Rex alld Barbara Ken-, letter received- December 2, 20 1 0, Aesthetics Section-Obstruction of scenic 
view not analyzed. Traffic and Circulation-Congestion not addressed adequately. 

4. Bill Callaghan, letter received-December 2,2010, Cultural Resource Section-EIR needed to determine 
potential impacts to potential unidentified cultural resources. Noise Section-further enforcement 
requested if the noise mitigation measures are not complied with. Traffic and Circulation-Congestion 
not addressed adequately. 

5. George alld Marcia Gibson letter received- November 20, 20 10, Traffic and Circulation-Congestion 
not addressed adequately. Noise Section- needs more studies if Special Events are to occur. Cumulative 
Impacts have not been addressed as required for special events, and this projects density with other 
Wlnenes. 

6. Bob Field, email received-November 18, 2010, Traffic and Circulation-Congestion not addressed 
adequately. . Cumulative Impacts have not been addressed as required for special events, alld tins 
projects density with other wineries. 

7. Donald M. Gallagher, letter received November 18, 2010, Traffic and Circulation-Congestion not 
addressed adequately. . Cmllulative Impacts have not been addressed as required for special events, alld 
this projects density with other wineries. 

B. Agencies 

1. Air Pollution Control District (APCD), letter received-December 2, 2010, Air Quality Section­
mitigation needed if use of diesel engines is proposed. 



John Karamitsos 
Supervising Planner 
Planning & Development 
Cmmty of Santa Barbara 
624 W. Foster Rd. 
Ste. C 
Santa Maria CA 93455 

11s. DoreenFarr 
3rd District Supervisor 
Cmmty of Santa Barbara 
1745 Mission Drive 
Solvang, CA 93463 

November 17,2010 
Re: Vincent Winery MND 

Dear Mr. Karamitsos, & Ms. FaIT: 

I want to address the environmental impact of the proposed Vincent Winery. 

I do not believe several issues have been studied in depth: 

Visual impact: The proposed winery building at a height of 25ft, is not only unattractive 
but a significant block to the view. Given that this is a scenic highway, this proposed 
building is too close to the road and too big, and given that the height was only lowered 4 
ft., we need to see the stOlY poles yet again to see how large this bulding will be and how 
much it will block the view. It shouldn't block the view at all. 

Traffic: This is a dangerous intersection. People have died here. Traffic has increased 
significanlty over the past few years as Santa 11aria is now larger than Santa Barbara, Imd 
now the 154 is a major traffic coni.dor. This has not been studied to the extent it has to 
be - especially with the increase in proposed traffic and that you are introducing alcohol 
into the equation. I do not see anything from Cal Trans in this report. 

Cumulative Impact: You are required by law to study the cumulative impacts of this 
winery proposal in our area. There is no mention of the TTT winery proposal in this 
document, yet this proposed winery is less than a mile from the proposed Vincent 
Winery. The cumulative impact of the density of all of these proposed wineries and 
tasting rooms has not been studied. 

Noise and Light: Given that there are already 3 large wineries withing a mile of each 
oilier, the addition of more noise (from events) and lights (from events) has to be studies 
in conjuction with what is already going on at Roblar and Bridlewood and Brander. 



Proposed food production: The proposed kitchen will use much more water and energy 
resources than has been described in your report. The additional impact of waste water 
and energy use needs more study. 

Events: The cumulative impact of events has not been given enough study with regard to 
either noise and traffic .. Given the fact that Roblar has completely disregarded their 
permit restrictions with regard to both noise and traffic without any serious repercussions 
from the county, we can only assume that the proposed Vincent winery would also 
disregard their permit limitations and do what they like with no consideration of the 
neighbors or the county. 

Re:£ 
Shannon Casey 
2390 N. Refugio Rd. 
Santa Y nez, CA 93460 



COMMENTS ON VINCENT WINERY HEARING 
11/18/2010 

My name is Jim Nicholas and my wife and I live in a subdivision behind the Vincent 
property. We pass this location daily. 

BAR stands for Board of Architectural Review. However, after reviewing the 40 pages 
of the Draft Declaration Report and P&D announcement, I could not find any 
description of the proposed architecture or any reference as to the location of the 
proposed building. Fortunately, the developer's architect presented conceptual 
drawings and a rough site plan on which we can comment. These items should have 
been part of any report prepared by County P&D. 

Here is my first question. Why did the BAR direct a change from the original Tuscan 
style, Spanish roof architecture of the existing house AND gate to this newly proposed 
tin roof industrial style winery building? It is our understanding, that the house and 
gate were previously approved by this same board. 

A review of the "Draft mitigated Negative Declaration Vincent Tier III Winery 
Development Plan 09DVP-000000-00034/10NGD-00000-00024 November 4,2010" 
plan leaves one wondering what was the point. (The title alone is exhausting and 
perplexing, not to mention the content). There is little information of value after the first 
page of the report. Going to page 4, AestheticslVisual Resources, one would hope to 
see some discussion or analysis of the scenic view obstruction, architecture, and trade 
offs on the location of the winery building. But no, the only comment buried 3/4 of the 
way down the page was an obtuse statement 

''Though CBAR's conceptual review process changes have been required which 
include: reducing the originally proposed height, native plants .... , earth tone 
colors .... ". 

There was no discussion regarding the guidelines for obstruction of scenic vistas, or 
change to visual character of area, or visually incompatible structures. Why were these 
items neglected? In fact, BAR guidelines support maintaining the architectural style of 
the existing structures. This has been totally ignored. 

First let's talk about scenic vistas. CBAR minutes of June 11, 2010 meeting states: 

"Careful consideration must be given to protection of the view shed from SR 154 
scenic corridor, as well as the surrounding residents." 

What consideration was given to 154 view shed? From this Draft Report no 
consideration other than reducing the height of the building was given? No viewing 
angles were shown. No analysis was presented. Even this height element was grossly 
misrepresented by BAR. The original building was reported to have a height of 40 feet. 
However this included an 8 foot copula or dormer which, based on California Scenic 
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Highway guidelines, is not included when view shed evaluation is considered. And they 
shouldn't be since they occupy so little of the landscape. This brings the height from a 
view shed standpoint to 32 feet, only 6' 8" above the proposed tin roof commercial 
building. Now, instead of taking a sledge hammer to the height of the building, why not 
move the original structure back 200 feet from the highway in order to almost totally 
mitigate the view shed question. Not only would this greatly reduce any obstruction to 
views, but it would move the building behind the vineyard, again mitigating the visual 
impact from scenic highway 154. The adjoining property in the back of the Vincent 
property already has several acres of vineyards. Moving the building location would 
also not impact the existing structures, i.e. it would not interfere with eXisting views nor 
would the relocated winery be any closer to the existing site structures. However, 
moving the structure back 200' would still leave 50' for setback. (There are no rear 
setback or nonresidential height restrictions for AG-I zoned parcels in this area) There 
is also a further advantage of moving the winery back from the highway. The structure 
would not sit directly on the driveway to the residence, thus increasing privacy. 

The second topic addressed under site design by the BAR: 

"Darkening of the entry gate doesn't go far enough to integrate the structure into 
the overall project design. Consider using stone and horizontal metal elements 
to address this issue." 

WHAT!! 

Now that the developer has essentially been directed to incorporate a dark tin roof 
commercial building into the plan, the BAR now wants the Tuscan gate redesigned to 
look like the dark tin building. Give us a break .... What sort of twisted logic prevails 
within this Board and within Planning and Development...Apparently the architect didn't 
get the first message about the gate. The May 14, 2010 BAR meeting minutes state: 

"The proposed design for the structure looks good: (this point he got make it 
dark, squat, and ugly) .. consider options for minimizing the contrasting elements 
of the entry gate structure and reinforcing stylistic compatibility with the proposed 
winery." 

Now, after apparently blackmailing the developer into changing the original Tuscan 
winery building with a Spanish tile roof on the basis of height (the only fact that can be 
found in the report), the BAR now wants the public to accept their squat tin roof 
commercial design as a fait accompli, public be dammed. The BAR comments 
continue: 

"Darker fencing along SR 154 would be desirable: CBAR recognizes the 
expense of the polymer treatment on the existing fence, and the difficulties of 
making such a change that presents" 

So let us be clear: the BAR wants to change the color of 2000 feet of deer fence from 
green to, what, dark brown to match the color of the dark tin roof industrial/commercial 
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building. And, they know it's expensive but they don't care. 

What did the BAR really want... At one point we heard the word "agrarian" from a BAR 
member. Did this mean they wanted something like a farm shed or maybe, pig farm 
look. The BAR failed to demonstrate how their agrarian pig farm design fit into the 
Santa Ynez Valley look, or maybe this is their view of our area. To enforce their 
agrarian design they suggested an open beam truss be placed on the outside of the 
building on the end facing the highway. We shutter to think of the number of birds who 
would occupy this wonderful space. With a southern exposure they can sun 
themselves during the cooler winter months while the sun bakes the exposed wood and 
the rain rusts the bolts which will bleed into the wood. We will not even mention the 
droppings on the area below. A maintenance nightmare. There is a reason we don't 
have open truss elements external to buildings. 

We have several nicely styled wineries in the Santa Ynez Valley. One across the road 
is the Roblar winery, height 45 feet, and certainly adds to the scenic landscape. 
Bridlewood is less than a mile away, height about 55 feet. Fess Parker'S winery on 
Foxen Canyon Rd is another example. Please compare the design of these wineries 
with that which the BAR has proposed. Which would you rather have? 

We believe that the original architectural design should be presented at any future 
hearing on this subject. Only then can the public make a valid comparison. The BAR 
and the Planning Department will attempt to block this request. The Planning 
Commission should demand to see all the evidence. 

In conclusion, we would support this development if it were not for the 
commercial/industrial style structure. It greatly detracts from the natural beauty of the 
area. The original plan needs to be revisited with attention paid to the possibility of 
relocating the structure 200' towards the rear of the property and a redesign of the 
proposed structure. 

Jim & Yvonne Nicholas 
3070 Avenida Caballo 
Santa Ynez, Ca 93460 
email: jimnic@impulse.net 
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DEC 02 20m 
To: December 2,2010 ~age 1 of 2 

County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development Attn: Tammy Weber 
Re: The Negative Declaration Vincent Tek III Winery Development Plan 
090VP-OOOOOO-00034/10NGD-OOOOO-D0024 

From: Rex and Barbara Kerr 
2384 No. Refugio Rd. 
Santa Ynez 

We strongly oppose this project for many reasons, the most important being 

Traffic safety and Seinic Hwy impact. 

There is no way to midigate the traffic problem this project would add to. Even 

a stop sign on 154 at Roblar would not The posted 55 mph signs you speak of 

near the project are posted after the intersection of Roblar and 154, in both 

directions. I can not imagine that the intersection and entrance to the vineyard 

was studied thoroughly recently. 

At certain times it is terrifying to try to make the turn to go north on Refugio, 

to our home because the traffic from the east on Roblar is blocking access, this 

leaves the traffic coming off 154 at risk of being rear-ended. 

Other times you can shoot a cannon aecross this Intersection and not hit 
anything, 

Our property abuts the vineyard on the north so we are farnilar with the workings 

of the vineyard and that is enough disturbance. We do not want the commotion 

of a full blown winery. Overflow parking is too close to our property. 

We have lived here in the peace and qUiet of the country, for.30 years and do 

not want to be transported to a commercial, industrial environment. 

The fact that the 25 foot winery building would block the views of the ridgeline 

is obvious. The approval of this project would set a precedence that would be 

catastrophic! 



Page 2 of2 

We can not keep on inviting people to the area, even if it does generate revenue, 

as the revenue is not used to improve infrastructure. 

It is like inviting people to dinner and not having enough chairs for them. 

Respectfully. 

~~~ 
Rex and Barbara Kerr 



December 2, 2010 

Ms. Tammy Weber, SB County Planner 
Phone - 805.934.6254 
Fax - 805.934.6258 
Email -tweber@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 

RE: Vincent Tier III Winery Development Plan - 09DVP-OOOOOO-00034/10NGD-OOOOO-00024 

Dear Ms. Weber: 

.Below I have listed my individual comments in regard to the proposed development at the 
Vincent property located at 2370 North Refugio Road in the Santa Ynez Valley. I have 
referenced my comments to the specific sections indicated in the mitigated negative declaration 
(MND) as noted for ease in review. 

Section 4.5 - Cultural Resources 

The impact discussion section states the need for a P&D approved archeologist and a Native 
American representative should an unidentified cultural resource be discovered so that they 
may determine the significance of the find. Why is it that the representatives need not be 
present during any of the.grading and earthwork operations? Almost every project located in 
the county performed by any agency has a requirement of a Native American Representative be 
on site during ALL earthwork and earth disturbing operations. This should be a requirement for 
this development. The only way to determine the actual potential impacts as a result of the 
proposed development is through the EIR process. 

Remember, this site was an orchard only three years ago. When Mr. Vincent ripped out all the 
olive trees, was he required to have a grading permit? Was a Native American representative 
on site during those operations? 

Section 4.12 - Noise 

Paragraph 11 indicates a restriction on amplified music and that all amplified sound shall be 
oriented away from adjacent residences to avoid noise impacts to surrounding neighbors. The 
use of amplified noise shall be limited to the hours of 11am to 6 pm. 

Who will be enforcing this requirement? This section also indicates that permit compliance shall 
respond to complaints. Does this mean that Permit ComplianCE:) will be available when a special 
event with amplified sound is being used including those gatherings on Saturday and Sunday? 



I think perhaps a condition of development with Mr. Vincent should include a statement to the 
following effect: 

"Should the occurrence of infraction to development conditions be determined as a result of 
Permit Compliance investigation, the permitted use shall be suspended for a period of one (1) 
year." . 

Section 4.15 - Transportation/Circulation 

The opening section of the MND describes the location of the project (Section 2) as being 
accessed off Highway 154 and Roblar Avenue. This is an inaccurate description of the location. 
The address is 2370 NORTH Refugio Road which is approximately 200 feet north of Roblar 
Avenue adjacent to the intersection of Roblar Avenue and Highway 154. The intersection of 
Roblar and North Refugio Road is only approximately 100 feet from Route 154. 

A simple map of the intersection can be seen below: 

I 
I 

I- 200' -1 

L ____ _ 

" ., ,. 

This section of Highway 154 is posted with a 55 mph speed limit. I think additional information 
and investigation is needed to determine what the ACTUAL speeds of vehicles traveling on the 
highway are. The speed limit posted on a road is determined by performing a speed survey. 
The survey is a simple process where actual vehicle speeds are observed and calculations 



conducted. The 85 th percentile of those vehicles observed the[l determines the speed limit of 
that particular roadway. I would imagine the 85 th percentile of the vehicles on Highway 154 is 
over 60 mph. 

This may not be an impact related to the development, but I believe there is a nexus here in the 
interest of traffic and circulation and, in the interest of safety; the County should coordinate with 
Caltrans on the needs here. Safety along Highway 154 is a very large concern to residents of 
the valley as well as commuters and an EIR would bring these issues to the forefront. I believe 
this is paramount to the safety of vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the area. 

The MND continues discussion in this section about levels of service of the intersection. The 
MND references the SYVCP and the intersection of Roblar and 154 having a design capacity of 
11,600 ADT. The current operating level is only 2100 ADT. 

Can that be correct? Only 2100 ADT? Where Is this information coming from? With all the 
commuter traffic on a daily basis between Santa Barbara and Santa Ynez, the vehicle count 
only amounts to 2100 ADT? How current is the traffic data and who performed the analysis? 

Again, I reference the photo above. The intersection of Roblar Ave. and Highway 154 is not the 
concern. It is the intersection of Roblar Ave. and North Refugio Road. This is not a "less than 
significant impact" and it surely cannot be "mitigated". 

Paragraph 7 of this section discusses potential impacts to the system and goes on to state "The 
project does not propose unsafe driveways; impede pedestrian, bicycle, or transit access; nor 
would it otherwise cause or exacerbate an unsafe traffic condition." Once again, I disagree. 
The increase In daily trips to this location will definitely exacerbate an unsafe traffic condition. 
The potential for vehicles to stack at the intersection of North Refugio and Roblar Avenue may 
introduce a "backed-up" condition on Roblar Ave. in the direction of 154. 

I reference my comments above discussing the actual speed of vehicles on 154 that would now 
be approaching this intersection where vehicles would be stopped. Again, I believe that all EIR 
would better examine these potential impacts. . 

I don't believe that this section of the project review has been adequately addressed and a 
project EIR should be performed to flush out the Impacts of the development on the surrounding 
area with respect to traffic. 

A stop sig n was recently installed at Edison and 154 approximately one mile south of Roblar. I 
know that 154 is a Caltrans maintained road and Caltrans has a warrants system to determine 
the need for a new traffic device be it a traffic signal or stop sign. 

If an EIR is performed I firmly believe that a traffic study will show a significant impact with 
respect to traffic and circulation. 

~, 
Arr(dalj' .... a'=gh""'a'l:::n~~v 

2805 N. Refugio Road 
Santa Ynez 

C;IBCBllaghanlVlncenl Vineyard MND Commenls 02DEC10.doc 



Ms. Tammy Weber 
Santa Barbara County Planning & Development 
tweber@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 
805 -934-6254 
FAX 805-934-6258 

Dear Ms. Weber, 

November 20,2010 

We are Santa Ynez Valley residents of28 years. We are writing to protest the application of a 
Tier III Winery permit by Vincent Vineyards. Vincent Vineyards is applying for a Tier III 
Winery permit (the largest of all licenses) and eight (8) special events per year with a maximmn 
of 1 SO attendees per event. Vincent Vineyards can only produce 7000 cases per year, and should 
therefore, only be allowed a Tier I Winery permit. We do not want another event-driven winery 
in our area especially by absentee owners who have 110 established stake in this scenic nu'al 
community, 

Traffic/Congestion: We are c011cel11ed about the lUlsafe traffic conditions at this already 
hazardous intersection of Roblar Avenue al1d Hwy 154 directly opposite :5:om Roblar Winery, a 
winery that has already repeatedly violated multiple conditions of use in its short history in the 
Valley. The narrow access road, traffic congestion, mmecessary slowing of traffic, drunk 
drivers, roadside litter, speeders, traffic noise, and vehicle homs/security a1a11ns are just some of 
om' concerns. The Hwy 154/Roblar intersection is a busy one, and the little "jog" on 
Refugio/Roblar in front of the Vincent Winery would cause serious problems with an intense 
surge of traffic before/after a special event. The increase in traffic for these special events would 
be dangerous and inconvenient to the residents who normally use that intersection, including 
school buses. Congestion in tIllS area may cause the flow of local traffic avoid that intersection 
and shift to other local roads that connect to Highway 154 - potentially increasing congestion at 
Edison/Baseline and Highway 154, or other less used roads that COIDlect to Highway 154. In 
other words, the congestion caused at tIllS intersection will cause more traffic through 
neighborhoods that are not even near the winery - the impact would be widespread. Mora 
A venue has seen a distmbing increase in traffic activity with the increase in wineries in the 
valley -- speeders, wine bottle littering :5:om vehicles, grape trucking, and wine tour buses - we 
do NOT to encourage more customer contact in agricultural zoned areas. Furthermore, we do 
NOT want Highway 154 be widened to accommodate more traffic - it is supposed to be a 'scenic 
highway,' not a freeway. 

Access: The secondary service access provided by an existing agricultural road via RobIaI' 
Avenue is a concern. Roblar Avenue is too narrow a road; traffic entering and leaving the 
V incent property via Ro blar Avenue (especially large trucks or several cars after a special event) 
would cause congestion, mmecessary slowing, and unsafe travelling conditions for school buses, 
tom' buses, cars, horses, people, and bicycles. 

Special Events: The requested eight (8) special events are too munerous. With all the wineries 
in the aTea, local residents are inundated with "special events". We do NOT want so many 



"'special events" in the valley - we actually want quiet enjoyment of our own property. We 
moved to the valley for its natural peace and quiet. Because ofthe quiet nature of the area, and 
the prevailing winds, we can hear loud outdoor special events at our property on Mora Avenue 
from several miles away. Other wineries in the area have exhibited blatant disregard for the 
number of "special events" on their conditional use permits. We are not willing to take the 
chance of having yet another inconsiderate cOlmnercial winery operation in our area. Therefore, 
we request the eight (8) events be denied. They should be granted zero (0) special events. 

Wine Tasting: The hours of operation for the tasting room of Monday through Sunday, 
9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., year~rotmd, are umeasonable and disrespectful to the long established 
neighbors who chose to live in the Santa Ynez Valley - these. Local residents and neighbors 
need a day afrest fl:om commercial agricultural activities - especially Stmday. The nine o'clock 
hour is unreasonable for wine tasting activities. We are very concemed about dnm1c drivers in 
the area, opening wine tasting so early invites abuse of alcohol. The trafiic concems reach far 
beyond the address of the winery - causing an increase in trafiic near local schools and 
throughout neighborhoods in the valley. 

Recreation: The proposed increase in traffic from the vineyard activities, wine tasting, and 
"special events" would have a negative impact on the local resident's recreational activities of 
walldng, horseback riding and bicycling. Therefore, we request that the permit be denied. 

FlUiher Considerations: Because there are several wineries applying for permits at this time 
(Vincent, TTT, RobIaI' Winery probably requesting more events), county must consider the 
cumulative impact oftranspOliation/circulation, noise, land use, and air quality on our valley. 
Therefore, the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for Vincent Tier III development plan, dated 
November 4, 2010 is inadequate - there should be an Environmental Impact Report prepared. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. In conclusion, we request that the Vincent 
Vineyard's application for a Tier III winery permit be denied. 

Respectfully, 

George and MaJ:cia Gibson 
1985 Mora Avenue 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 
8 05~688-6870 

cc: John KaJ'amitsos, Jolmk@.co.santa-barbara.ca.l1s 



Weber, Tammy 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Bob Field [bfield@trytorelax.orgJ 
Thursday, November 18,20108:52 PM 
Weber, Tammy 
Karamitsos, John 

Subject: Comments on Vincent Winery Neg Dec 

Hello Tammy, 

For your convenience, below are the two verbal comments I made at this evening's hearing on the 
Vincent Winery Neg Dec: 

1) Re: Section 4.15 Transportation/Circulation 

Like many others who spoke, I have serious concerns about the safety of the 154/Roblar intersection, and the impact of 
additional traffic. In particular, I take great exception to the statement in the document that states that "The Public Works 
Transportation Division ...... recognizes the intersection of Highway 154 and Roblar Ave. as having a design capacity to hold 11,600 
average daily trips (ADT). Currently the intersections operating level is shown to have only 2,100 ADT.. .... ". 

The assumption that this intersection has a capacity of 11,600 cars entering/exiting/crossing from Roblar is ridiculously high! 
To meet this daily total there would be 1,000 cars per hour during many daytime hours. This works out to a car entering, exiting or 
crossing Highway 154 from Roblar every 4 seconds II Even on light-controlled freeway entrances cars are not allowed on at that rate. 
This is at least ten times what is reasonable. 

If this number is adjusted down to a reasonable number, then the impacts from the added traffic at Vincent Winery (and the 
other reasonably foreseeable developments --- see below) are significant and over the threshold. 

The Neg Dec is inadequate in its analysis of Traffic Impacts. 

2) Cumulative Impacts 

The Neg Dec fails to consider the cumulative impacts from other reasonably foreseeable developments. Without question, the 
TTT Winery application on the same road, using the same dangerous intersection, must be evaluated along with the Vincent 
application. It is reasonably foreseeable that Roblar Winery, immediately across Highway 154, will be asking for more and larger 
Special Events. It is also crystal clear to those of us who live in this rural neighborhood that there will be several more winery 
applications East of Highway 154 in the not distant future. 

The Neg Dec is inadequate in its analysis of Cumulative Impacts. 

I N CONCLUSION: This Neg Dec, and any Neg Dec, is inadequate to fairly and fully assess the impacts of this proposed 
development. An EIR is required. 

Congratulations on your extremely well run hearing this evening, and thank you for considering these comments. 

Bob Field 
5475 Happy Canyon Road 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

688-8587 

1 



November 18,2010 

Santa Barbara County 

Donald M. Gallagher 
3310 Hillcrest Road 

Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Planning & Deveiopment, Tammy Weber 
624 W. Foster Road 
Santa Marla, CA 93455 

Re: Vincent Winery Proposal 09DVP-OOOOO-00034 

Dear Ms. Weber: 

The purpose of this letter is to advise you of my concerns regarding the Vincent 
winery proposal ad its impact on the rural surrounding neighborhoods. 

I perused the Mitigated Negative Declaration document pertaining to Vincent 
proposal and I have to tell you that those responsible for putting this draft 
together have a different perspective on the environmental impacts than those of 
us who have lived in the neighborhood, some of us for many decades. 

Once again the burden for contesting this kind of development falls squarely on 
the shoulders of the neighbors who will feel the impact of this planned 
commercial activity than anyone else. 

My concerns are many but I will highlight a few to give my fellow neighbors a 
chance to wade in as well. 

When the term potentially significant impact is used one immediately 
checks the location (Roblar Avenue and Highway 154) and realizes that this is 
already one of the most heavily used IntersectIons in the Vaney with people 
turning to go to Beckman and Roblar Wineries. Another vineyard owner for TIT 
.has an application for yet another Tier III winery located just % mile east of 
Vincent also on Roblar Ave. This intersection has already been the scene of 
some terrible accidents including fatalities. There will be more serious accidents 
and fatalities unless some serious mitigation measures are undertaken by Cal­
Trans at the urging of the County. To the neighbors who traverse this gnarly 
intersection daily, it is a significant impact. 

A comprehensive traffic study must be conducted of Roblar Avenue and 
its intersection with Hwy 154 for suitability for such as Vincent's planned large­
scale activity'which will admittedly generate 195 vehicle trips a day, Roblar 
Avenue has serious design flaws that include: a narrow, non-standard county 
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road with very poor sight lines, dips in the roadway, blind curves, poor drainag.e 
ditches, and flood zones. Combine these features with slow-moving farm 
equipment, horseback riders, a horse training facility across the street, countless 
bicycle treks on weekends with no room for marked bicycle lanes and you have a 
sure-fire prescription for ongoing disasters. This will have a significant impact. 

Eight Special events of 150 people each are included in the Tier III 
application. Our neighborhood experience with Roblar Winery Just across the 
Hwy 154, has not been a pleasant one. It appears the County is generally unable 
to enforce these conditional uses and depends on neighborhood complaints. 
Special events usually cause a great deal of traffic, loud amplified music noise, 
and night-time lighting concerns. This has a significant impact on the 
neighborhood. 

The cumulative impact on this. part of the Valley will be profound. By that I 
mean, the combined number of existing wineries (Beckman, Brander, Bridlewood 
and Roblar) have already had a substantial impact on surrounding 
neighborhoods. With the planned Vincent Winery and TTT Winery in queue, the 
neighbors are going to witness changes to their right to privacy, scenic beauty 
and peaceful tranquility that so many moved here to enjoy. This will be a 
profound impact on the neighborhood. 

The County Planning & Development including its commissioners need to 
examine the future of this part of the Valley and decide if this many wineries 
within a one mile square mile is appropriate. The neighbors clearly think not. 

I propose that before P&D initiates and completes a comprehensive 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) before any further steps are taken 
concerning this application. 

Sincerely, 

t'-~· ~7 :r-, .,,;.1 " 

/;JJZ>~L 
C/Donald M. GallaghV 
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Air Pollution Control District 
December I, 2010 

Tammy Weber 
Santa Barbara County Planning and Development 
624 W. Foster Road, Suite C 
Santa Maria, CA 93454 

Re: APCD comments on the MND for Vincent Vineyards Winery 
lONGD-OOOOO-00024, 09DVP-OOOOO-00035 

Dear Ms. Weber: 

RE:E!~DI 
. Dt:C 02 .. 01U 

S.B.COU~TY O~OiirH) 
! PlANINIOO & DEVri!lO~E6\IT 
~~~lnI~'CU=-==--~~=-'I 

The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has reviewed the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) for the referenced case, which consists of construction of a 5,918 square foot winery 
with an attached 1,552 square foot unenclosed covered area. The structure would be divided into a 
3,561 square foot area for wine, 2,054 square feet for a public tasting room, and a 303 square foot 
private club area. Twenty-seven permanent parking spaces would be provided for employees and wine 
tasting, and 63 additional overflow parking spaces for special events. The winery would host up to eight 
special events per year, with up to 150 people attending each event. The winery would produce 7,000 
cases of wine per year. Grading for the project would consist of 1,500 cubic yards of cut and 1,500 cubic 
yards offill. The subject property, a 24.4-acre parcel zoned AG-I-20 and identified in the Assessor Parcel 
Map Book as APN 135-250-033, is located at 2370 N. Refugio Road in the community of Santa Ynez. 

The proposed facility may include an emergency generator, firewater pump, or water heaters, which 
may be subject to APCD permit requirements and prohibitory rules. Therefore, APCD may be a 
responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and will rely on the MND 
when evaluating any APCD permits for proposed equipment. The Initial Study/MND should include the 
air pollutant emissions for all proposed equipment to avoid additional CEQA documentation 
requirements related to APCD permit issuance. In the case of a diesel-fired emergency generator, an 
equipment-specific Health Risk Assessment may be required. Any Health Risk Assessment analysis 
should be discussed in the MND. Please contact Kaitlin McNally in APCD Engineering and Compliance 
Division at (805) 961-8855 for more information on HRA screening. 

Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the MND and offers the following comments: 

1. Initial Study, Emissions from Wine Fermentation and Aging, Page 8: The discussion of the 
potential diesel engines refers to APCD defaults used in the emissions calculation. Emissions 
calculations should be based on equipment-specific ratings or other manufacturer-provided 
emission factors. 

If the specific type of equipment has not yet been selected, an acceptable approach for CEQA 
analysis would be to specify an engine size and emission factors that would represent a 
reasonable worst-case air pollutant emissions scenario. The resulting emissions should then be 
compared to Santa Barbara County's adopted air quality and health risk significance thresholds. 
The emissions calculation appears to refer to reactive organic compounds (ROC) emissions only. 
However, nitrogen o)(ides (NOx) and particulate matter (PM lD) emissions should also be 
quantified and included in the operational emissions calculations. The Initial Study should be 

Terence E. Dressler 0 Air Pollution Control Officer 
260 North Antonio Road, Suite A "Santa Barbara, CA 93110,· www.sbcapcd.org .805.961.8800 '.' 805.961.8801 (fax) 
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revised to include air pollutant emissions from all of these long-term (operational) emissions 
sources, and a comparison of emissions from all proposed equipment to Santa Barbara County's 
adopted air quality significance thresholds. 

APCD Staff offers the following suggested permit conditions: 

1. Standard dust mitigations (Attachment A) are recommended for all construction and/or grading 
activities. The name and telephone number of an on-site contact person must be provided to 
the APCD prior to issuance of land use clearance. 

2. APCD Rule 345, Control of Fugitive Dust from Construction and Demolition Activities, became 
effective on July 21, 2010 and establishes new limits on the generation of visible fugitive dust 
emissions at demolition and construction sites. The rule include.s measures for minimizing 
fugitive dust from on-site activities and from trucks moving on- and off-site. The text of the rule 
can be viewed on the APCD website at http://www.sbcapcd.org/rules/download/rule345.pdf. 

3. Fine particulate emissions from diesel equipment exhaust are classified as carcinogenic by the 
State of California. Therefore, during project grading, construction, and hauling, construction 
contracts must specify that contractors shall adhere to the requirements listed in Attachment B 
to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate emissions from diesel exhaust. 

4. All portable diesel-fired construction engines rated at 50 brake-horsepower or greater must 
have either statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) certificates or APCD 
permits prior to operation. Construction engines with PERP certificates are exempt from APCD 
permit, provided they will be on-site for less than 12 months. 

5. All agricultural diesel engines rated at 50 brake-horsepower or greater must be registered with 
the APCD. Please refer to APCD's website at www.sbcapcd.org/eng/atcm/dice/ag.htm for 
additional information. 

6. Prior to land use clearance, the proposed winery shall apply for, and obtain, either written 
permit exemptions or Authority to Construct permits from the APCD for winery-related 
equipment (fermentation and storage tanks, emergency/standby generators, fire water pumps 
and boilers) as required by APCD Rules and Regulations. The application forms can be 
downloaded from http://www.sbcapcd.org/eng/winery/winery.htm. 

7. Small boilers and water heating units (rated between 75,000 and 2.0 million Btu/hr) must 
comply with the emission limits and certification requirements of APCD Rule 360. Combinations 
of units totaling 2.0 million Btu/hr or greater are required to obtain a District permit prior to 
installation. please see http://www.sbcapcd.org/eng/boiler/rule360/rule 360.htm for more 
information and a list of certified boilers (note: any units fired on fuel(s) other than natural gas 
must be certified by the SBCAPCD on a case-by-case basis, even if the unit is certified when fired 
on natural gas). 

8. Asphalt paving activities shall comply with APCD Rule 329, Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt 
Paving Materials. 
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If you or the project applicant have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact 
me at (805) 961-8893 or via email at edg@sbcapcd.org. 

?L 
Eric Gage, 
Air Quality Specialist 

Technology and Environmental Assessment Division 

Attachments: Fugitive Dust Control Measures 
Diesel Particulate and NOx Emission Measures 

cc: Ray Severn 
Project File 
TEA Chron File 


