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Executive Summaty.
This report contains the resulb of a yearlong study. It examinc the potential, under present

zoning, for a growing number of visitor-seMng and events facilites on agricultrral lands in the Sonoma
Valley, It also identifies some of the choices that need to be made toward a course for the future that
protecb and reinforces the rural character and quality of life of the area in which we live.

"Events facilities" and "visitor-serving facilities", for the purpose of this study, include the ancillary
buildings and/or outdoor facilities associated with agriculhJral activities that are used on a regular basis
for gatherings, celebrations, tasungs, weddings, concerts and other such activiues.

Concerns
This study was undertaken in response to the rising concern voiced by many residents of the

Sonoma Valley about:
o The growing number of events related faciliUes that are now in place, or are likely to be built in the

future, in association with agriculfural operaUons on agriculhrral land in the Sonoma Valley,
o The potental concentrations of sudr facilities along the highways and country roads of the Sonoma

Valley,
o The conUnuing erosion of the rural character of the Sonoma Valley by large scale development,
. Traffic & Safety issues associated with inoeased use of the Valley's road infrastructure
. Cumulative effects of large facilites on ground water and on its availability to other residents who

depend on it in the Sonoma Valley,
. The potential cumulative effects of in-the-ground and package sanitation servlces likely to be built to

serve events facjlities on the quality of the ground water in the Valley
. Cumulauve effects of noise (sometimes amplified) from evenb facilities on the peaceful enjoyment

by neighbors of their properties in the Valley
o Cumulative effecG of lighb from evenb facilities on the night sky of the Sonoma Valley
o Cumulative negative effects of event facility development on hillsides and viewsheds, especially

noticeable with night lighting,
o The continuing lack of official coordination and monitoring of the frequenry and size of events

throughout the Valley,, including the seeming lack of follow-up investigation of on-going abuses of
the permitted frequency and size of evenE at existing evenE facilities.

Summary of Findings
The Study Area for this report indudes a total of 33,125 acres in the Sonoma Valley. The study

focuses particularly on 792 parcels in the Study Area, all of which lie in the large "agricultural" zones
(DA, LIA, LEA and RRD) under present Sonoma County zoning. Together the 792 parcels contain a total
of 26,587 acres. On site evaluation of theses 792 parcels by two-person teams leads to the following
obsewations about the fufure of those parcels:
. Under the present "minimum lot size" regulations of present zoning, the 792 agricultural parcels that

now exist in the study Area could be subdivided to produce a total of 974 legal parcels, any of which
could be developed independenfly at some time in the future,
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38 parcels already contain events facilities located on agricultlral land in the Sonoma Valley. Other
events- and visibr-serving- facilitjes (hotds, restauranB, special event hcilities, etc.) also odst on
commercially zoned land that ls not covered by this study.
362 of the pdential 972 parcels in the valley have been evaluated to possess a ..high,, to .very high,,
potenUal for future use as visitor seMng and/or events facllities associated with agiicultural
operations and have been designated as potential 'yuture" event sites.
If all of tiose "future" parcels were to be developed to their full potenual under existing zoning, i.e.
subdivision of parcels based on the existing minimum lot size cuirently established for ihe pariel, Ore
resulting total build-out would represent a more than 2500o/o (Two thousand five hundred percent)
increase over the present day number of events faciliues in the Valley. Even if only a 20% of the
'future" sites were build out 75 events facilities would be added to the valley, for a'totat-oi f ta
even6 faciliues Sonoma Valley wide.
The potential concentrations of evenb facilities (see Figure M) under three possible scenarios are
summarized on the chart below.

- !1!91Sce1ario C (the least dense alternative, which assumes 20olo build-out with the text proposed
for GP2020 in force), the density of events facilities over the 24 miles of the Sonomi valLy woutd Ue f.s
per mile. In some areas of concentration densities may exceed 4 per mile, however.
.. ..BV 9o1garlson, the present density of the Oakville-to-St. Helena stretc'h of Highway 29 in the Napa
Valley is 4 facilities per mile while the overall density from Yountuille to Calistoga is i.y' pei mile, Iraffic
congestion in the St Helena section is acute both on weekdays and on weekenis, even ilough the Napa
Valley has a parallel road to serve as an alternate route for traffic, which the Son'oma vaffey does not,

,^,T:lufro.B 
(20.0,6 build-out) would result in an average of 4 facilities per mile in the Son'oma valey,

with.higher densities in popular areas, while Scenario A (maximum buildlout under present zoning)
would produce a density in excess of 16.6 facilities per mile.

In summary, therefore, the residenB of the Sonoma Valley seem to be facing, under present zoning
regulations in Sonoma County, the following altematives:o at best, build-out densities as high as the most congested sections of the Napa valley, ande at worst, a build-out density over 4 times the level that already causes grid-lock in the Napa

Valley over a mudl shorter stretch of highway.
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Study Area
The geographic scope of this study (see Figures 4 B and C) includes properties in the Sonoma

valley that are zoned for "agriculture" and that lie within easy reac-h of the following highways:

. SR12 between Oakmont in the north and Agua Caliente to the south,
' Arnold Drive between its intersection with SR 12 in Glen Ellen and SR 116 to the south,o sR 116 from willie Bird way to the east to ib intersection with sR 121 at frig Bendo SR 121 from Sears Point to Big Bend and Burndale Road (based on informat]on taken ftom

the study of that area that was completed by the sonoma valley citi2ens Advisory
Commission (SVCAC) in January of 2003, Findings and some maps included).

Scope of study.

. Th.e jocug of this shrdy is limited to the 'agricultural" zoned properties in the Sonoma Valley as
they are defined by the sonoma county General plan (i.e. propertiei zoned DA, LlA, LEA and Rc-
Resource Conservauon). Figures D, E and F show the location of those properties. The study does not
include the commercial zoned properties in the Sfudy Area that could, or do now, accommodate events
and visitor-serving faciliues. Facilities built there would be in addition to the projections provided here.

Purpose.
This study responds to the concerns expressed frequenfly by local residents, and by some official

agencies, about the growing number of evenb related facilities associated with agriculturai operauons
(primarily wineries) that are being approved one-at-a-time along the main highwirTs that serve the
Sonoma Valley. The purpose of the sfudy is to e)cmine:

. a) how the indiMdual approvals for evenb facilities on agricultural land have already
accumulated over time,

r b) the potential for additional evenb and visitor-serving facilities in the future under the
agricultural zoning that is oresentlv in place.

. c) the potential cumulative effects of present and future events facilities on the rural
environment of the Sonoma Valley, and

. d) the likely areas of concenbation of evenb and visitor serving facilities, now and in the
future.
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concerns in the sonoma valley'

Issues that concern local residents lnclude:

. The potenual loss of Rural Character as a result of the placement over time of a large number of

@ndeventsfacilitiesonagriculturallandalongthecounfyroadsof
the Sonoma Valley,

. potential concentiitions of facilities as a result of present or fuhire ownership patterns, and the lack

a

a

of advanced planning for growth in the Sonoma Valley,

Traffic & Safetv issues associated with the growing number of visitor-seMng facilities, m()st serving

.lcohot ,nd atl *'r1S the same two lane highways to provide access and egress to evenb largely

without coordination and at much the same times and on much the same days throughout the year,

The cumulative effects of larqe facilities on qround water availabiliw, especially in water-scarce areas

of the Sonoma Valley
The cumulative effects of ground disposal sanitation facilities that will be needed to serve large

facilities on the quality of ground water supplies and local streams and dralnage basins

The cumulative effects of noise (sometmes amplified) from evenB on residents of $e Sonoma

Valley.
The cumulative effects of liqhb for access roads and evening events on the night sky of the Sonoma

Valley.
The iumulative effects of event center develooment on hillsides and viewsheds, especially as the
relatively dark hillsides are lit at night.

Uses allowable on 'agricultural" land under present Sonoma County zoning.
Normally a resident of Sonoma County would expect that agricultural zoning (especially large

parcel agricultural zoning) would provide some significant guarantee of protection of the rural character
of the County. That expectation might seem reasonable just on the basis of the name of the zoning
('agricultural" zoning = 6*n land used for farming = open land and rural vis\,5 = protection of the rural
character). A very large part of the Sonoma Valley is presently in agricultural zoning, and the proposed

language for the uydated "General Plan 2020" anticipates no change in that situation. As a result,

many residents of the Sonoma Valley may feel secure that our rural character is safe for the forseeable
futu re.

The reality seems, however, to be somewhat different. In Sonoma County, "Agricultural" zoning
allows, with a Use Permit, a wide range of "agriculfure-related uses" on "agricultural land". They
include large scale agricllltural processing facilities (including wineries), tasting rooms, and a variety of
other year-round sales-, events- and promotion-facilities.

The recent dramatic growth of the wine industry in Sonoma County has resulted in a growing
number of applications for very large wine production and storage facilities on agricultural lands. Along
with them have come a considerable number of applications for events and visitor serving facilities.
Proposals have ranged from small tasting rooms to full scale food and wine markeb and events facilities
designed for (and perhaps dependent on) frequent weddings and other events attended by 150 to 600
people (and in some cases, up to 2000 people). In addition, wineries and other property owners can
request individual over-the-counter "evenb permib" that further increase the number of evenb that can
be held at their facility over the course of a year.
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Increasingly it seems that Use Permit applications for wineries have contained the argument that
revenue generating event faciliUes are needed to guarantee the success of the winery in a competitivemarket. As a result, winery applications are ftequenuy being referred to as..events iuiititu,
masquerading as wineries'. Even some small production winlrie in Sonoma County nave received
approval for 60 or more evenb per year.

.- Perhaps as a resul! a commonly held rationale seems to have developed among potential
applicants that event faciliues are somehow now "allowed" on agricultural land. One r6clnt applicant
was heard to say that "the usual evenb facility allowed on agricultural land would accommodate
gatherings of up to 150 people up to 65.umes a year". The expectation seems to have developed that
that is whata winery or.a large ag. producer can expect to get for a new faciliqr

This in furn has led to a concern on the part of manf residents that theirowtng number of
events facilities, gach hosting one or two large weddings or similar gatherings eiery srl;mer weekend
and others on a daily basis, is about to get out of hand. they worry that further increlies in tne
number of events facilities on a.gricultural land could place too heavy a load on if," nigiliv, and on thequality of life of local residenb if allowed to continue unabated, The fact that tocat wiattrer patterns
limit the events season in sonoma to roughly nine months or ure year imai.t tt iouil Nor"rb"o
further compresses the time frame in wtr'rctr ttre cumulative load from tie events all6wed unoer
approved use Permits will be imposed-on the highways and the way of life in the sonor. v.tt"y.

. Interestingly, however,. most of those concems have, so far, been based larg€it; impressions
and rough estimates' Prior to this.ume, no definitive sfudy used reiiable existing da-ta io-evaluate ttre
likely number, extent and distribution of events facilitjes on agricultural lands inionoma Valley based on
the.:aoricultur.al zo"ning" that e$sts.now. Yet.that zoning, as it is codified in the Sonoma county zoning
Ordinance and in the Sonoma County General Plan, will iirape the future of the rural ctraracter of the
Sonoma Valley over the long term. It therefore seemed prudent to examine-it, ana ie iir,Jy 

"recs,before it is too late to turn back. That is what this study seb out to do.

Treaknent of events fadliu€s in t re sonoma county "General plan 2020- up-date
The process of up-dating. the Sonoma County General Plan (General plan zOid) L now under

wayf ar_l.d some of the proposed language for the Plin begins to address issues associjted with
production and events facilities on agricultural lands in Sonoma County. me topic frii irlady been the
subject of much debate at the GP 2020 CiUzens Advisory Commiftee (CAC) levei, and more debate can
be expected as the text for the uPdated plan goes before the Sonoma County etannint Comrission una
the Board of Supervisors.

- 
Pglicy level language has been proposed by the CAC that offers a way to deal with the cumulative

effects of proposals for events facilities on agriculfural land in sonoma corniT. xowerei tt e
recommerded approach is untested and it is predictable that compromises will have to be made in the
proposed language as time goes by.

lr is also important to keep in mind that the new General Plan policies will have little real effect
on condiuons for the future unless and unul they are adopted into, and implemented by, the sonoma
County Zoning Ordinance. Presenty the GP 2020 text makes no recommendations for changes in the
agricultural zoning regulations or tfie zoning map for the Sonoma Valley that would lessen or limit the
number of parcels on which evenb facilities could be requested, and built, with a use permit.

As it stands at the time of this study (August 2004), the policy recommended by the cAC for
inclusion in GP2020 states:

"AR-59: Local concentrations of any commercial or industrial separate agriculfural
support uses, including processing, storage, bottling, canning and packaging,
agricultural support services, and visitor-seMno and recreaUonal uses ai proviaeU in policy AR6f,
even if related to surrounding agricultural activities, are detrimental to the primary use of the
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land for the production of food, fiber and plant materials and shall be avoided. In determining

whether or not the approval oisuch uses would constifute a detrimental concentration of such

uses, consider al! the following factors:
1. Whether the above'uses would result in joint road access conflicts, or in traffic levels

that exceed the circulation and Transit Elemenus objectives for level of service on a site

specific and cumulative basis
2. Whether the above uses would draw water from the same aquifer and be located

within the zone of influence of area wells.
3. Whether the above uses would result in three or more adjacent parcels with

agriculture-related support or visitor-seMng and recreational uses sited within 0.5 miles

of each other'
4. Whether the above uses would be detrimental to the rural character of the area.

In cases where the proposed processing use would process only products grown on site, sudl

use would not be penaiized in accordance with this concentration policy'"

The text also calls for 'a comprehensive event coordination program to provide monitoring and

scheduling of special evenb to minimiie cumulative impacB of such uses, particularly in areas of

concentration".

A look at the future.
This study therefore sets out to see what the future of the Sonoma Valley could be like if its

evenB facility potenUal b developed at:

A. The maximum levds permitted under the oresent zonino (the'\,vorst case" described here).

B. A more conservatve 2oolo of the maximum lorels permitted under present zoning, and

c. 20% of maximum if u|e proposed GP 2020 pdicy controls were adopted wlthout dilution.

Apprcach to the Study
The field research for this study has been gathered, with one exception, entirely by volunteers

ftom the Sonoma Valley. The exception has been a mapping contract with the Sonoma Ecology Center

(SEC), the funds for whidr were donated by the members of VOTlvlA. The analysis and the final text for
*ris ituUy were prepared by Norman Gilroy, Karl Keener, George Ellman, Steve Perry and Del Rydman.

All are residents of the Sonoma Valley. At the time of writing, both Keener and Gilroy sewe on the
Sonoma Valley Otizens Advisory C-ommission, and Keener, Ellman and Rydman serve on the Board of the

valley of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA)
This study is based on factual information drawn from the public record and from databases

provided by the County of Sonoma and the Sonoma Ecology Center. IE findings are therefore
consistent with the accuracy of the dab bases it uses. Parts of the study (e.S. the 1 to 5 "likelihood"
ratings in the chart in Appendix 1) are, however, based on the subjective judgments 0f the vario{..Is two-
person field teams that evaluated each parcel based on criteria including suitability to use, accessibility

and aesthetic backdrop. Even with adjusEnenb for new information, however, the scale of the likely
proliferation of evenB facilities in the Sonoma Valley is likely to hold at, or above, the levels predicted in
the '209o build-out" or the "GP2020" scenarios evaluated here. The study includes the following:

Baseline mapping.
The Graphic Information System team at the Sonoma Ecology Center (SEC) first drew

upon its own database and on County re@rds to produce large-scale computer{enerated maps
that show the configuration and location of all of the Assessors Parcels in the upper portion of
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the sonoma Varrey. The oufline of the.study Area was superimposed on the base maps (FiguresA, B ), and individual idenufication.numbers were *rign"dt ail'tne u8+ parceti-thiii['*itt inthe Study Area in preparation for the analysis pr"."ntiJ t 
"r..Due to the size of the study area, the Study Area wis divided into North and southsections, with some overlap allowed between the iections to make it easy to unae[Jni r,. ro..rcorrelation of properties near the.makh line whire rookinf at a singre map. sec arso piepareosmaller scare maps that showettrrg L"E uses exisunj iri ioor (Figures b .no-n-i-.n'J H. .r"u,of Agriotturat and Commerciar Zoning.(Figure o ana dl to iaenufyil;;";;;,;X; ;';iootionof the target properties on which eveit'raiitiues rigt iii.u, under present zonino.

. Simita.r maps (arso prepared by sEC - see rigures c, r.iiraTi*"rJ[ei rro,n tt.previous study of the sR l2l corridorconouaed uytvcaC and were added to expand the studyso that ib evaluaton would inciude the entire Son6ma Vattey.

StatEtical Chart
sEC first prepared a baseline Excel chart that listed all the 1784 numbered parcels withinthe,study Arel by AP# and pro]_tded 

flta o.n rre o*n"nffp, acreage, zoning and present uses ofeach parcel. The chart was then used to winnow out the a'iproximatety 792 parcers in the sfudyArea that are zoned "Agriculture" (i.e..in the oA, f-n. ien#nno zones;. w6rfing;.;;*"r.
then prepared that provided corumns in-which to proi n"to inrorm"i* ii a iiriii" #"gI '
prepared by a team of local volunteers (see nppenOix f).

Field data gattering
A team of 10 vorunteers, divided into two-person evaruation teams, ioinfly attended an"evaluation" worlshop to increase. evaluation .oniirt"n.y- trr"en teams and then worked in thestudy Area over a number or 

1v5ks t9 make orive-uy viiie L each or tne properties IstiJ on u,echart. Random audib ofthe data gathered were arso aone. using 
" 

aata iaif,eiinliorrii.""Appendix 2), the team:

99n!T.9 the status of the present uses on each property and
loenoned where an evenb-related facility already existed,

f-ry:*-h.!"9"velopedproperty-on a I (tow) 6 5 (highi probabitity scate for itsrurure stre ror an evenb facility. Ratings were based on size of parcel, proximity
visibility, topography and appropriateness for the use.

the Field Survey was then tran#ered to the analytical chart in Appendix 1 ready

Analvtical orccess

. Tabulatioo of prcsent .wents ,ehted" use on agriorlhrral hnd.
A mark (1) was made in the appropriate corumn on the chirt for each piiiei on wnicn atasting room or other events faolity arready existed at the time of the ,r*Li. in" nurEi t *.,used so that the number of existing facilities could be totaled at the end of tire evafuation ctrart.

. PoEntial for subdivlslon under pre3€nt zoning.
A comparison was made between the present acreage 6f each parcer and the minimum rot

size allowed under present zoning, where it appeared possible that a parcet couta re irMirid.o
:Ig,ti.ll.f legatty conforming parcers under today's zoning, the possiHe number oi pii..r. *.,
llsteo in the nelt column in the chart, and that became the number to be used for thl,'worst
case" analysis contained in the study.

a.
b.
c,

suitability as a
to road access,
The data from
for review.
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. 'Likelihood RaUng" of properties'
Each property was rated in the fleld for the ease with which it could be converted to visitor'

related or events uses at some future time. A rating scale with a range from "l - very unlikely"

to .5 - very likely" was used, and the "likelihood ratings" assigned by the Field Data team were

transferred to the appropriate probability columns in the chart.
For properties wirere the potential exists for a future subdivision, the number placed in the

likelihood column reflects the anticipated (not the present) number of parcels and fre number of
potential parcels there is distributed based upon the field data gathered. In some cases,.a

separate visit was made by another team member to confirm the rating decision as closely as

possible.
Once all the parcels had been rated, the chaft was used to produce the totals that appear on

the bottom line, and these are the numbers on which the projecfs findings are based, Totals

were also calcuiated for each region in the Sonoma Valley, and they are shown in the chart'

o Plotting of potential wents fadllty sites on the maps'
Since this study concems itself with idenufying the locations where it is most likely trat

evenb-facility conversion will occur, only the high likelihood categories were plotted on the maps

for evaluation. For clarity, different symbols and colors were used on the maps to indicate:

a. All 'very high" (category 5) ratings
b. All "high" (category 4) ratings
c. All existing events and visitor serving facilities on agricultural land'

The SEC team later digiuzed that information, and it is shown on the computer based maps in

Figures J (north) and K (south).

. Combining the data witfi the SRl21 study
Since a similar methodology had been used in the study of $e SR 121 corridor that was

conducted in 2003 by SVCAC, it was possible to copy the data from that study directy into the
dtart for the SRl4Amold Drive shrdy. It is shown in the final section of the chart. Though the
mapping process used in the SR121 study differed somewhat in its detail (e.9, the final maps
were not digiuzed, and the 5 and 4 raungs were separated in the chart but not on the final map)
the relevant maps and informaUon ftom that study are included here for reference as Figures C,

F, IandL

. Identification of pofonUal'arcas of concentration .

The maps were used to make a visual determination of where clustering's of symbols
indicated that concenkations of events facilities (existing and potential) would be likely to occur.
Those concentrations were then evaluated under three scenarlos (see below) and their locations
were noted on the composite map that is included as Figure M.

Figure M was then used to make a count of the maximum number of present and potential
evenb facilities in each area of concentration. An estimate was then made of the potential build-
out:

a) Maximum Build-out (Scenario A) and
b) Under a 20olo development scenario (Scenario B), and
c) At 20% buildout if the proposed GP 2020 text were to be applied in all areas of

concentration Scenario (C).

The results of these estimates are summarized in the "Findings" section that follows.
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Findings
Fifteen potential areas of concentration have been identified in the study Area, and each has beenevaluated under three possible scenarios. The findings from tho6e evaluatjons ,r"'., rotto*r,

. l: --_ _ 
b"""d on, brild-ort of th. -"ri.u- nuo'b.. of hioh *t nti"l *.*l=identified:

. Area l:
o Area 2
o Area 3
. Area 4
. Area 5
. Area 6
. Area 7
. Area 8
Leveroni Rd.
o Area 9
. Area 10
. Area 11
o Area 12
. Area 13
. Area 14
. Area 15

258 parcels are located in the areas of concentration, with an additional 104 parcels locatedoubide of the areas of concentration. With the 38 existing visitor seruing facilities, ui. totuf number ofpotential faciliues at maximum build-out in Sonoma Valley-is 400.

Aakngnt 2 existing facilities, 13 potential on a L.7 mile sretch of SR12

S[llrAq4gtrh_- 5 existing facilities, 19 potentiat on a 1.7 mile stretch of SR12
Keruuggdsquth_- 3 existing facilities, 12 potenuat on a 1.3 mile stretch of sR12

9lenlllen East - 2 existing facilities, 6 potential on a short road off SR12
uadroqe-- 2 exisung facirities, u potentiar on 1.3 mires of sRl2 and Madrone Rd.
+rovestreet - 1 existing facility, 14 potential on a 1.3 mile stretch of Grove .nJ C.oig.r.
sonoma west - None existing, 3g potentiar on 1.5 mires of Arnord, petaruma nve- a --

Ii9 Yattey 
- No existing faciriues, 13 potentiar on 1.5 mires of Arnord and watmaugh.

l+6s@e_- No existing facitities, 37 potential on a 2.3 mite stretch of SR 116
Plg 

Jend- 1 existing facility, 35 potential on 1.7 miles on Arnold, sR121 and Bonneau Rd
Sghcllyixelasl- 2 existing facitities, 15 potential on a 1.5 mite sketch of SR121
_seh+ile-ltrest-- 5 existing facilities, 13 potentiat on a 1.7 mile stretch of sRrx
+121:cqnido,r - 1 existng facillty, 9 potenual on a 1.1 mile stretch of SRl21
Sears Point - 2 existing facilities, 9 potential on a 1.1 mile sfetch of SR121

ol.
evenlv:

o Area 1:
. Area 2
o Area 3
o Area 4
r Area 5
o Area 6
o Area 7
o Area 8
Leveroni Rd.
. Area 9
. Area 10
o Area 11
. Area 12
. Area 13
o Area 14
. Area 15

Based on a conservauye 2096 buitd-out assumano buitd-out is distributed

Oakmont - 2 existing facilities, 3 potential on a 1.7 mile stretch of sR12
Kenwood North - 5 exisung facilities, 4 potential on a l,? mile stretch of SRl2
Kenwood South - 3 existing facilities, 2 potential on a 1.3 mile stretch of SRl2
Trinity - 3 existing faciliUes, 4 potential on a 1.7 mile sbetch of SR12 and Trinity Road
Glen EI en East - 2 exisung facilities, 1 potential on a short road off SRl2
Madrong- 2 existing faciliues, 4 potentiar on 1.3 mires of sR12 and Madrone Rd.
9tovesr,e.et - 1 existing facility, 3 potential on a 1.3 mile stretch of Grove and carriger
sonoma west - None existing, 8 potenuar on 1.5 mires of Arnord, petaruma Ave. & -

ryllq 
V:alley - No existng facilities, 3 potential on 1.5 miles of Arnold and Watmaugh.

116 Grade - No existing facilities, 7 potential on a 2.3 mile stretch of SR 116
Pig Eng - 1 exisung facirity, 7 potentiar on 1.7 mires on Amord, sR121 and Bonneau Rd.
Schellville East - No existing facilities, 3 potential on a 1.5 mile stretch of sR121
schellville west - 5 existing facilities, 3 potential on a 1.7 mile stretch of sR121
SR121 corridor - 1 existing facility, 2 potential on a 1.1 mile stretch of SR12t
Sears Point - 2 existing facilities, 2 potential on a 1.1 mile sbetch of SRl21

By this count, at 20olo build-out a total of 56 new facilities could be built in the areas of concentration
out of a valley-wide total of 75 new facilities. With the 38 existing facilities, this would total 113 events
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Area 9
Area 10
Area 11
Area 12

Area 13
Area 14
Area 15

and visitor serving faciliues in the sonoma Valley when build-out is complete at 20olo.

o C. At 2O.N, if the CAC! GP 2O2O r€@ntnendauom are aopli€d rioorouslv in the
future:

Area 1:
Area 2
Area 3
Area 4
Area 5
Area 5
Area 7
Area 8

Oakmont - 2 existing facilities, 2 potential on a 1.7 mile stretch of SR12

Kenwood North - 5 existing facilities, 0 potential on a 1.7 mile stretch of SR12

Kenwood South - 3 existing facilities, 0 potential on a 1'3 mile stretch of SR12

irinitv - 3 existing facilities, 3 potential on a 1.7 mile stretch of SR12 and Trinity Road

Glen Ellen East - 2 existing facilities, 1 potential on a short road off SR12

Madrone - 2 eisting facilities, 1 potential on 1.3 miles of SR12 and Madrone Rd.

Grove Street - 1 existing facility, 2 potential on a 1.3 mile stretch of Grove and Carriger

Sonoma West - None existing, 4 potenual on 1.5 miles of Arnold, Petaluma Ave. &
Leveroni Rd.
Mid Vallev - No existing facilitis, 4 potential on 1.5 miles of Arnold and watrnaugh'
116 Grade - No existjng facilities, 5 potential on a 2.3 mile stretch of SR 116

ific Bend - 1 existing facility, 3 potential on 1.7 miles on Amold, SR121 and Bonneau Rd.

Schellville East - No exisung facilities, 3 potential on a 1'5 mile stretch of SR121

Schellville West - 5 existing facilities, 0 potenual on a 1.7 mile stretch of SR121

SR121 conidor - 1 existing facility, 2 Potential on a 1.1 mile stretch of SR121

Sears Point - 2 existing facilites, 1 potential on a 1.1 mile sbetch of SR121

Under this scenario, 30 new facilities out of the total of 47 (i.e. 64 %) could be constructed in the

areas of concentration if build-out were limited to the 200/6 of maximum assumed here. With the 38

facilities already in place, that would re$lt in a total of BB facilities valley-wide urder this scenario. The

20% build out le|\,el is, howeirer, purdy an assumption made for the purpose of this study' The real

arbiter of the ultimate build-out under presert regulations is the market demand, and in a tiriving
economy the 209o build-out assumption could be low.

The results of Scenarios A. B and C are summarized below:

- 15 -



Aea Seraio A.
hiHd

SerafioB-
bdldql

w
MGP'IIDo

c-

tldValley

sRta

tthrtr

mthre*dserffiqr

rilin anas cf qenHian

rdinalerecfqerlnlim

$.ffilftrl,lc

11

12 S#lville
13 S#Mile

SeaeRrinf 1.1

Sffifu Vaiey

1.7
14 1.1

{5

6
7
I
I

l0

Gkruf 1-7
]Grrsd 1.1

lcmood i.3

Glen Eilen

SffiIfu 1n

sRlA

iJhdora
GotDSte€t
sduratJtbd]
ildValley 

I

ll6eee I

Eg&td

1

2
3
4
5

7
5

1.5

1.5

23
1.7

2
5
3
3
2
1

0
5
1

2
0
I

1

a

2
1

0
0
0
1

0
1

,3
,9
12
.t8

6
s

104

17

u
38

't3
CT

35

55

15
13

9
9
3

€

fr

15
?A

15
A
8

It
ta)

A3

6I

19
15

38

13

t7
$
55

t5
18

{0
11

3

2
5
3
3
2
1

0
5
1

2
0
8

1

a

2
1

0
0
0
I
0
4

3
4
2
4
1

7

3
3
2
2
1

1

A

1

4
3
8
3
7
7

11

43

3
8
3
4
1

t9

5
9
5
7
3
a
a

6
I
8
3
7
8

11q

0
5
1

2
0
8

2
5
3
3
2

11

B

2
1

0
0
0
1

0
4

1

2
1
4
5
3

11

xt

3
0
2
I
1

7

13

2
0
0
3
1

7

3
3
4

3
5
3

3
1

15

4
5
3
6
3

18

30

5
4

11

Tds Vailey 38 38 11 38

rE-{TIIEt&tIEII lErUEb!jr?lEr

Conclusions and comparisons.
This shjdy demonstrates that, under the present agricultural zoning in Sonoma County, there is a

strong likelihood that the Sonorna Valley could be the home of between g6 and 113 ,isito. s"-ng
and/or events facilities in the foreseeable future (with the "worst-case" estimate includinf as many as2100 facilities valley-wide).

_ . fh" Sonorna Valley (Sears Point to Oakmont, and including the branch ofSRt2l stretch from Big
Bend to Burndale) is approximaEly 24 miles long. At a density oiSe facilities (Scenario C above), the 

-
average would be 3.7 visitor serving facilities per mile. At a density of 113 (Scenario B above), tiie
average would be 4.6 per mile. At 4(D (Scenario A above), the average rnoirtO Oe 16.7 per mile. These
gyeraOes do not, however, allow 6r the additonal clustering that is likely b occur in popular areas (like
Kenwood, the Mid Valley sections on Arnold Drive, the SR 116 hill, and the SR t2t coiridor to Sears
Point) where the build-out densities can be expected to be higher.
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For purposes of comparison, it is useful to note that the densest section of Highway 29 between

St Helena and Rutherford in tne-nipa Vattey now has an average of 4 facilities per mile (20 wineries with

evenb faciliues on a 5 mile stretch of the Highway). All are large faciliues that are very-prominent from

the highway, though some staggering of setfuct<s maa_e-possible by the width of the valley has lessened

in" ,iir.r #pia o-n purs"o ui.- ottrir sections of sR 29 (calistoga, oakville, etc.) and the Silverado

Trail have somewhat lower average densities, though the average visitor-facility density ov^er the whole

Upper Napa Valley from younMll; to Calistoga on 5R29 is 3.2 facilities per mile in August 2004 (i.e. 54

facilities in just over 17 miles).
Unliie Highways lZ, iLO, t2t and Arnold Drive, hor,rrever, the State Highway (SR 29) 61at serues

tt" ruapa vafiev f,is trrnin! lanes and merging lanes at all major turn-of6, and the Napa Valley has a

farattei roaO (tlre Silveraddtrail) that proviAel an alternate route in times of congestion or accidents'

Er"n ,o, SR 2'9 experiences virtual grid lock daily on weekdays both during the. moming and evening

.orrri,, hours and even at lunchti-me in the stretches on either side of St' Helena' Similar traffic

conditions also exist there on summer weekends, especially when various wineries are hOstng events or

promotional activities'' - in. queston must be asked, therefore, whether, as a publicly accepted OoligV, the Sonoma

Valley is conient to accept such densities, and that associated traffic problems, as-the prospect for its

irtilz oi shoutd steps'be taken now to lessen the potential for such a density of build-out on

agriculfural land for the good of the residents of the Valley, for the protection of the Sonoma Valley's

itirai character, and for the gpod of the wineries and other agricultural activities that depend upon the

rural character o}-the Valley and the good will of their neighbors for the success of their businesses.

Choices for the future of Sonoma Valley

. zoning Ordinance
In each oI the present agricultrJral zones, modify wording related to how events facilities are handled to

support ag business and-communities rural quality of life. Define what a winery is and should events be

iniluded is part of the Use Permit process or treated as a separate marketing technique,

o Cr€te a neu 'allied agricuthrral acdvitiec" definition to include and define large scale

production and events facilities - develop a new procedure to handle such facilities that takes them out

of the "every winery should have one" - or "every winery has a right to have one" category'

o Require iigorous subcilantiation where a claim i5 made that "we can't make the project go without

an events (or wedding) facilitY"
o Tailor the slze of allied a9 facilitieo to the acttal agriotlturat Producdon capabllity on site.
prohibit use of the same parcetlsl of ag land in more than one calculation of ag production capability.

o lncrease the per-parcel acrcage requlrcments to minimize future increases in the number of
parcels able to support an "allied agriculhjral activity". Where appropriate, change the parcel size

controls on present'Ag" parcels in the Sonoma Valley
o Requirc a demonstrauon of the connection with agrkulture for all applicauons that include

events, special eventsr passport, wine clubs, weekly BBQs, formal open houses and other public events.

Require clear linkage re how each type of event relates to the proposed (or approved) usage on the site.

o Provide lnoentives for the presewa$on of rural character (careful setings, deep setbacks,

screen planting, small scale character, mitigauon of impacts, et.)

. 2020 ceneral Plan Update
o Learn from Napa Valley winery practices, and declde on the btal number of wlnery's that will
be allowed in each s€gment of the Sonoma Valley, and where they would be allowed.
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o Adopt and strengthen even-forther th€ proximity llmitation language now proposed for Gp202o - "no more than 3 in a half a mile" may itill be too close together, ana ireus of ionientration canbe close together and effectivery go on mire after mire after mile. iey .,;"d;;;;-fiot"a tn" ,.rr"tcharacter and ag total business in the valley.
o Develop, and include in the G-ener-al plan zo2o, a .sonoma valley specific Area plan. thatreplaces the North Sonoma Valley Specific plan

. Countl Event Coordinator poslUon (per Gp 202O updah)

o Adopt the GP2020 recommendaUon re the establishment of a coordinator to monitor and enfiorceevents related conditions on permE in the Sonoma Vallery
o Establish guidelines under which the coordinator will monitor scheduling, approving, tracking andenforcement of events activities .a[owed by permits in the Sonoma Valleyi' '

o Budget for, and hire, the coordinator

. It{oratoriunt
o Place a morabrium on neuY waoeris/sents facilities in sonoma valley untit the GeneralPlan is adopted and addrcsses the lssues. Don't rely on market condition, to'.ontiot *nut happenswithin the valley.

. Initiatiye usage fior resotuUon
o consider use of tlre initlative process in the event county officials are not responsive to morestringent contrors on rarge scare deveropment on agricurturat tano in tns son;; V;6;-'"
fh9 study team generated the above choices, but all agree that the county experts at pRMD and thedecision makers can generate additional choiies that niea to re imptemen'tea io insuie a'ri:ture ror ttreSonoma Valley.
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