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NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND PROGRAM EIR PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update

Date: February 6, 2023

To: State Clearinghouse, Responsible and Trustee Agencies, and Interested Parties
and Organizations

Project Title: Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update

Comment Period: February 6, 2023 through March 23, 2023

Scoping Meeting: March 8, 2023, at 6:00 p.m. PST

Lead Agency: County of Sonoma

Project Location: Unincorporated Countywide, outside of coastal zone (refer to Figure 1)

Lead Agency Contact: Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner
County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, California 95403
Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

The Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department (Permit Sonoma) is preparing a
comprehensive cannabis program update, including a new commercial cannabis land use ordinance and
potential General Plan Amendments. Permit Sonoma has determined that a Program Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) will be necessary to evaluate the potential physical environmental impacts of the
Cannabis Program Update pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The County
requests comments and guidance on the scope and content of the Program EIR from responsible and
trustee agencies, interested public agencies, organizations, and the general public in compliance with
CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3). In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections
15082(a) and 15375, the County prepared and released this Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR.

This NOP provides a brief summary of the Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update, the County’s
preliminary identification of the potential environmental issues to be analyzed in the EIR, and
information on how to provide written comments and verbal comment (as part of a Public Scoping
Meeting) on the scope of the EIR.

The County invites any and all input and comments regarding the preparation of the Program EIR. If
applicable, please indicate a contact person for your agency or organization. If your agency is a responsible
agency as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15381, your agency may use the environmental documents
prepared by the County when considering permits or approvals for actions regarding the project.

Page 1 of 9


mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

112/

.-. ,I
e permit R

' : ounty Oof L-onoma
l I"A\\ : i S O N O M A Permit & Resource Management Department

\

7\

Vi
Ll Clear Lake s
i e |
P IT DETAILED ‘AREA
MENDOCINO COUNTY Ll_
1
i T
JaX,
i,
s —»v-—-—_ﬁ..,..._..._.._}"-' LAKE COUNTY (5
{ > \"'\ y
Cloverdale ! o~
), i
’- /'—
o1 4
\/_\ N .
.
'i\’ . § -
8 o
: iy
128 /
Healdsburg b)
N\ /
\ \_‘.

N\
\¢ Yy COUNTY
(0]
L~ \ \.
\_g\ "l I/\ 1'
Sangaé}gsa ?

'
Sebastopaol

\
\\ \ So\ﬁoma 51
b \ %,Jf\l-.

i
_—— ~ Petaluma
RO
) N
R { ‘.; &
AN ol
M.I \‘ &
i M
- ,) San P(lb}-;rﬁf‘ll - e
\'. Program Area { //
[ ey 5 P Yo i
| I—.—.1 Sonoma County N v ; Y
; Incorporated Cities H_,,t i (&;\ \n,
| "i\.
E [/ 72 Coastal Zone i\“‘,, N
8 0 5 10 <5t b
q MILES o g NbJas,
~ RIL
| ESRI Ocean Base o ,N{_ \ &4‘
20220084.01 GIS 001 J\ :';'- 5
P T W ey

Source: adapted by Ascent Environmental in 20231

Figure 1 Program Area

Page 2 of 9



S permit o
) ounty or sonoma
l I"k\\\ S O N O M A Permit & Resource Management Department

Public Scoping Meeting:

The County will hold a public scoping meeting to provide an opportunity for agency staff and interested
members of the public to submit verbal comments on the scope of the environmental issues to be
addressed in the EIR. The scoping meeting will be held on Wednesday, March 8, 2023, at 6:00 p.m. pacific
standard time (PST). To join the meeting by computer or provide comment by phone, use the Zoom link
or phone number on the Cannabis Program Update webpage:
https://sonomacounty.zoom.us/j/93030525461?pwd=NndtNWVvSkVmZ0YOKOViK2Z6c0swUT09

The scoping meeting will include a presentation on elements of the Cannabis Program Update, a
summary of the NOP and broader CEQA process to come, and an opportunity to provide comments on
the scope of the EIR.

The scoping presentation will be recorded and available to view after March 15, 2023 at: :
https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/county-administrators-
office/projects/cannabis-program/cannabis-program-update-and-eir

If you have questions regarding this NOP or the scoping meeting, please contact Crystal Acker at 707-
565-8357 or via email at Cannabis@sonoma-county.org.

Written Comments:

If applicable, please indicate a contact person for your agency or organization when submitting
comments. Submit written comments to either of the below within 45 days of the date of this notice by
5:00 p.m. on March 23, 2023:

e Email: Cannabis@sonoma-county.org
e Regular mail: Permit Sonoma, Attn: Crystal Acker
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, California 95403

All commenters who provide an email address will be added to the Interested Parties List for future
updates on the Cannabis Program. Individuals may also be added to the list through the County’s
Electronic Subscription Services
https://service.govdelivery.com/accounts/CASONOMA/subscriber/new?topic id=CASONOMA 312 or
by sending a request to be added to Cannabis@sonoma-county.org.

Project Background:

Sonoma County’s first regulation of cannabis as an industry was the County’s original dispensary
ordinance (Ord. No. 5715), as adopted March 20, 2007 and amended on February 7, 2012 and which
imposed a cap of nine dispensaries in the unincorporated County (Ord. No. 5967). The County’s first
comprehensive Cannabis Land Use Ordinance (Ord. No. 6189) was adopted under a Negative
Declaration on December 20, 2016, and amended in 2018 to make minor changes to allowed uses (e.g.,
allow adult use) and enhance neighborhood compatibility (e.g., 10-acre minimum parcel size for
cultivation) within the scope of the adopted Negative Declaration.

Sonoma County currently regulates commercial cannabis land uses in the unincorporated areas of the
County under Zoning Code Sections 26-88-250 through 26-88-256 and regulates personal cannabis
cultivation under Section 26-88-258. These provisions contain allowable cannabis uses and permit
requirements by zoning district and include development criteria and operating standards for
commercial cannabis activities.
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The proposed Cannabis Program Update complies with a June 8, 2021 directive from the Board of
Supervisors to complete a comprehensive update of the cannabis program and prepare an EIR in
compliance with CEQA. On March 15, 2022, the Board adopted a Cannabis Program Update Framework
(Attachment 1) to guide development of the project description, CEQA alternatives, and draft ordinance.

Project Description:

The Cannabis Program Update would result in a series of zoning changes that may retain, replace,
expand on, or eliminate existing provisions of the current cannabis ordinance. The primary goals of the
Cannabis Program Update are to consider the need for expanded or new cannabis land uses within the
unincorporated County, further enhance neighborhood compatibility and environmental protections
(which could result in restriction or elimination of cannabis land uses), and streamline the cannabis
permitting process. The Cannabis Program Update is currently being developed consistent with County
Resolution No. 22-0088, “Cannabis Program Update Framework” (Framework), which requires:

e Defining which activities are allowed or prohibited, and what authorization is required for
allowed activities (i.e.) by right; ministerial zoning permit; discretionary use permit; business
license.

e Consideration of one or more General Plan Amendments, including to address the relationship
between cannabis and traditional agriculture and other existing uses.

e Policy development informed by data and factual analyses, including:

o Neighborhood separation criteria, based on residential and cannabis use types, as it relates
to odor, groundwater, visual, safety (including road access and wildfire), and noise impacts.

o Criteria for and mapping of “Rural Neighborhood Enclave,” based on residential density and
community character.

o Criteria for and mapping of Exclusion Zones related to groundwater availability, topography,
infrastructure (e.g., road access, lack of electrical/other utilities), safety concerns (including
wildfire risk and emergency response times), and biological habitat protection. If designated
Exclusion Zones are adopted, the cannabis land use ordinance will include Exclusion Zone maps.

e Permit streamlining, consisting of:
o site development and operating standards for ministerial permits and by right uses;

o criteria for and mapping of establish Inclusion Zones, based on groundwater availability,
infrastructure (e.g., road access, availability of electrical/public water/sewer/ stormwater
facilities), safety concerns (including wildfire risk and emergency response times), biological
habitat protection, and proximity/density of sensitive uses; and

o other permit streamlining options, such as development of a CEQA streamlining checklist for
discretionary permits to limit additional project-specific environmental review.

The Program area consists of all non-coastal General Plan Land Use categories and corresponding Zoning
Districts. The Local Coastal Plan does not allow commercial cannabis activities; the Cannabis Ordinance
Update will not result in changes to the Local Coastal Plan or inclusion of cannabis land uses within the
Coastal Zone.
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Project Alternatives:

The EIR will evaluate a reasonable range of project alternatives that, consistent with CEQA, meet most
of the project objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any potential significant effects that
may be identified. To ensure the County has a range of scenarios to consider during future discretionary
proceedings, alternatives will include a No Project Alternative (continuation of existing regulations), and
one or more reduced project alternatives tied to various policy options.

The EIR will identify the environmentally superior alternative, and also will identify any alternatives that
were considered but rejected by the lead agency as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons why.

Next Steps:

After the Draft EIR is completed, the County will issue a Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR to inform the
public and interested agencies, groups, and individuals of how to access the Draft EIR and provide
comments.

The draft EIR will be available for review at Permit Sonoma, located at 2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa
Rosa, California 95403 and on the Cannabis Program Update & Environmental Impact Report webpage
at: https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-services/county-administrators-
office/projects/cannabis-program/cannabis-program-update-and-eir.

Potential Environmental Effects:

The County has determined that implementing the Cannabis Program Update may result in significant
environmental impacts; therefore, an EIR will be prepared. As allowed under State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15060(d) and 15063 (when it has been determined that an EIR will clearly be required), the County
has elected not to prepare an initial study and will instead begin work directly on the EIR.

The EIR will analyze the reasonably foreseeable and potentially significant adverse effects of the
proposed project (both direct and indirect). The EIR also will evaluate the cumulative impacts of the
project when considered in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects. The analysis in the EIR will be programmatic and will evaluate the effectiveness of the
proposed land use requirements and development performance standards to address environmental
impacts associated with the regulated cannabis activities. Where potentially significant environmental
impacts are identified, the EIR will also discuss mitigation measures (e.g., in the form of modifications to
the ordinance) that may reduce or avoid significant impacts. The EIR will analyze the potential for
significant environmental impacts (direct and indirect) in the following topic areas:

Aesthetics/Visual Resources Land Use and Planning
Agricultural & Forest Resources Mineral Resources

Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Public Services

Cultural Resources Transportation

Energy Tribal Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils Utilities and Service Systems
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Wildfire

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Cumulative Impacts

Hydrology and Water Quality
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These topic areas will be evaluated in the EIR, and feasible and practicable mitigation measures will be
recommended to reduce any potentially significant impacts. The Cannabis Ordinance Update is not
anticipated to result in significant impacts to population and housing or recreation because it would not
involve the generation of substantial new employment or a need for housing that could generate
additional demand on recreation resources. Brief descriptions of proposed analyses follow:

Aesthetics/Visual Resources. The analysis will address whether project implementation could generally
change visual character within the County, especially from important viewpoints (i.e., designated Scenic
Resources: Scenic Corridors, Scenic Landscape Units, and Community Separators). The EIR will consider,
at minimum, fencing, lighting, stockpiles of equipment used in outdoor cultivation operations such as
containers and growth media, temporary hoop houses, and permanent structural development. The
analysis will also include a discussion of potential impacts from light and/or glare associated with mixed-
light cultivation greenhouses.

Agricultural & Forest Resources. The EIR will describe the County’s current agricultural resources and
land uses, including lands subject to Williamson Act Land Conservation contracts, consistent with the
Sonoma County General Plan. The General Plan identifies preservation of agricultural land for
agricultural uses as the primary goal for the three agricultural land use categories: Land Intensive
Agriculture, Land Extensive Agriculture, and Diverse Agriculture. To support that goal, the General Plan
includes many policies to protect and enhance agricultural lands and to encourage land uses related to
agricultural production, agricultural support, and visitor-serving uses that promote agriculture. The
analysis will address compatibility of cannabis operations with traditional agricultural land uses and
potential conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. The analysis will also include a
discussion of potential impacts associated with a General Plan Amendment to include cannabis within
the meaning of “agriculture” and “agricultural use” as used in the Sonoma County General Plan.

The EIR will describe the County’s current forested/timber resources and land uses consistent with the
Sonoma County General Plan. The analysis will address compatibility of cannabis operations with timber
resources and potential conversion of timberlands.

Air Quality. The EIR will evaluate the potential criteria air pollutant emissions associated with
construction- and operation-related activities associated with cannabis operations. The analysis will
address toxic air contaminants, potential impacts on sensitive receptors, and generator use from
cannabis operations. The EIR will evaluate potential cannabis plant odor impacts associated with
cannabis activities, including cultivation and processing.

Biological Resources. The EIR will analyze potential impacts on biological resources from project
implementation. It will include a description of known biological resources, including regionally sensitive
and locally-important watersheds, fish-bearing streams, riparian habitat, the Laguna de Santa Rosa and
other wetland areas, sensitive natural communities, sensitive habitats, movement corridors, wildlife
nursery sites, special-status plant and wildlife species, and federal-designated Critical Habitat. The
impact analysis will also consider potential conflicts with applicable policies or regulations protecting
biological resources, including General Plan polices for Biotic Resources and provisions of the State
Water Resources Control Board Cannabis Cultivation Policy — Guidelines for Cannabis Cultivation. The
EIR will address other mandatory findings of significance related to biological resources.

Page 6 of 9



S permit o
) ounty or sonoma
l I"ﬁ\;\ S O N O M A Permit & Resource Management Department

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources. The EIR will include a discussion of applicable federal,
state, and local policies and regulations related to defined cultural resources; a brief summary of the
prehistory and history of the County; a description of known historic properties or historical resources;
and an evaluation of impacts on historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources. The EIR will
address other mandatory findings of significance related to cultural resources.

Energy. The EIR will evaluate whether cannabis operations allowed under the Cannabis Program Update
would result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy (stationary and mobile). The section
will consider Title 24 building efficiency requirements, including renewable energy, and state cannabis
licensing provisions regarding the use of renewable energy, especially related to high energy
consumption indoor and mixed light cultivation activities. Construction energy use will also be
addressed in the EIR.

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources. The EIR will describe the geological setting of the County,
including topography and soil characteristics, as well as County and state regulations related to geology,
soils, paleontological resources, and seismicity. This information will be used to evaluate impacts related
to geological hazards, seismic-related effects, unstable soil and slopes, soil erosion, impacts on
paleontological resources, loss of availability to mineral resources of value, and other geologic issues.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The EIR analysis will determine whether commercial cannabis operations
under the Cannabis Program Update would generate significant greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the global impact of climate change. The analysis
will factor in the degree to which cannabis cultivation replaces other agricultural production or forest
conditions. Changes in carbon sequestration associated with changes in vegetation from establishment
of cultivation areas and plant growing cycles will be considered. Proposed GHG reduction measures will
be real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Cannabis operations may involve the use of potentially hazardous
materials that could result in impacts on public health and the environment or the accidental release of
hazardous materials into the environment. Applicable local and state regulations and databases will be
identified and considered. Using available information, including the California Department of Pesticide
Regulation’s standards and guidance on pest management practices for cannabis cultivation, Sonoma
County Agriculture / Weights and Measures Best Management Practices for Cannabis Cultivation, and
measures included in the State Water Resources Control Board Cannabis Policy, the EIR will identify
typical hazardous materials used in cannabis operations and associated impacts. The EIR will also
consider any impacts related to proximity to schools and airports, the effect on emergency response and
evacuation plans, the potential for increased wildland fires, and the program’s effect on vector control.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The EIR will describe the existing hydrologic setting of the County and
surrounding area and will summarize appropriate federal, state, and County regulations and policies
related to these issues, including the State Water Resources Control Board Cannabis Policy. The EIR will
evaluate the effects of the Proposed Ordinance on runoff and drainage patterns, pollutant discharges to
surface water and groundwater related to agricultural chemical use, groundwater overdraft, well
interference, streamflow depletion, and potential flooding hazards. The analysis will also address
surface water and groundwater resource impacts associated with the water supply needs of cannabis
operations under normal, dry, and multiple-dry years.
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Land Use and Planning. The EIR will evaluate the Cannabis Program Update relative to Sonoma County
General Plan Land Use policies, focusing on consistency with existing policies adopted for the purpose of
reducing environmental impacts. The EIR will examine the potential for impacts associated with land use
compatibility and will evaluate any potential for division of existing communities. It also will address
other mandatory findings of significance related to impacts on human beings.

Noise. The EIR will describe the existing noise environment within the County and will identify existing
areas with concentrations of noise-sensitive receptors and major noise sources; ambient levels; and
natural factors, if any, that relate to the attenuation of noise, including topographic features. The impact
of noise from specific equipment used for construction, cultivation (e.g., generators, air filtration and
ventilation equipment, well pumps, and mechanical trimmers), manufacturing, and processing activities.
The EIR will also assess exposure to excessive noise from allowed cannabis activities under the Cannabis
Program Update, including cannabis tourism and related visitor-serving uses.

Public Services. The Cannabis Program Update would allow for expanded or new cannabis operations
that could generate additional need for law enforcement and fire protection services. The EIR will
evaluate whether new cannabis operations under the Cannabis Program Update could result in new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives related to these public services.

Transportation. The EIR will describe the existing transportation system and will analyze how cannabis
operations under the Cannabis Program Update may affect the operation of County roadway facilities
and state highway facilities, as well as increased vehicle miles traveled. The EIR will evaluate the
potential increase in vehicle miles traveled associated with cannabis operations under the Cannabis
Program Update and address potential impacts on roadway conditions from increased operational truck
traffic and visitor-serving uses, as well as on traffic safety. Impacts on transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
transportation will also be addressed.

Utilities and Service Systems. The EIR will evaluate whether implementing the Cannabis Program Update
may affect the provision of utilities and related service systems, including the need to construct new or
expanded water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, electrical, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities,
the construction of which would result in significant environmental effects. The impact analysis will also
consider solid waste service demands associated with cannabis operations (e.g., cultivation waste
products, including hoop house membrane materials, growth media and containers, and green waste) and
whether there would be adverse impacts on disposal capacity or reduction goals.

Wildfire. The EIR will describe the existing wildland fire hazard setting in the County, including all
available information resources, such as fire hazard severity zones designated in the County General
Plan, California Public Utility Commission Fire Threat Districts, Sonoma County Wildfire Risk Index, and
will discuss recent and historic wildfire-prone areas in the County. The EIR will evaluate the Cannabis
Program Update relative to Sonoma County General Plan Public Safety policies, focusing on consistency
with existing policies adopted for the purpose of reducing environmental impacts associated with
wildfire risk. The analysis will address cannabis operations’ potential effects on the severity of wildfire
hazards and evacuation conflicts (i.e., physical road condition and configuration to support concurrent
emergency access by first responders and evacuation by residents), wildfire risk (i.e., site characteristics
which influence fire likelihood and fire behavior), emergency response times, and availability of water
for fire-fighting purposes.
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Cumulative Impacts. The cumulative impact analysis will be based on existing land use plans for the
County and the surrounding counties. The analysis will evaluate whether implementing the Cannabis
Program Update would result in an incremental contribution to significant cumulative impacts that is
considerable. The EIR will also evaluate potential impacts related to multiple cannabis operations in
specific geographical areas (i.e., over-concentration).

Other CEQA Required Analyses. The EIR will evaluate whether the Cannabis Program would have the
potential to induce population and economic growth within the County, identify any significant and
unavoidable impacts, and disclose significant irreversible changes to the environment.
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From: Val

To: Cannabis

Subject: Water

Date: Sunday, February 12, 2023 9:58:19 AM
EXTERNAL

Has anyone there thought about the impact of issuing more permits on our water supply?? We are in a drought in
case you didn't know.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Liz Brock

To: Cannabis

Subject: Too much cannabis!

Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2023 4:03:08 PM
EXTERNAL

Going forward with increased cannabis activity in Sonoma County feels like an abuse and assault on public and
youth safety!

Reading in the Press Democrat about the increased thieving and associated high speed chases endangers us all. Plus
the many health reports on long term mental health issues for cannabis users. Making a recreational drug more
accessible to all will definitely increase young peoples usage.

Please, put as strict of regulations as possible, for the safety of the rest of us who feel endangered by free flowing
cannabis.

Very sincerely, Liz Brock.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.


mailto:lizatbrockhouse@yahoo.com
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

From: Crystal Acker

To: Cannabis

Subject: FW: Comment on Notice of Preparation of Cannabis EIR
Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2023 7:40:40 AM
Attachments: 2 15 23 cannabis scoping Itr 1 final 1.pdf

----- Original Message-----

From: Sonia Taylor <great6@sonic.net>

Sent: February 15, 2023 7:06 AM

To: Crystal Acker <Crystal. Acker@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Re: Comment on Notice of Preparation of Cannabis EIR

EXTERNAL

Crystal, attached please find my letter with an early comment on the scoping of the Cannabis EIR.

Of course, please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or would like additional information.
Thanks for your consideration.

Sonia

Sonia Taylor

707-579-8875
great6@sonic.net

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected, do not click any web links, attachments,
and never give out your user ID or password.
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mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Sonia E. Taylor

306 Lomitas Lane
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
707-579-8875
Great6@sonic.net

15 February 2023

Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Via email

Re: Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update
Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR

Gentlepersons:

| am in receipt of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis
Program Update.

At this early stage, | just have one comment I'd like to make for the record, as follows.

| support the Cannabis Environmental Impact Report (EIR) researching, evaluating and identifying both
“inclusion zones” and “exclusion zones,” the former where cannabis is permitted to be grown and the
later where cannabis is not permitted to be grown. Oddly, however, in the Framework for the Cannabis
EIR, the criteria for evaluating inclusion and exclusion zones are different, and are missing what | believe
are crucial concerns.

| would make the argument that the Cannabis EIR should use the most expansive criteria possible for
defining inclusion and exclusion zones, and, in fact, that the criteria should be the same. For example,
the Framework criteria for an exclusion zone includes “topography,” while that is not listed as a criteria
for an inclusion zone. Of course, topography is equally important to evaluate for both zones — if a site is
relatively flat, that would be a point in favor of an inclusion zone, while a site with 20% slopes would be
a point in favor of an exclusion zone. For example.

| would propose the following criteria, which is an amalgamation of the existing Framework criteria with
the addition of other important issues not included in the Framework, for the EIR to use to evaluate and
identify inclusion and exclusion zones — | have made the items to be considered as bullet points for
clarity:

Criteria to establish Inclusion Zones and Exclusion Zones shall consider, at minimum:

e Groundwater availability,

e Topography,

e Infrastructure (e.g., road access, availability of electrical/ public water/sewer/
stormwater facilities/other utilities),

e Safety concerns (including wildfire risk, emergency response times for fire and crime),
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e Site access (including dead end roads and road widths),

e Ability of the property to comply with state Fire Safe Regulations and other laws,

e Biological habitat protection,

e Natural resources (if the lands include resources such as water, timber, geothermal,
mineral, habitat, etc.),

e Visual impacts (including impacts on parks, Community Separators, Scenic Landscape
Units, Scenic Highways and Corridors and Greenbelts, Greenways and Expanded
Greenbelts),

e Whether the property is located in a voter protected Community Separator,

e Likelihood of Cultural Resources on the property,

e Proximity/density of sensitive uses who will be affected by issues such as air quality,
possible crime, noise, light, etc. (including schools, parks, residential uses,
unincorporated towns and cohesive rural neighborhoods)

e Existing General Plan designations/requirements, existing zoning requirements, existing
area plan requirements, and existing uses.

Thank you for your consideration. As always, please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any
guestions or require additional information.

Very truly yours,

Sonia E. Taylor
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Sonia E. Taylor

306 Lomitas Lane
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
707-579-8875
Great6@sonic.net

15 February 2023

Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Via email

Re: Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update
Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR

Gentlepersons:

| am in receipt of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis
Program Update.

At this early stage, | just have one comment I'd like to make for the record, as follows.

| support the Cannabis Environmental Impact Report (EIR) researching, evaluating and identifying both
“inclusion zones” and “exclusion zones,” the former where cannabis is permitted to be grown and the
later where cannabis is not permitted to be grown. Oddly, however, in the Framework for the Cannabis
EIR, the criteria for evaluating inclusion and exclusion zones are different, and are missing what | believe
are crucial concerns.

| would make the argument that the Cannabis EIR should use the most expansive criteria possible for
defining inclusion and exclusion zones, and, in fact, that the criteria should be the same. For example,
the Framework criteria for an exclusion zone includes “topography,” while that is not listed as a criteria
for an inclusion zone. Of course, topography is equally important to evaluate for both zones — if a site is
relatively flat, that would be a point in favor of an inclusion zone, while a site with 20% slopes would be
a point in favor of an exclusion zone. For example.

| would propose the following criteria, which is an amalgamation of the existing Framework criteria with
the addition of other important issues not included in the Framework, for the EIR to use to evaluate and
identify inclusion and exclusion zones — | have made the items to be considered as bullet points for
clarity:

Criteria to establish Inclusion Zones and Exclusion Zones shall consider, at minimum:

e Groundwater availability,

e Topography,

e Infrastructure (e.g., road access, availability of electrical/ public water/sewer/
stormwater facilities/other utilities),

e Safety concerns (including wildfire risk, emergency response times for fire and crime),
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e Site access (including dead end roads and road widths),

e Ability of the property to comply with state Fire Safe Regulations and other laws,

e Biological habitat protection,

e Natural resources (if the lands include resources such as water, timber, geothermal,
mineral, habitat, etc.),

e Visual impacts (including impacts on parks, Community Separators, Scenic Landscape
Units, Scenic Highways and Corridors and Greenbelts, Greenways and Expanded
Greenbelts),

e Whether the property is located in a voter protected Community Separator,

e Likelihood of Cultural Resources on the property,

e Proximity/density of sensitive uses who will be affected by issues such as air quality,
possible crime, noise, light, etc. (including schools, parks, residential uses,
unincorporated towns and cohesive rural neighborhoods)

e Existing General Plan designations/requirements, existing zoning requirements, existing
area plan requirements, and existing uses.

Thank you for your consideration. As always, please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any
guestions or require additional information.

Very truly yours,

Sonia E. Taylor
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From: marcus pizzorno

To: Cannabis

Subject: EIR for cannabis operations in Sonoma County
Date: Friday, February 17, 2023 11:30:16 PM
EXTERNAL

As an absolute minimum, the EIR must include:

-Neighborhood Comparability (when did growing drugs become compatible with raising
children?)

-Average minimums

-Ground water pollution

Please save the life we enjoy in Sonoma County by not legalizing the growing of drugs.

Marcus Pizzorno

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Loe Dispensaries

To: Cannabis

Subject: Consumption at dispensaries

Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:43:30 PM
EXTERNAL

To the cannabis staff,

Sonoma county is falling behind again as other jurisdictions allow consumption rooms at dispensaries to help them
attract customers away from the black market.

This is a needed revenue source for county dispensary owners who spent 5 years being processed and have suffered
tremendous expense because of these unreasonable county delays. Does anyone think it’s reasonable to take 4-5
years to process a CUP for a simple retail location with zero opposition?

Dispensaries with parcels that can accommodate the additional space for the cafe or lounge should be allowed. And
consumption lounges should be limited to dispensary permit holders only. No extra cannabis rules. Stop that stuff.
Treat it like a coffee shop. That’s it. No need to be overwhelmingly burdensome on the operators.

Dispensaries with suitable land should be able to do special events and outdoor cannabis events on their land.

Cotati, Sonoma, and Santa Rosa are already doing consumption lounges. Sonoma county should mimic those laws
and allow the county dispensary owners to compete instead of continuing to hold them back with grossly
unreasonable/incompetent discriminatory 5 year processing and prmd crap that no other jurisdiction has to suffer
through.

Give independent county cannabis retail operators a chance to compete with the banker owned mini-chains through
the county.

Cannabis farmers should be able to distribute their own material to dispensaries, distributors, and manufacturers.

Cannabis co2 extraction should be allowed in ag zones DA, LEA, LIA. Hemp cement extraction is allowed and it
the same machines and process. With the correct use bldg (F-1) an ag parcel should be able to do type 6 extraction
of the.

Thank you for considering,
John Loe

Loe Dispensaries

Loe Cannabis
707-708-6380

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom. Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

February 8, 2023

Crystal Acker

County of Sonema
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Re: 2023020144, Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update Project, Sonoma
County

Dear Ms. Acker:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.[a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any fribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 US.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the fribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1964 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.

Page 1 of 5



ABS2
AB 52 l‘;os added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Underdake a Project:
Within fourfeen (14} days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency fo undertake a project, d lead agency shall provide formal nofification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiiated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, 1o be accomplished by i least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

¢. Nofification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Rescurces Code §21080.3.7 (d)].

d. A “California Nafive American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe locaied in Califormnia that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18}.

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Bedin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving ¢ Tiibe's Reguest for Consultation and Before Releasing o
Negative Declaration, Mitiaated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Repord: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a Califernia Native
American iribe that is fraditionally and culiurally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (&) and pticr to-the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental impact Report. (Fub. Resources Code §21080.3.1{b]).

a. For purposes of AB 52, "consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). {Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b}).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consuliation If Requested by ¢ Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandaiory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives o the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

¢. Significant effects. [Pub. Resources Code §21080. 3 2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance cf the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project’s impacts on fribal cultural resources.
-d. [If necessary, project alternalives or appropriaie measures for preservation or mitigation that the fribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 {a)).

5. Confidenfiglity of Information Submitted by g Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited io, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by o California Native Americdn fribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitied by o
California Native American tribe during the censuliation or environmental review process shall be published in o
confidential appendix t¢ the environmental document unless the fribe That provided the information consents, in
writing, 1o the disclosure of seme or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c}(1)).

6. Discussion of Impdcts to Tribal Culturdl Resources in the Envirenmental Decument: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the preposed project has a significant impact on an identified fribal cultural resource.
bh. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures thai may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Rescurces Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural rescurce. {Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant fo Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommmended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Reauired Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures af the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or cther open space, to incorporate the resocurces with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the fribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the fraditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
¢. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American fribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a Cadlifornia prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmentdl
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant fo Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed o engage in the consultation process.
- ¢. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the fribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the fribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. {Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online atf: htip://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/ABS2TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments fo contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research's “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at:

hitps://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 922.pdf.

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consuliation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate fribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List." If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(a)(2).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiglity: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).
4, Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. FEither the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consuliation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating fribal consultation with
fribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the fimeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Trical Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File” searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to fribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center

(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/epage_id=30331) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. |If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. If asurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed o the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archasological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.
c. lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., fit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e} address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
Cameron.Vela@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Caimanon Vel

Cameron Vela
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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From: outlook C42CADA24ACFF4E4@outlook.com

To: Cannabis

Subject: cannibis

Date: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 2:40:44 PM
EXTERNAL

Does this mean there is no longer a restriction on square footage for growing cannabis? | pray this is
not the case. Water is not plentiful. I’'m doing what | can to limit water usage.

Thank You

Lisa Boyadjieff

Sent from Mail for Windows

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Dominigue Pfahl

To: Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis cultivation EIR

Date: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:14:44 AM
EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,

The biggest issue to affect our health, welfare, and way of life is Neighborhood Compatibility.
Commercial operations that have a high-value products are incompatible with our residential
neighborhoods.

The recent increase in cannabis burglaries, weapons, and high-speed pursuits brings home this point.
The County should properly address Neighborhood Compatibility. I demand that the County Ordinance
include Neighborhood separation criteria that ensure sufficient separation of a cannabis operation from a
residential type neighborhood that, at a minimum, considers odor, groundwater, visual, safety (including
crime, road access, and wildfire), and noise impacts.

Setbacks of 1000 ft. and 20-acre minimum parcel size should be studied and required.

Respectfully,

Dominique Pfahl

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: Patrick Pfahl

To: Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis in Sonoma County

Date: Thursday, February 23, 2023 9:10:44 AM
EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,

The biggest issue to affect our health, welfare, and way of life is Neighborhood Compatibility.
Commercial operations that have a high-value products are incompatible with our residential
neighborhoods.

The recent increase in cannabis burglaries, weapons, and high-speed pursuits brings home this
point.

The County should properly address Neighborhood Compatibility. We demand that the
County Ordinance include Neighborhood separation criteria that ensure sufficient separation
of a cannabis operation from a residential type neighborhood that, at a minimum, considers
odor, groundwater, visual, safety (including crime, road access, and wildfire), and noise
impacts.

Setbacks of 1000 ft. and 20-acre minimum parcel size should be studied and required.
Respectfully,

Patrick Pfahl
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From: Rachel Zierdt

To: Cannabis; Crystal Acker

Subject: Cannabis and tourism

Date: Monday, February 27, 2023 1:55:09 PM
EXTERNAL

Notes regarding cannabis effects on tourism:

Potential of adverse impacts such as odor and other nuisances from cannabis cultivation and
processing

are acute for lodging facilities, resorts, wineries, restaurants....500 foot setback from private
residences

and 1000 foot setback from certain schools may not suffice to avoid adverse odors and
nuisance issues.

(pg. 8 in Napa report)

There is no significant data that tourists are attracted to a destination specifically because of
the local

cannabis industry. (in Colorado tourists consume significant amounts of cannabis, but only
5% called

cannabis a motivation for their trip (2016 survey) (pg. 10 in Napa report)

Questions to ask....how many visitors did we host (2018 as an example)

How many are daytrippers? How many days did the average visitor spend? How much did
they spend?

How many sites (like wineries) did they visit?

What do visitors value — in Napa its wine (47.8%), scenery (31.1%), atmosphere (16%)
Annual household income

How much did visitors spend, supporting how many jobs, generating how much in taxes.

Negatively impact by detracting form highly valued wineries, restaurants, outdoor dining,
resort and

lodging facilities, scenery, atmosphere.
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Odor impacts could detract from dining and outdoor activities at adjacent wineries
Visible cannabis operations could detract from scenic beauty, impairing visitor experience.

Cannabis related crime, odor, aesthetic could change the perceptionand attitudes about
Sonoma

generate adverse media attention. This change cold induce affluent visitors to spend their
vacation

money elsewhere.

Odor impacts have potential of impact resorts and lodging facilities affecting the TOT and
other revenue.

How much did the county and each city derive in TOT funds.
Would new tourists come specifically to Sonoma County because of cannatourism?

Multiple cannabis tours per day (unlike that of visiting 3.7 wineries per day) is limited by
the potency of

cannabis products so its unlikely that visitors could sample cannabis products at 3.7 facilities
as they do

with wineries. (pg. 15)

There is no cannabis equivalent of a winery’s tasting room and it is unclear what form
cannabis tourism

will take.

Legislation and decriminalization of commercial cannabis businesses has not reduced crime
and ample

evidence that the illegal market persists despite legalization. 2018

Regards,

Rachel zierdt
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From: Vivien Hoyt

To: Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis

Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 2:29:42 PM
EXTERNAL

Dear Sir/Madam,

I’m a big advocate for another dispensary in Sonoma. This healing medicine saved me during my chemotherapy
and afterwards. Please allow another dispensary in Sonoma. Thank you.

Best regards,
Vivien Hoyt

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Rachel Zierdt

To: Cannabis; Crystal Acker

Subject: Here is the link.

Date: Monday, February 27, 2023 4:56:15 PM
EXTERNAL

https://www.winebusiness.com/content/file/9111 Report 082019.pdf

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Charlene Stone

To: Crystal Acker; Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis update program/scoping/Hydrology and Water Quality
Date: Wednesday, March 1, 2023 2:02:45 PM

EXTERNAL

3/1/2023

Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org

cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update

Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR
Hydrology and Water Qualit
Scientifically analyze with accompanying data the following:

<I[if IsupportLists]-->1. <I--[endifl-->VWater consumption of one acre of outdoor
cannabis for one or more harvests per year

<I-[if IsupportLists]-->2. <!--[endifl-->VWater consumption of one acre of mixed light
cannabis cultivation for one or more harvests per year

<I-[if IsupportLists]-->3. <I--[endifl-->VWater consumption of one acre of
greenhouse cultivation for one or more harvests per year

<I-[if IsupportLists]-->4. <I-[endifl->VWater consumption of one acre of indoor
cultivation for one or more harvests per year

<I-[if IsupportLists]-->5. <I-[endifl-> Water consumption per each variety of plant
per day.

|dentify existing and projected water consumption by all current and
reasonably foreseeable future users. Calculate total water resources
available to current and future users during dry, flood and historically
normal years. Indicate the number and percentage of current growers
signed up for disaster relief indicating lack of water in the recent drought
cycle. Calculate the amount of acre feet of feet not being consumed
currently or projected to potentially be consumed in the future while still
protecting the residents, the environment including the public trust
review areas (PTRA). Provide a figure available for cannabis cultivation.
Convert that figure into amount of acreage of outdoor, mixed light,
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greenhouse and indoor combinations desirable.

After establishing standard guidelines for water usage per square foot
by different types of cultivation and clarifying how these standard
guidelines vary in drought conditions, scientifically establish the
“‘minimum” amount when evaluating individual projects and the
cumulative impacts. Answer the question: How much water truly exists
to be divided with fluctuations exacerbated by climate change. The
current guidelines allow the individual applicant to make their own
assessment of water use. Scientifically evaluate that method for
accuracy.

Thank you for your consideration, Charlene Stone, Santa Rosa, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: marthacopeland@comcast.net

To: Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis meeting -

Date: Thursday, March 2, 2023 11:17:44 AM

EXTERNAL

As a resident — and one directly by a large parcel — are you even
hearing from residents, seniors, and people with health issues —
or is this already determined? | am genuinely afraid of the
consequences, both of breathing the stank for 10 months a year
— and the public outcry to opposing it.

Where are you all in the process, and am | outnumbered 1000 to
one, and therefore completely disregarded? Just be honest with
me. It's my life, and | live here. Thank you.

(me: about 30 neighbors are in close proximity, mostly seniors,
and some with young children. Pick parcels for cannabis with at
least 3,000 feet between the boundaries of the grow, and
equipment, - and the neighbors. Pick parcels that won't deplete
our water in our wells. Pick parcels that have a neutral impact on
the surrounding area. Why do the neighbors have to suffer the
impact of stank, herbicides, noise, 24/7 farming? We know you
won’t enforce anything you promise. Prove us wrong. Please
don’t put in rules you will ignore. Play fair with us. Let us trust
you.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Becky Bass

To: Cannabis

Cc: Becky Bass

Subject: Comments on the NOP for the comprehensive cannabis program update

Date: Friday, March 3, 2023 5:05:08 PM

Attachments: comments on NOP comprehensive cannabis program update March 3, 2023.docx
EXTERNAL

Dear PRMD Cannabis Program staff,

Attached please find my comments pertaining to the NOP for the EIR for the comprehensive
cannabis program update.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

Thanks,

Rebecca Bass
2810 Bardy Road
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
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March 3, 2023



Permit and Resource Management Department of Sonoma County,



Here are some thoughts I wish to share after reading the NOP for the comprehensive cannabis program update.



It is somewhat alarming to see among your stated goals the expansion of cannabis land uses within unincorporated Sonoma County, and the streamlining of the permitting process, when so many residents have voiced concern that they and their environment have not been adequately protected by the existing ordinance. Maybe more neutral language could have been used to describe these goals (e.g. determining appropriate or compatible cannabis land use, improving efficiency of the permitting process, etc.)? However, it is relieving to see that enhancing neighborhood compatibility and environmental protections are also on the list!



The scope of the potential impacts to be studied seems very thorough to me, and I’m especially pleased to see that cumulative effects will be considered. Will defining a maximum allowable density of projects per land use category or area be included in this?



My biggest concern regards the sampling techniques for the EIR – from what locations will data be collected? Sampling from roadways alone is inadequate – it does not capture the true impact to homeowners on their properties. For example, in my neighborhood of Bennett Ridge, sampling visual or odor impacts from Bardy Road would greatly underestimate the visual and odor impacts on parcels that overlook Bennett Valley – the view and smell from our building sites is very different than from along the roadway. How can the data collection be made transparent so that we will know that the impacts on us have been accurately measured?



With regards to the determination of criteria for “Rural Neighborhood Enclaves” and “Exclusion Zones”, will local population desires be taken into account? My friends in various Colorado communities have had the opportunity to weigh in via ballot measure regarding whether or not their areas would allow cannabis cultivation and/or sales (e.g. Manitou Springs allows, Monument does not, etc. as determined by the local population voting in favor or against). 



Thanks for your consideration of my input,



Rebecca Bass

2810 Bardy Road

[bookmark: _GoBack]Santa Rosa, CA 95404








March 3, 2023
Permit and Resource Management Department of Sonoma County,

Here are some thoughts | wish to share after reading the NOP for the comprehensive cannabis
program update.

It is somewhat alarming to see among your stated goals the expansion of cannabis land uses
within unincorporated Sonoma County, and the streamlining of the permitting process, when
so many residents have voiced concern that they and their environment have not been
adequately protected by the existing ordinance. Maybe more neutral language could have been
used to describe these goals (e.g. determining appropriate or compatible cannabis land use,
improving efficiency of the permitting process, etc.)? However, it is relieving to see that
enhancing neighborhood compatibility and environmental protections are also on the list!

The scope of the potential impacts to be studied seems very thorough to me, and I'm especially
pleased to see that cumulative effects will be considered. Will defining a maximum allowable
density of projects per land use category or area be included in this?

My biggest concern regards the sampling technigues for the EIR — from what locations will data
be collected? Sampling from roadways alone is inadequate — it does not capture the true
impact to homeowners on their properties. For example, in my neighborhood of Bennett Ridge,
sampling visual or odor impacts from Bardy Road would greatly underestimate the visual and
odor impacts on parcels that overlook Bennett Valley — the view and smell from our building
sites is very different than from along the roadway. How can the data collection be made
transparent so that we will know that the impacts on us have been accurately measured?

With regards to the determination of criteria for “Rural Neighborhood Enclaves” and “Exclusion
Zones”, will local population desires be taken into account? My friends in various Colorado
communities have had the opportunity to weigh in via ballot measure regarding whether or not
their areas would allow cannabis cultivation and/or sales (e.g. Manitou Springs allows,
Monument does not, etc. as determined by the local population voting in favor or against).

Thanks for your consideration of my input,
Rebecca Bass

2810 Bardy Road
Santa Rosa, CA 95404



From: Richard R. Rudnansky

To: Cannabis; crystal.aker@sonoma-county.org

Cc: Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt; Chris Coursey; Lynda Hopkins; district4; Crystal Acker
Subject: Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR re Cannabis / Scoping Meeting of March 8, 2023
Date: Sunday, March 5, 2023 1:45:31 PM

Attachments: BRCA Pettition.pdf

EXTERNAL

Crystal

Although it is inconceivable to me that the Board, with or without an EIR, would allow any type of
commercial cannabis cultivation in the Bennett Ridge neighborhood (which is in a Rural Residential
Zoning District and included in the Bennett Valley Area Plan), in an abundance of caution | am providing
these comments.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the current Cannabis Ordinance restricts any type of commercial
cultivation in the Rural Residential Zoning District (RR District) | urge that this prohibition continue and
that it be made clear from the beginning of this process that the RR districts are off limits to any type of
commercial cannabis cultivation.

Short of that, | ask that the following residential neighborhood be designated as an Exclusion
Zone: Bennett Ridge Neighborhood consisting of properties located on Old Bennett Ridge Road,
Bardy Road, Rollo Road, and Bennett Ridge Road.

Also, analyze neighborhood areas and designate all neighborhood areas as exclusion zones where any
residential neighborhood meets any one of the following criteria:

(1) residential neighborhoods that relies on a mutual water system

(2) residential neighborhoods and areas in the Rural Residential Zoning District where any parcel is less
than 10 acres

(3) neighborhoods and areas whose CC&Rs are inconsistent with or do not allow cannabis cultivation

(4) areas where the roads are inadequate, including shared access private roads and roads so narrow
that vehicles cannot safely pass each other at the same time and areas where there is only one way in
and one way out.

(5) areas where water supply is inadequate, including mutual water systems, water zones 3 and 4, and
portions of water zone 2 that have experienced water shortage in drought.

(6) areas that are in a high fire or very high severity zone designated by any competent authority such as
the Board of Forestry, Sonoma County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, or the Public Utilities
Commission.

(7) areas where commercial cannabis activity is detrimental to the residential character of a
neighborhood.

(8) areas where the primary residential nature is to be preserved, especially where four or more
contiguous parcels under 10 acres in size are grouped together.

(9) areas in traditional agriculture-zoned area’s that are now primarily residential in nature. < Areas where
the scenic vistas or character are to be preserved.

(10) areas where law enforcement is inadequate because average response times are more than 20
minutes.
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Subject No to Commercial Cannibis Cultivation on Bennett Ridge
From Kent Dellinger <kdell58@hotmail.com>

To Susan.Gorin@sonoma—county.org <Susan.Gorin@sonoma—county.org>, David.rabbitt@sonoma-
county.org <David.rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>, Chris.coursey@sonoma—county.org
<Chris.coursey@sonoma-county.org>, district4@sonoma-county.org <district4d@sonoma-
county.org>, Lynda.hopkins@sonoma-county-org <Lynda.hopkins@sonoma-ccunty—org>,
marcie.woychik@sonoma—county.org <marcie.woychik@sonoma—county.org>, cannabis@sonoma-
county.org <cannabis@sonoma-county.org>

Date 2021-10-07 14:44

The Bennett Ridge Community Association (BRCA) strongly opposes any action and legislation by the Board
of Supervisors to allow any commercial cannabis cultivation in the Bennett Ridge neighborhood and adjacent
properties in Bennett Valley.

The BRCA is a not-for profit organization that works to maintain the quality of life on Bennett Ridge. Bennett
Ridge is a residential neighborhood consisting of 136 homes and properties on Old Bennett Ridge Road, Bardy
Road, Rollo Road, and Bennett Ridge Road. Bennett Ridge is a true neighborhood in every sense of the word.
We have residents of all ages including young children. Commercial Cannabis Cultivation simply is not
appropriate in or compatible with our neighborhood and would have significant adverse impacts on resources
and our quality of life for a number of reasons including, but not limited to:

(1) Visual and Aesthetics: the configuration, size and topography of lots results in homes being in close
proximity to neighboring lots and other residences and therefore cannabis structures and any attendant lighting
would be in violation of the Bennett Ridge Architectural Review Committee guidelines and would have
significant visual and aesthetic impacts on residents.

(2) Water: our water is from a mutual water company with two wells for the entire neighborhood. Any non-
residential use and pesticides would have a significant impact on the quantity and quality of our residential
water supply

(3) Odor: given the configuration and the proximity of lots and homes if commercial cannabis cultivation with
its odor was allowed in the Bennet Ridge neighborhood it would adversely impact the quality of our life and the
enjoyment of our properties.

(4) Zoning, Area Plan, CC&Rs: would be contrary to the purpose of the Rural Residential zoning district, the
Bennett Ridge CC&Rs and the Bennett Valley Area Plan of which the Ridge is a part. Further, the Bennett
Ridge CC&Rs prohibit conducting any type of business in the neighborhood.

(5) Safety: Bennett Ridge (a) has only one narrow and winding road in and out (b) is in a high fire risk area (c)
abuts Annadel State Park with hiking trails open to the public in close proximity to homes (d) has a Sheriff
response time of over 30 minutes

We invite any member of the Board of Supervisors to visit the Bennett Ridge neighborhood to see for yourself
how clearly incompatible commercial cannabis cultivation is with our neighborhood.

Therefore the BRCA, on behalf of the Bennett Ridge residents, strongly urge the Board of Supervisors prohibit
commercial cannabis cultivation on Bennett Ridge either by prohibiting such activity in the Rural Residential
Zoning Districts, placing an Exclusion Combining District on the Ridge, or by any other legislative mechanism.

We ask that you include these comments in the official record for this issue.

Respectfully Submitted:

Bennett Ridge Community Association
Board members:

Les De La Briandais

Kent Dellinger

Marilee Jensen

George Mangan






" Kathie Schmid
David Southwick, M.D.
George von Haunalter







(11) areas where there is strong local resistance to commercial cannabis activity.

(12) areas where the Board determines that it is in the public interest to prohibit commercial cannabis
activity.

For your information | have attached a petition from the Board of Directors of the Bennett Ridge
Community Association that has previously been provided.

Thank you for your attention.
Richard R. Rudnansky

Bennett Ridge Resident

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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Subject No to Commercial Cannibis Cultivation on Bennett Ridge
From Kent Dellinger <kdell58@hotmail.com>

To Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>, David.rabbitt@sonoma-
county.org <David.rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>, Chris.coursey@sonoma-county.org
<Chris.coursey@sonoma-county.org>, districtd@sonoma-county.org <district4@sonoma-
county.org>, Lynda.hopkins@sonoma-county-org <Lynda.hopkins@sonoma-county-org:>,
marcie.woychik@sonoma-county.org <marcie.woychik@sonoma-county.org>, cannabis@sonoma-
county.org <cannabis@sonoma-county.org>

Date 2021-10-07 14:44

The Bennett Ridge Community Association (BRCA) strongly opposes any action and legislation by the Board
of Supervisors to allow any commercial cannabis cultivation in the Bennett Ridge neighborhood and adjacent
properties in Bennett Valley.

The BRCA is a not-for profit organization that works to maintain the quality of life on Bennett Ridge. Bennett
Ridge is a residential neighborhood consisting of 136 homes and properties on Old Bennett Ridge Road, Bardy
Road, Rollo Road, and Bennett Ridge Road. Bennett Ridge is a true neighborhood in every sense of the word.
We have residents of all ages including young children. Commercial Cannabis Cultivation simply is not
appropriate in or compatible with our neighborhood and would have significant adverse impacts on resources
and our quality of life for a number of reasons including, but not limited to:

(1) Visual and Aesthetics: the configuration, size and topography of lots results in homes being in close
proximity to neighboring lots and other residences and therefore cannabis structures and any attendant lighting
would be in violation of the Bennett Ridge Architectural Review Committee guidelines and would have
significant visual and aesthetic impacts on residents.

(2) Water: our water is from a mutual water company with two wells for the entire neighborhood. Any non-
residential use and pesticides would have a significant impact on the quantity and quality of our residential
water supply

(3) Odor: given the configuration and the proximity of lots and homes if commercial cannabis cultivation with
its odor was allowed in the Bennet Ridge neighborhood it would adversely impact the quality of our life and the
enjoyment of our properties.

(4) Zoning, Area Plan, CC&Rs: would be contrary to the purpose of the Rural Residential zoning district, the
Bennett Ridge CC&Rs and the Bennett Valley Area Plan of which the Ridge is a part. Further, the Bennett
Ridge CC&Rs prohibit conducting any type of business in the neighborhood.

(5) Safety: Bennett Ridge (a) has only one narrow and winding road in and out (b) is in a high fire risk area (c)
abuts Annadel State Park with hiking trails open to the public in close proximity to homes (d) has a Sheriff
response time of over 30 minutes

We invite any member of the Board of Supervisors to visit the Bennett Ridge neighborhood to see for yourself
how clearly incompatible commercial cannabis cultivation is with our neighborhood.

Therefore the BRCA, on behalf of the Bennett Ridge residents, strongly urge the Board of Supervisors prohibit
commercial cannabis cultivation on Bennett Ridge either by prohibiting such activity in the Rural Residential
Zoning Districts, placing an Exclusion Combining District on the Ridge, or by any other legislative mechanism.

We ask that you include these comments in the official record for this issue.

Respectfully Submitted:

Bennett Ridge Community Association
Board members:

Les De La Briandais

Kent Dellinger

Marilee Jensen

George Mangan



" Kathie Schmid
David Southwick, M.D.
George von Haunalter




From: Richard R. Rudnansky

To: Scott Orr; Crystal Acker; Marcie.Woyc; Cannabis

Subject: Fwd: Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR re Cannabis / Scoping Meeting of March 8, 2023
Date: Sunday, March 5, 2023 2:05:09 PM

Attachments: BRCA Pettition.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please include the email below and attachment as part of the record for the Notice of Preparation
Scoping meeting of March 8, 2023

Thank you.

Richard Rudnansky

Subject:Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR re Cannabis / Scoping Meeting of
March 8, 2023
Date:2023-03-05 13:43
From:"Richard R. Rudnansky" <rrudnansky@sonic.net>
To:cannabis@sonoma-county.org, crystal.aker@sonoma-county.org
Cc:Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>, David Rabbitt
<David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>, Chris Coursey
<Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org>, Lynda Hopkins
<Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>, District4 <District4@sonoma-
county.org>, Crystal Acker <crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org>

Crystal

Although it is inconceivable to me that the Board, with or without an EIR, would allow any type of
commercial cannabis cultivation in the Bennett Ridge neighborhood (which is in a Rural Residential
Zoning District and included in the Bennett Valley Area Plan), in an abundance of caution | am providing
these comments.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the current Cannabis Ordinance restricts any type of commercial
cultivation in the Rural Residential Zoning District (RR District) | urge that this prohibition continue and
that it be made clear from the beginning of this process that the RR districts are off limits to any type of
commercial cannabis cultivation.

Short of that, | ask that the following residential neighborhood be designated as an Exclusion
Zone: Bennett Ridge Neighborhood consisting of properties located on Old Bennett Ridge Road,
Bardy Road, Rollo Road, and Bennett Ridge Road.

Also, analyze neighborhood areas and designate all neighborhood areas as exclusion zones where any
residential neighborhood meets any one of the following criteria:

(1) residential neighborhoods that relies on a mutual water system

(2) residential neighborhoods and areas in the Rural Residential Zoning District where any parcel is less


mailto:rrudnansky@sonic.net
mailto:Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org
mailto:hik@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Subject No to Commercial Cannibis Cultivation on Bennett Ridge
From Kent Dellinger <kdell58@hotmail.com>

To Susan.Gorin@sonoma—county.org <Susan.Gorin@sonoma—county.org>, David.rabbitt@sonoma-
county.org <David.rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>, Chris.coursey@sonoma—county.org
<Chris.coursey@sonoma-county.org>, district4@sonoma-county.org <district4d@sonoma-
county.org>, Lynda.hopkins@sonoma-county-org <Lynda.hopkins@sonoma-ccunty—org>,
marcie.woychik@sonoma—county.org <marcie.woychik@sonoma—county.org>, cannabis@sonoma-
county.org <cannabis@sonoma-county.org>

Date 2021-10-07 14:44

The Bennett Ridge Community Association (BRCA) strongly opposes any action and legislation by the Board
of Supervisors to allow any commercial cannabis cultivation in the Bennett Ridge neighborhood and adjacent
properties in Bennett Valley.

The BRCA is a not-for profit organization that works to maintain the quality of life on Bennett Ridge. Bennett
Ridge is a residential neighborhood consisting of 136 homes and properties on Old Bennett Ridge Road, Bardy
Road, Rollo Road, and Bennett Ridge Road. Bennett Ridge is a true neighborhood in every sense of the word.
We have residents of all ages including young children. Commercial Cannabis Cultivation simply is not
appropriate in or compatible with our neighborhood and would have significant adverse impacts on resources
and our quality of life for a number of reasons including, but not limited to:

(1) Visual and Aesthetics: the configuration, size and topography of lots results in homes being in close
proximity to neighboring lots and other residences and therefore cannabis structures and any attendant lighting
would be in violation of the Bennett Ridge Architectural Review Committee guidelines and would have
significant visual and aesthetic impacts on residents.

(2) Water: our water is from a mutual water company with two wells for the entire neighborhood. Any non-
residential use and pesticides would have a significant impact on the quantity and quality of our residential
water supply

(3) Odor: given the configuration and the proximity of lots and homes if commercial cannabis cultivation with
its odor was allowed in the Bennet Ridge neighborhood it would adversely impact the quality of our life and the
enjoyment of our properties.

(4) Zoning, Area Plan, CC&Rs: would be contrary to the purpose of the Rural Residential zoning district, the
Bennett Ridge CC&Rs and the Bennett Valley Area Plan of which the Ridge is a part. Further, the Bennett
Ridge CC&Rs prohibit conducting any type of business in the neighborhood.

(5) Safety: Bennett Ridge (a) has only one narrow and winding road in and out (b) is in a high fire risk area (c)
abuts Annadel State Park with hiking trails open to the public in close proximity to homes (d) has a Sheriff
response time of over 30 minutes

We invite any member of the Board of Supervisors to visit the Bennett Ridge neighborhood to see for yourself
how clearly incompatible commercial cannabis cultivation is with our neighborhood.

Therefore the BRCA, on behalf of the Bennett Ridge residents, strongly urge the Board of Supervisors prohibit
commercial cannabis cultivation on Bennett Ridge either by prohibiting such activity in the Rural Residential
Zoning Districts, placing an Exclusion Combining District on the Ridge, or by any other legislative mechanism.

We ask that you include these comments in the official record for this issue.

Respectfully Submitted:

Bennett Ridge Community Association
Board members:

Les De La Briandais

Kent Dellinger

Marilee Jensen

George Mangan






" Kathie Schmid
David Southwick, M.D.
George von Haunalter







than 10 acres
(3) neighborhoods and areas whose CC&Rs are inconsistent with or do not allow cannabis cultivation

(4) areas where the roads are inadequate, including shared access private roads and roads so narrow
that vehicles cannot safely pass each other at the same time and areas where there is only one way in
and one way out.

(5) areas where water supply is inadequate, including mutual water systems, water zones 3 and 4, and
portions of water zone 2 that have experienced water shortage in drought.

(6) areas that are in a high fire or very high severity zone designated by any competent authority such as
the Board of Forestry, Sonoma County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, or the Public Utilities
Commission.

(7) areas where commercial cannabis activity is detrimental to the residential character of a
neighborhood.

(8) areas where the primary residential nature is to be preserved, especially where four or more
contiguous parcels under 10 acres in size are grouped together.

(9) areas in traditional agriculture-zoned area’s that are now primarily residential in nature. » Areas where
the scenic vistas or character are to be preserved.

(10) areas where law enforcement is inadequate because average response times are more than 20
minutes.

(11) areas where there is strong local resistance to commercial cannabis activity.

(12) areas where the Board determines that it is in the public interest to prohibit commercial cannabis
activity.

For your information | have attached a petition from the Board of Directors of the Bennett Ridge
Community Association that has previously been provided.

Thank you for your attention.
Richard R. Rudnansky

Bennett Ridge Resident

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Cal Lewis

To: Cannabis

Cc: Susan Gorin; district4

Subject: So Co Comprehensive Cannabis Program
Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 6:33:38 PM
EXTERNAL

| have read through the 2/6/2023 NOP & Program EIR Public Scoping Document published in that
day’s Press Democrat. | have questions below which pertain to the need for thoroughness in the EIR
to address all impacts of multiple commercial grow operations on Rural Residential zoned parcels
within the County. A bit of background - we have lived just off Wilshire Drive in the Riebli Valley for
almost 37 years on a 1 acre parcel. We have a well and septic/leach field system. Our parcel is in a R-
R Zone, 5 AC min per house. The only commercial agricultural activity | am aware of in “our” valley is
grape growing.

#1: It is my understanding the County had stopped drilling of new wells within its jurisdiction, and we
are constantly requested to conserve our use of water. Yet, the County is still actively seeking and
funding new housing over the next several years. In addition, it appears now the County is actively
endorsing commercial cannabis grow facilities on R-R zoned parcels which require significant water
use demands on the local (and undefinable) aquifers. To my knowledge, even ground water experts
cannot determine the boundaries or quantities of an aquifer or from where it’s water comes from.

#2: Use of Ministerial Permits issued OTC to allow multiple commercial grow operations on the same
parcel needs to be stop. Public input AND participation in the review of a new Use Permit must be
required.

#3: Setbacks from adjacent residential properties?

#4: Use of generators for lighting and processing where PG&E is not available, plus electric fans for
ventilation of grow structures around the clock? Noise pollution!

#5 Additional vehicular traffic on rural roads
#6 Security requirements? How is access from adjacent parcels to be prevented?
#7 How will hazardous materials be controlled?

#8 How will the County monitor each operation? Or, will it take complaints to get code enforcement
personnel to come out to inspect?

#9 How does the County reconcile multiple structures being permitted on an R-R, 5 AC zoned parcel
when | can only build one house and one ADU (if | choose to)?

I’'m sure many more questions addressing other aspects of getting this EIR completed have been and
will be raised at the upcoming and subsequent hearing.


mailto:clewis1828@hotmail.com
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mailto:district4@sonoma-county.org

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in these discussions.

Cal Lewis
(707)528-9617
Sent from my iPad

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Dodesr

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: leonaj@sonic.net

Subject: Comments from the League of Women Voters
Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 9:34:24 AM
Attachments: LWV CANNABIS EIR.docx
EXTERNAL

Please see attached letter

Donna Roper

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Re: Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update

      Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR  3/23

The League of Women Voters of Sonoma County is in receipt of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update.



We support the cannabis environmental Impact report (EIR) water element: researching, evaluating and identifying the existing hydrologic setting and add the following criteria for clarity. A clearly defined baseline is critical in order to measure future environmental impacts. 





Criteria to establish a baseline analysis shall consider:  

1. all cannabis permits already issued, all operators growing without a permit in the Penalty Relief Program, and all pending and reasonably foreseeable future permits.

1. other residential, police protection, fire protection and agricultural users in the unincorporated areas. Assess their present and future needs. 

1. evaluation of all constraints on our water supply by all users in the County, including everyone the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) sells water to including users in Marin County.  Include all users with any water rights so they can be evaluated as a draw on our overall water "system". 

1. identify areas where public water and sewer, storm water drainage etc. are located. 

1. review all sources and uses of water, comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act to ensure future sustainability including but not limited to public trust resources.

1. identify the half dozen impaired and critical watersheds. Assess impacts of cultivation in these areas. 

1. identify areas where the construction of catchment ponds will affect replenishment and the future health of the underlying aquifers and downstream flows. 

1. conduct an analysis of drought year water availability in areas considered for cultivation. A drought year benchmark analysis is an important factor combined with projections of current and future water needs for all users county-wide.

1. accurately reach a data supported conclusion about how much total water is available and how much can be used for cannabis cultivation in the unincorporated areas. Identify and map the areas and assess how much suitable land can be projected as reasonably necessary to meet current and future demand (20 years for a General Plan). 

1. identify and map potential areas that  have the least negative impact where cannabis can be grown and present these areas to the public. 



Donna Roper-President

Leona Judson- Chair of Advocacy

League of Women Voters of Sonoma County
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Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Re: Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update

Comment on Notice of Preparation of EIR 3/23
The League of Women Voters of Sonoma County is in receipt of the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program Update.

We support the cannabis environmental Impact report (EIR) water element: researching,
evaluating and identifying the existing hydrologic setting and add the following criteria for
clarity. A clearly defined baseline is critical in order to measure future environmental impacts.

Criteria to establish a baseline analysis shall consider:

1.

all cannabis permits already issued, all operators growing without a permit
in the Penalty Relief Program, and all pending and reasonably foreseeable
future permits.

other residential, police protection, fire protection and agricultural users in
the unincorporated areas. Assess their present and future needs.
evaluation of all constraints on our water supply by all users in the County,
including everyone the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) sells water to
including users in Marin County. Include all users with any water rights so
they can be evaluated as a draw on our overall water "system".

identify areas where public water and sewer, storm water drainage etc. are
located.

review all sources and uses of water, comply with the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act to ensure future sustainability including but
not limited to public trust resources.

identify the half dozen impaired and critical watersheds. Assess impacts of
cultivation in these areas.


mailto:crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org
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7. identify areas where the construction of catchment ponds will affect
replenishment and the future health of the underlying aquifers and
downstream flows.

8. conduct an analysis of drought year water availability in areas considered for
cultivation. A drought year benchmark analysis is an important factor
combined with projections of current and future water needs for all users
county-wide.

9. accurately reach a data supported conclusion about how much total water is
available and how much can be used for cannabis cultivation in the
unincorporated areas. ldentify and map the areas and assess how much
suitable land can be projected as reasonably necessary to meet current and
future demand (20 years for a General Plan).

10. identify and map potential areas that have the least negative impact where
cannabis can be grown and present these areas to the public.

Donna Roper-President
Leona Judson- Chair of Advocacy
League of Women Voters of Sonoma County

555 Fifth Street
Suite 300 O
Santa Rosa, CA 95401
Lwvsonoma.org



From: Ellen McKnight

To: Cannabis

Subject: Glen Ellen should be in a cannabis exclusion zone
Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 8:37:08 AM
EXTERNAL

I have at least one close neighbor to me on Hill Rd in Glen Ellen who has had an un-permitted
cannabis grow for many years and it has been a nightmare!
I strongly recommend making Glen Ellen, especially Hill Rd, an exclusion zone!

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Hessel Farmers Grange

To: Cannabis; Tennis Wick; McCall Miller; Andrew Smith; Crystal Acker; BOS
Cc: Executives

Subject: Comments on EIR Scoping Session

Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 12:24:41 PM

Attachments: EIR Feb 2023.docx.pdf

EXTERNAL

Hello, Supervisors and County Staff,

Please find Hessel Farmers Grange's comments on the EIR scoping session and the items we
believe need to be discussed and assessed to create a functional and economically beneficial
Cannabis ordinance in Sonoma County.

Thank you for your time and inclusion of these comments.

Sincerely,

Hessel Farmers Grange Membership

Sam De La Paz Vice President, Hessel Farmers Grange

)

707.827.3045 | 707.354.3884 | VP@hesselfarmersgrange.com

5400 Blank Rd
Sebastopol Ca, 95472

www.hesselfarmersgrange.com

Click to schedule a meeting

Please consider your environmental responsibility. Before printing this
e-mail message, ask yourself whether you really need a hard copy.

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: This email message and any attachment
may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to which the email is addressed. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible to
deliver it to the intended recipient, that person is hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please notify us as soon as possible
by telephone (collect calls will be accepted). Thank you for your cooperation and
assistance.
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2550 Ventura Ave
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Sent via email:

Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

bos@sonoma-county.org

Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org

tennis.Wick@sonoma-county.org

mccall.miller@sonoma-county.org

andrew.smith@sonoma-county.org

March 6th, 2023

Dear Sonoma County Board of Supervisors,

We are writing as representatives of the Hessel Farmer’s Grange and the California State
Grange; California’s oldest agricultural organization, established in 1874 and currently
representing over 5,000 members.

Hessel Farmer’s Grange has been an integral part in shaping the cannabis program here
in Sonoma County. After our devastating loss with Chapter 38 being voted down, and the use of
this environmental study as a stalling tactic by the anti-cannabis minority, our local cannabis
industry is in shambles. This is too little, too late for most of our small farmers. We would like to
see this programmatic study address ways to reinvigorate the small farming community, as well
as allow larger cultivation so we can compete with other local jurisdictions. We propose you
study the following areas:

e Parity in treatment to other agricultural and commercial ag uses - Treat cannabis like an
agricultural crop:
o Centralized and on-site processing.



mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

mailto:bos@sonoma-county.org

mailto:Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org

mailto:tennis.Wick@sonoma-county.org

mailto:mccall.miller@sonoma-county.org

mailto:andrew.smith@sonoma-county.org



o Revisit need for ADA uses on private farms (not open to the public for events or
sales).
o Allow for production agriculture/increase sq footage.
Direct to consumer sales:
o Farmer’s markets.
o Farm stands.
o Allow farms to be open to the public (if they choose) and have on-site sales and
consumption.
o On site consumption and tasting rooms.
Specific rules for nurseries:
o More canopy allowance.
o Propagation does not count towards square footage.
o Direct personal use plant and seed sales being open to the public.
Cannabis tourism - educational /recreational farm tours, overnight events, destinations,
pairings, wine and weed events:
o On site Cannabis tastings and events.
Revisit the way in which the Cannabis Program interacts with Native Tribes, and Native
Tribe feedback for ministerial permits.
Making the processing quicker and more streamlined and cost effective.
Add back AR and RR zoning for small farms.
No more landscaping screening or fencing of cannabis plants.
No carbon filters.
Allow water hauling.
We want generators for backup power without a declared emergency.
Stop-work letters must have arbitration first/no misdemeanors.
Allow self transportation.
Allow self distribution.
Cannabis permits run with the land.
Divide the allowed county-wide canopy into percentages of specific use:
o A percent of Sonoma county’s canopy must go to legacy/equity farmers. Pioneers
are getting stamped out (50%).
o A percentage of Sonoma County expansion goes to small, regenerative farms
(25%).
o A percentage of Sonoma County can go to bigger canopy/medium scale farms.
(25%).
Allow growing other crops and crop rotation.
Allow fallowing of sq. footage for health of soil.
Align license types with the state.





e Allow use for existing greenhouses to exceed the current 10,000 sqg. ft. limit and use
indoor setbacks.

e Allow up to 10% of the property to be used for cannabis canopy.

e Allow Nursery stock that is not counted towards square footage.

Below are additional items we want to see added to the next round of the Cannabis Ordinance:
e Parity in treatment to other agricultural and commercial ag uses.
e Better relations with licensees and code enforcement. No code inspections with routine
ag / farm inspections. Code enforcement visits should be complaint-based only.
e Allow cannabis for Williamson Act contracted income and agricultural use.
Fee forgiveness for operators who were stuck in the Penalty Relief Program or early
applicants who were guinea pigs for Permit Sonoma.
Taxes based on gross receipts and not square footage to live-adjust to market value.
Supporting farmers through increased suicide prevention programs.
Incentivize water catchment.
Incentivize regenerative agriculture.

Sincerely,

Vince Scholten, President - Hessel Farmers Grange/Vice President - California State
Grange

Hessel Grange Hemp and Cannabis Committee

Hessel Farmers Grange Membership






THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



2550 Ventura Ave
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Sent via email:

Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

bos@sonoma-county.org

Crystal. Acker@sonoma-county.org

tennis.Wick@sonoma-county.org

mccall.miller@sonoma-county.org

andrew.smith@sonoma-county.org

March 6th, 2023

Dear Sonoma County Board of Supervisors,

We are writing as representatives of the Hessel Farmer’s Grange and the California State
Grange; California’s oldest agricultural organization, established in 1874 and currently
representing over 5,000 members.

Hessel Farmer’s Grange has been an integral part in shaping the cannabis program here
in Sonoma County. After our devastating loss with Chapter 38 being voted down, and the use of
this environmental study as a stalling tactic by the anti-cannabis minority, our local cannabis
industry is in shambles. This is too little, too late for most of our small farmers. We would like to
see this programmatic study address ways to reinvigorate the small farming community, as well
as allow larger cultivation so we can compete with other local jurisdictions. We propose you
study the following areas:

e Parity in treatment to other agricultural and commercial ag uses - Treat cannabis like an
agricultural crop:
o Centralized and on-site processing.
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o Revisit need for ADA uses on private farms (not open to the public for events or
sales).
o Allow for production agriculture/increase sq footage.
Direct to consumer sales:
o Farmer’s markets.
o Farm stands.
o Allow farms to be open to the public (if they choose) and have on-site sales and
consumption.
o On site consumption and tasting rooms.
Specific rules for nurseries:
o More canopy allowance.
o Propagation does not count towards square footage.
o Direct personal use plant and seed sales being open to the public.
Cannabis tourism - educational /recreational farm tours, overnight events, destinations,
pairings, wine and weed events:
o On site Cannabis tastings and events.
Revisit the way in which the Cannabis Program interacts with Native Tribes, and Native
Tribe feedback for ministerial permits.
Making the processing quicker and more streamlined and cost effective.
Add back AR and RR zoning for small farms.
No more landscaping screening or fencing of cannabis plants.
No carbon filters.
Allow water hauling.
We want generators for backup power without a declared emergency.
Stop-work letters must have arbitration first/no misdemeanors.
Allow self transportation.
Allow self distribution.
Cannabis permits run with the land.
Divide the allowed county-wide canopy into percentages of specific use:
o A percent of Sonoma county’s canopy must go to legacy/equity farmers. Pioneers
are getting stamped out (50%).
o A percentage of Sonoma County expansion goes to small, regenerative farms
(25%).
o A percentage of Sonoma County can go to bigger canopy/medium scale farms.
(25%).
Allow growing other crops and crop rotation.
Allow fallowing of sq. footage for health of soil.
Align license types with the state.



e Allow use for existing greenhouses to exceed the current 10,000 sqg. ft. limit and use
indoor setbacks.

e Allow up to 10% of the property to be used for cannabis canopy.

e Allow Nursery stock that is not counted towards square footage.

Below are additional items we want to see added to the next round of the Cannabis Ordinance:
e Parity in treatment to other agricultural and commercial ag uses.
e Better relations with licensees and code enforcement. No code inspections with routine
ag / farm inspections. Code enforcement visits should be complaint-based only.
e Allow cannabis for Williamson Act contracted income and agricultural use.
Fee forgiveness for operators who were stuck in the Penalty Relief Program or early
applicants who were guinea pigs for Permit Sonoma.
Taxes based on gross receipts and not square footage to live-adjust to market value.
Supporting farmers through increased suicide prevention programs.
Incentivize water catchment.
Incentivize regenerative agriculture.

Sincerely,

Vince Scholten, President - Hessel Farmers Grange/Vice President - California State
Grange

Hessel Grange Hemp and Cannabis Committee

Hessel Farmers Grange Membership
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March 6, 2023

VIA EMAIL ONLY

To the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
c/o Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner
County of Sonoma

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Re: Comments on the Scope and Contents of the Sonoma County Cannabis Program EIR

On February 6, 2023, The County of Sonoma (“County”) issued a Notice of Preparation and
Program EIR Public Scoping Meeting to the State Clearinghouse, responsible and trustee agencies,
and interested parties and organizations as part of the “Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis
Program Update” (“NOP”).

In the NOP, the County stated that a “Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be
necessary to evaluate the potential physical environmental impacts of the Cannabis Program
Update pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)”. Through the NOP, the
County has requested comments from, amongst others, interested parties, in accordance with the
statutes and regulations pertaining to CEQA.

I am submitting the comments contained herein in response to this County’s request for comments
to the NOP.

Project Background:

The County’s first municipal cannabis ordinance (Ord. No. 5715) which was adopted on March
20, 2007, and later amended on February 7, 2012, was limited in scope and only imposed a cap of
nine (9) medical cannabis dispensaries in the unincorporated County. On December 20, 2016,
following the enactment of Proposition 64, the Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and
Safety Act of 2016 (“MAUCRSA”), the County adopted its first comprehensive Cannabis Land Use
Ordinance (Ord. No. 6189) under a negative declaration which was later amended in 2018.

The County currently regulates commercial cannabis land uses in the unincorporated areas of the
County under Zoning Code Sections 26-88-250 through 26-88-256. These current County
regulations purport to contain allowable cannabis uses and permit requirements by zoning district
that include development criteria and operating standards for commercial cannabis activities.

On June 9, 2021, the Board of Supervisors directed the County to complete a comprehensive
update of the cannabis program and prepare an EIR in compliance with CEQA. On March 15,
2022, the Board adopted a Cannabis Program Update Framework to guide the development of the
project description, CEQA alternatives, and draft ordinance.

115 4th St, Suite B, Santa Rosa, CA 95401 | (707)526-0420 | www.rogowaylaw.com






Nearly one year later, on March 8, 2023, the County is scheduled discuss the scope of the program
EIR.

County Program’s Devastating Impact to Local Cannabis Businesses:

The detrimental impact of the County’s cannabis program to commercial cannabis businesses
operating within the unincorporated areas of County cannot be overstated. The unequivocal failure
of the County’s cannabis program to effectively regulate cannabis businesses has caused most
local cannabis businesses to fail, which has, in turn, led to the collapse of the once vibrant local
industry that existed for decades prior to the County’s enactment of its land use ordinance in 2016.

The numbers are clear. Out of the estimated approximately 10,000 cannabis cultivators that the
County believed to be operating within the County! prior to the enactment of MAUCRSA, only 31
annual cultivation licenses have been issued by the Department of Cannabis Control?> (“DCC”) to
Sonoma County cultivators®. This means that only 0.003% of the cultivators estimated by the
County to have operated within the County prior to 2016 have been able to obtain annual
cultivation licenses as of the date of this letter.

Moreover, the County has failed to modernize its ordinance and failed to allow for the scope of
activities allowed by MAUCRSA. This is exemplified by the County’s continued and arbitrary
limitation of only 9 retail cannabis businesses within the unincorporated areas of the County, none
of which are allowed to offer on-site consumption of cannabis. This 2007 era policy is particularly
onerous because it limits consumer accessibility to the legal market and limits the legal market’s
accessibility to consumers. The County has evidently decided to disregard the event of California’s
legalization of cannabis when it comes to perhaps the most crucial element of the legal supply
chain, retail sales, and has instead has chosen to leave in place bad policy which was first enacted
15 years ago (or 10 years prior to legalization).

Since 2017, rather than enacting an effective permitting system to meaningfully implement
MAUCRSA, the County has instead fashioned an unworkable and Kafkaesque process which has
been primarily used as a vehicle to punish, through overzealous code enforcement practices, local
businesses seeking to participate in the County’s program rather than enabling local cannabis
businesses to succeed. Further, dozens, if not hundreds, of local cannabis businesses languished in
the conditional use permit application process while the County’s planning department failed to
progress applications, suffered from extensive staff turnover which substantially delayed
applications, subjected applicants to “reinterpretation” of the County’s land use ordinance, or
otherwise added expensive and unnecessary hurdles required for the application to be deemed
“complete” which set the respective applicants back indefinitely.

Meanwhile, as local cannabis business applicants were given the Chutes and Ladders treatment by
Permit Sonoma, the County acquiesced to the most fringe ideological opponents of legal cannabis
in our community who have pursued, and continue to pursue, a maximalist strategy of opposing
all efforts to amend the ordinance, threaten the County and local businesses with litigation, and

1 See County’s Negative Declaration referenced herein.
2 According to the DCC’s website.
3 This number may actually be lower as it is unclear whether the DCC reporting includes licenses issued in incorporated cities.
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opposed and appealed nearly all individual projects which come before the BZA and Board of
Supervisors.

The local cannabis businesses, for their part, after years of futile attempts to engage in productive
policy discussions with the County, have largely given up hope that the County will meaningfully
implement MAUCRSA. Writ large, these businesses have left the County’s regulated market and
are no longer participants within the framework passed by the strong majority of Sonoma County
voters. This is because the County has ignored the mandate of its own electorate, cowered to
extreme ideological opponents of cannabis legalization, and entirely failed to effectively
implement MAUCRSA at a local level.

Adding insult to injury, the County has refused to meaningfully include cannabis industry
stakeholders in cannabis program policy discussions and instead relegated the people most
knowledgeable on these issues, and the businesses most impacted by these policies, to the same
status as any other constituent. The thought of the County taking a similar approach to regulating
the wine industry without working closely with wine industry stakeholders is unfathomable.

Program EIR and Ordinance Scope:

This is the County’s opportunity to make good on the promises made to cannabis industry
businesses by Sonoma County voters in 2016. To do so, however, the County should scrap the
entirety of the existing program and begin anew, with fresh policy ideas and a north star oriented
towards the safe, effective, and complete implementation of MAUCRSA. This means that the
County must leave its own echo-chamber and not add any new prohibitions, new limitations on
land use, promulgate artificial caps on licenses types and ownership interests, or otherwise
disallow any commercial cannabis conduct which is allowed under California law. There is simply
no rational, current, justification for the County to prohibit or limit conduct which is not limited
or prohibited by the same California law which was enacted, in part, by a strong majority Sonoma
County voters.

Instead of taking a limited scope of the Program EIR and eventual ordinance amendments, the
County should direct that the Program EIR to comprehensively evaluate all environmental impacts
from all commercial cannabis activities allowed under California law through the following:

1. Scope the EIR to evaluate the total environmental impact for all activities allowed
under California state law. This will provide the County the greatest number of options
in drafting and implementing the later ordinance. This includes, not just evaluating the
environmental impact of cultivation, but also the total environmental impact for retail,
distribution, and manufacturing.

2. Include within the scope of the EIR, the co-siting of retail, with onsite consumption, as
well as self-distribution facilities and manufacturing in agriculturally zoned lands so as to
provide parity with similar wine-related activities for tasing and tours.

3. Include within the scope of the EIR removal of the County’s limitations on cultivation such
as the 1-acre cap for ownership interests, 10,000 sq. ft. limit on mixed light facilities, and
include the ability to construct ag-exempt drying structure prior to the issuance of the
permit.
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4. Include within the scope of the EIR, the County adopting and maintaining parity with all
California state definitions, including, but not limited to, the definitions of outdoor and
mixed light cultivation.

5. Evaluate the environmental impact of the removal of the 9 retail permit limit and replace
the antiquated numerical limitation model with reasonable rules based on principles of
zoning and land use that would be on parity with businesses serving alcohol. This includes
removal of unnecessary and onerous setback requirements. The ethos of the EIR, and later
ordinance, should be that the County will allow for a wide range of cannabis retail
businesses to operate in a manner that has parity with wine and beverage. This is allowed
under California law, yet, currently, the County’s ordinance prevents otherwise legal
businesses from operating in the unincorporated areas of the County.

Once the EIR is complete, the County should enact an ordinance as follows:

1. Create a ministerial permitting regime parallel to the County’s vineyard grading and
drainage ordinance (“VESCQO”). The County’s VESCO ordinance has already survived
CEQA challenge through the published opinion of Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (2017)
11 Cal. App. 5" 11. The County should enact a parallel ordinance with respect to
commercial cannabis activities once the Program EIR is complete.

2. Allow for all activities allowed by MAUCRSA. The County must abandon the philosophy
that it should prohibit conduct which is otherwise allowed by state law. Doing so only
imperils the viability of local businesses and of the County’s program.

3. Allow for onsite consumption of cannabis pursuant to DCC license requirements pursuant
to California state law. This is a crucial element related to tourism and general consumer
participation in the regulated market.

4. Allow for retail, self-distribution, and manufacturing licenses to be co-sited on
agriculturally zoned lands with cultivation licenses. This would allow for the cannabis
equivalent of wine tasting at the winery overlooking the vineyard.

5. Remove all local cultivation and supply chain taxes and only tax cannabis locally through
sales tax. This will treat cannabis commensurate with wine and beverage taxation policies
and will insure business and program viability.

6. Do not enact any additional land use, zoning, or licensed facility location limitations. The
County has already excessively prohibited and limited the location of cannabis businesses.

7. Adopt California’s definitions as contained within the cannabis related statutes and
regulations.

It is my hope that the County implements the items discussed above. I will not be able to attend
the upcoming meeting on March 8, 2023, but I can make myself available to otherwise answer any
questions, respond to any comments, or otherwise discuss the above with the County.

Regards,

Rog;%a Law Group, P.C.

Joe Rogoway, Esq.
Managing Partner
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\\ ROGOWAY

March 6, 2023

VIA EMAIL ONLY

To the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
c/o Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner
County of Sonoma

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

Re: Comments on the Scope and Contents of the Sonoma County Cannabis Program EIR

On February 6, 2023, The County of Sonoma (“County”) issued a Notice of Preparation and
Program EIR Public Scoping Meeting to the State Clearinghouse, responsible and trustee agencies,
and interested parties and organizations as part of the “Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis
Program Update” (“NOP”).

In the NOP, the County stated that a “Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be
necessary to evaluate the potential physical environmental impacts of the Cannabis Program
Update pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)”. Through the NOP, the
County has requested comments from, amongst others, interested parties, in accordance with the
statutes and regulations pertaining to CEQA.

I am submitting the comments contained herein in response to this County’s request for comments
to the NOP.

Project Background:

The County’s first municipal cannabis ordinance (Ord. No. 5715) which was adopted on March
20, 2007, and later amended on February 7, 2012, was limited in scope and only imposed a cap of
nine (9) medical cannabis dispensaries in the unincorporated County. On December 20, 2016,
following the enactment of Proposition 64, the Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and
Safety Act of 2016 (“MAUCRSA”), the County adopted its first comprehensive Cannabis Land Use
Ordinance (Ord. No. 6189) under a negative declaration which was later amended in 2018.

The County currently regulates commercial cannabis land uses in the unincorporated areas of the
County under Zoning Code Sections 26-88-250 through 26-88-256. These current County
regulations purport to contain allowable cannabis uses and permit requirements by zoning district
that include development criteria and operating standards for commercial cannabis activities.

On June 9, 2021, the Board of Supervisors directed the County to complete a comprehensive
update of the cannabis program and prepare an EIR in compliance with CEQA. On March 15,
2022, the Board adopted a Cannabis Program Update Framework to guide the development of the
project description, CEQA alternatives, and draft ordinance.
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Nearly one year later, on March 8, 2023, the County is scheduled discuss the scope of the program
EIR.

County Program’s Devastating Impact to Local Cannabis Businesses:

The detrimental impact of the County’s cannabis program to commercial cannabis businesses
operating within the unincorporated areas of County cannot be overstated. The unequivocal failure
of the County’s cannabis program to effectively regulate cannabis businesses has caused most
local cannabis businesses to fail, which has, in turn, led to the collapse of the once vibrant local
industry that existed for decades prior to the County’s enactment of its land use ordinance in 2016.

The numbers are clear. Out of the estimated approximately 10,000 cannabis cultivators that the
County believed to be operating within the County! prior to the enactment of MAUCRSA, only 31
annual cultivation licenses have been issued by the Department of Cannabis Control?> (“DCC”) to
Sonoma County cultivators®. This means that only 0.003% of the cultivators estimated by the
County to have operated within the County prior to 2016 have been able to obtain annual
cultivation licenses as of the date of this letter.

Moreover, the County has failed to modernize its ordinance and failed to allow for the scope of
activities allowed by MAUCRSA. This is exemplified by the County’s continued and arbitrary
limitation of only 9 retail cannabis businesses within the unincorporated areas of the County, none
of which are allowed to offer on-site consumption of cannabis. This 2007 era policy is particularly
onerous because it limits consumer accessibility to the legal market and limits the legal market’s
accessibility to consumers. The County has evidently decided to disregard the event of California’s
legalization of cannabis when it comes to perhaps the most crucial element of the legal supply
chain, retail sales, and has instead has chosen to leave in place bad policy which was first enacted
15 years ago (or 10 years prior to legalization).

Since 2017, rather than enacting an effective permitting system to meaningfully implement
MAUCRSA, the County has instead fashioned an unworkable and Kafkaesque process which has
been primarily used as a vehicle to punish, through overzealous code enforcement practices, local
businesses seeking to participate in the County’s program rather than enabling local cannabis
businesses to succeed. Further, dozens, if not hundreds, of local cannabis businesses languished in
the conditional use permit application process while the County’s planning department failed to
progress applications, suffered from extensive staff turnover which substantially delayed
applications, subjected applicants to “reinterpretation” of the County’s land use ordinance, or
otherwise added expensive and unnecessary hurdles required for the application to be deemed
“complete” which set the respective applicants back indefinitely.

Meanwhile, as local cannabis business applicants were given the Chutes and Ladders treatment by
Permit Sonoma, the County acquiesced to the most fringe ideological opponents of legal cannabis
in our community who have pursued, and continue to pursue, a maximalist strategy of opposing
all efforts to amend the ordinance, threaten the County and local businesses with litigation, and

1 See County’s Negative Declaration referenced herein.
2 According to the DCC’s website.
3 This number may actually be lower as it is unclear whether the DCC reporting includes licenses issued in incorporated cities.
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opposed and appealed nearly all individual projects which come before the BZA and Board of
Supervisors.
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are no longer participants within the framework passed by the strong majority of Sonoma County
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businesses by Sonoma County voters in 2016. To do so, however, the County should scrap the
entirety of the existing program and begin anew, with fresh policy ideas and a north star oriented
towards the safe, effective, and complete implementation of MAUCRSA. This means that the
County must leave its own echo-chamber and not add any new prohibitions, new limitations on
land use, promulgate artificial caps on licenses types and ownership interests, or otherwise
disallow any commercial cannabis conduct which is allowed under California law. There is simply
no rational, current, justification for the County to prohibit or limit conduct which is not limited
or prohibited by the same California law which was enacted, in part, by a strong majority Sonoma
County voters.

Instead of taking a limited scope of the Program EIR and eventual ordinance amendments, the
County should direct that the Program EIR to comprehensively evaluate all environmental impacts
from all commercial cannabis activities allowed under California law through the following:

1. Scope the EIR to evaluate the total environmental impact for all activities allowed
under California state law. This will provide the County the greatest number of options
in drafting and implementing the later ordinance. This includes, not just evaluating the
environmental impact of cultivation, but also the total environmental impact for retail,
distribution, and manufacturing.

2. Include within the scope of the EIR, the co-siting of retail, with onsite consumption, as
well as self-distribution facilities and manufacturing in agriculturally zoned lands so as to
provide parity with similar wine-related activities for tasing and tours.

3. Include within the scope of the EIR removal of the County’s limitations on cultivation such
as the 1-acre cap for ownership interests, 10,000 sq. ft. limit on mixed light facilities, and
include the ability to construct ag-exempt drying structure prior to the issuance of the
permit.
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4. Include within the scope of the EIR, the County adopting and maintaining parity with all
California state definitions, including, but not limited to, the definitions of outdoor and
mixed light cultivation.

5. Evaluate the environmental impact of the removal of the 9 retail permit limit and replace
the antiquated numerical limitation model with reasonable rules based on principles of
zoning and land use that would be on parity with businesses serving alcohol. This includes
removal of unnecessary and onerous setback requirements. The ethos of the EIR, and later
ordinance, should be that the County will allow for a wide range of cannabis retail
businesses to operate in a manner that has parity with wine and beverage. This is allowed
under California law, yet, currently, the County’s ordinance prevents otherwise legal
businesses from operating in the unincorporated areas of the County.

Once the EIR is complete, the County should enact an ordinance as follows:

1. Create a ministerial permitting regime parallel to the County’s vineyard grading and
drainage ordinance (“VESCQO”). The County’s VESCO ordinance has already survived
CEQA challenge through the published opinion of Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (2017)
11 Cal. App. 5" 11. The County should enact a parallel ordinance with respect to
commercial cannabis activities once the Program EIR is complete.

2. Allow for all activities allowed by MAUCRSA. The County must abandon the philosophy
that it should prohibit conduct which is otherwise allowed by state law. Doing so only
imperils the viability of local businesses and of the County’s program.

3. Allow for onsite consumption of cannabis pursuant to DCC license requirements pursuant
to California state law. This is a crucial element related to tourism and general consumer
participation in the regulated market.

4. Allow for retail, self-distribution, and manufacturing licenses to be co-sited on
agriculturally zoned lands with cultivation licenses. This would allow for the cannabis
equivalent of wine tasting at the winery overlooking the vineyard.

5. Remove all local cultivation and supply chain taxes and only tax cannabis locally through
sales tax. This will treat cannabis commensurate with wine and beverage taxation policies
and will insure business and program viability.

6. Do not enact any additional land use, zoning, or licensed facility location limitations. The
County has already excessively prohibited and limited the location of cannabis businesses.

7. Adopt California’s definitions as contained within the cannabis related statutes and
regulations.

It is my hope that the County implements the items discussed above. I will not be able to attend
the upcoming meeting on March 8, 2023, but I can make myself available to otherwise answer any
questions, respond to any comments, or otherwise discuss the above with the County.

Regards,

Rog;%a Law Group, P.C.

Joe Rogoway, Esq.
Managing Partner
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From: mbenziger@aol.com

To: Cannabis

Subject: Farm Direct Sales

Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 2:56:10 PM
Attachments: DTC POT GLENTUCKY FAMILY FARM POT .pdf
EXTERNAL

Thank you for reading this and considering how much selling direct to our customers
can help small farmers. mikebz

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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GLENTUCKY FAMILY FARM
SONOMA MOUNTAIN

To whom it may concern,

| am writing this letter to let you know as a small farmer
how critical it is to be able to sell the cannabis we grow
on site. The term is direct to consumer sales. As a small
farmer when we were planning our business model back
when cannabis was a medical crop we were able to get a
decent price per pound, supply was somewhat in balance
and we were able to squeak by financially. For once there
was some light at the end of the tunnel. Then very soon
after it went recreational the supply quickly grew out of
balance with a major reason (not the only) being the
small number of dispensaries open to the public.

This was double troubling to small independent growers
because not only did dispensaries not need another gram
of marijuana but many dispensaries also grew their own.
In 2022 prices crashed. And on top of that many
dispensaries had room for only a handful of independent
growers, who were second in line after they sold and
promoted their own stuff.





As we learned in the wine business direct sales did not
compete against the dispensaries and hurt sales, but it
actually help sales because now the consumer was
educated about the small growers products and the
industry in general and then sought them out on their
next trip to the store, which are located closer to the
public.

Direct Sales also had another positive impact on the wine
industry and one | also see for cannabis in that it made
the grower and producers open to the public more
conscious about their practices and how their property
was perceived by the public. In presenting themselves to
the public they want to talk about and showoff their
“best practices” and quality initiatives. | don’t know a
better way to encourage and keep producers responsible
and environmentally sensitive.

Showcasing best practices and environmental
stewardship is great marketing for all including Sonoma
County.

It’s hard to exaggerate how important this is to small
farmers, we can barely squeak by selling vegetables at
farmers markets and direct to the public, when cannabis
became available to us it was a god-send. Very quickly
that advantage disappeared as the market for cannabis





collapsed. Allowing us to meet our customers, and show
and tell them personally about the effort that goes into
farming will not only be great for the farmer it will be
great for the reputation of Sonoma County and it’s
agricultural heritage.

Thank you,

mike Benziger

Glentucky Family Farm

UPC17-0012
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From: McCall Miller

To: Cannabis

Subject: FW: So Co Comprehensive Cannabis Program
Date: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 10:20:03 AM
McCall

707.565.7099

From: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 10:17 AM

To: Cal Lewis <clewis1828@hotmail.com>

Cc: McCall Miller <McCall.Miller@sonoma-county.org>; Arielle Kubu-Jones <Arielle.Kubu-
Jones@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Re: So Co Comprehensive Cannabis Program

Thanks Cal for your comments and questions.

The well moratorium is temporary while the policy and technical committees work through the data
and policy options on this issue.

But | will forward your comments and questions to those working on the EIR for consideration.

Susan Gorin | 1st District Sonoma County Supervisor
575 Administration Drive, Room 100A

Santa Rosa, CA. 95403

Office 707-565-2241 | Cell 707-321-2788

From: Cal Lewis <clewis1828@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 6, 2023 6:33 PM

To: Cannabis <Cannabis@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; district4 <district4@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: So Co Comprehensive Cannabis Program

EXTERNAL

| have read through the 2/6/2023 NOP & Program EIR Public Scoping Document published in that
day’s Press Democrat. | have questions below which pertain to the need for thoroughness in the EIR
to address all impacts of multiple commercial grow operations on Rural Residential zoned parcels
within the County. A bit of background - we have lived just off Wilshire Drive in the Riebli Valley for
almost 37 years on a 1 acre parcel. We have a well and septic/leach field system. Our parcel is in a R-
R Zone, 5 AC min per house. The only commercial agricultural activity | am aware of in “our” valley is
grape growing.
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#1: It is my understanding the County had stopped drilling of new wells within its jurisdiction, and we
are constantly requested to conserve our use of water. Yet, the County is still actively seeking and
funding new housing over the next several years. In addition, it appears now the County is actively
endorsing commercial cannabis grow facilities on R-R zoned parcels which require significant water
use demands on the local (and undefinable) aquifers. To my knowledge, even ground water experts
cannot determine the boundaries or quantities of an aquifer or from where it’s water comes from.

#2: Use of Ministerial Permits issued OTC to allow multiple commercial grow operations on the same
parcel needs to be stop. Public input AND participation in the review of a new Use Permit must be
required.

#3: Setbacks from adjacent residential properties?

#4: Use of generators for lighting and processing where PG&E is not available, plus electric fans for
ventilation of grow structures around the clock? Noise pollution!

#5 Additional vehicular traffic on rural roads

#6 Security requirements? How is access from adjacent parcels to be prevented?

#7 How will hazardous materials be controlled?

#8 How will the County monitor each operation? Or, will it take complaints to get code enforcement
personnel to come out to inspect?

#9 How does the County reconcile multiple structures being permitted on an R-R, 5 AC zoned parcel
when | can only build one house and one ADU (if | choose to)?

I’'m sure many more questions addressing other aspects of getting this EIR completed have been and
will be raised at the upcoming and subsequent hearing.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in these discussions.

Cal Lewis
(707)528-9617
Sent from my iPad
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Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Gail

To: Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis EIR-Aesthetics & Safety
Date: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 11:04:17 AM
EXTERNAL

Please consider the following two issues for the EIR of the cannabis program, to meet
the needs of neighboring residents the beauty of our countryside.

Aesthetics (fence requirement):

Due to the security fence requirement, the unsightly tall, plastic mesh fences (as seen
in construction sites) are commonly used for screening cannabis plants. This type of
fence creates a huge eyesore covering many acres of a parcel, and is not in
character with other properties in rural neighborhoods. Traditional farms have fencing
that allows scenic views and still keeps people out such as barbed wire, deer fencing,
etc. We would prefer to see the cannabis plants growing rather than eight foot tall
plastic screens.

We do not want to see those construction fences all over Sonoma County’s beautiful
countryside!

Safety (setbacks):

Because of your requirement for security fencing, screening and setbacks | am
concerned about our safety since we live next door to a cannabis farm. Why is security
fencing required? | assume because of potential criminal activity? The current setback is
from residential houses, not the property line, which makes no sense as we use all of our
property up to the property line. The required setback should be at least 300 feet from our
property lines.

Additional, due to the high value of the crop and the security fence requirement, it is
obvious cannabis cannot be treated as traditional agriculture.

Sincerely,
Gail Frederickson
Fulton, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Alexa Wall

To: Cannabis; BOS

Cc: Susan Gorin; Arielle Kubu-Jones; David Rabbitt; Andrea Krout; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; district4; Jenny
Chamberlain; district; Leo Chyi; Crystal Acker

Subject: Public Scoping Comments - Cannabis EIR & Ordinance Update

Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 9:28:14 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Supervisors, County Officials, and Staff,

I hope this message finds you all well. I am writing as a current permitted and licensed
cannabis operator in Sonoma County, and I want to express my deep concern regarding the
extra restrictions imposed on my business, which no other ag businesses face. As a plant that
grows in soil, cannabis should be treated as true agriculture in the county. I really hope this
new ordinance update finally once and for all treats cannabis how we should be treated. While
I appreciate the efforts being made through the EIR update to establish more fair regulations
for the cannabis industry in Sonoma County, I cannot help but feel a bit jaded after years of
waiting for real change. It's been a long and difficult road for the cannabis industry, and we've
heard many promises of reform over the years that have yet to be fully realized. Nevertheless,
I remain optimistic that this time around, the county will listen to our concerns and work to
create policies that truly support and promote the cannabis industry as an important part of the
local economy. I urge the county to seize this opportunity to make real progress and show that
it is committed to supporting all agricultural businesses in the region, including cannabis.

One thing I must bring up is that I find it a bit baffling that the county has a comprehensive
plan in place, the Agricultural Resources Element (ARE), that outlines the County's specific
goals and objectives for preserving and promoting agriculture, yet cannabis is not included in
this document. The goals outlined in the ARE are exactly what the cannabis industry is doing,
from promoting a healthy and competitive agricultural industry to limiting the intrusion of
new residential uses into agricultural areas and stabilizing ag uses at the urban fringe. We are
helping the county achieve its objectives, yet we are not being treated as true agricultural
businesses. It is a profound injustice to have a document that highlights all of the positive
attributes of the agricultural industry and its goals for success, while turning a blind eye to the
cannabis industry's significant contributions to the county's agricultural economy. This
exclusion reeks of hypocrisy and a blatant disregard for the countless decades of hard work
and dedication that the cannabis industry has put into growing, producing, and selling top-
quality products for Sonoma County. If cannabis were considered a "crop" instead of an
"agricultural product" and included in the main county crop report, it would be the third
highest-valued crop in Sonoma County after wine grapes and dairy, with a total countywide
value of $122,752,360.00 in 2021. This highlights the important contribution that the cannabis
industry makes to the Sonoma County agricultural sector, and the incredible economic value
of the industry is clear.

It's important to recognize that the cannabis industry doesn't just provide tax revenue to the
county government, we are also contributing members of the local economy and society. We
are your neighbors, we shop locally, and we spend our dollars within the communities. We are
customers of local supply stores, hardware stores, garden stores, and many other local
businesses. The county cannot afford to keep losing our dollars and our people. Young farmers
who want to get into the industry are moving away due to the restrictions and limitations
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placed on the cannabis industry. This is not only extremely sad, but it's also a missed
opportunity for the county to retain young, skilled professionals who are passionate about
agriculture and want to make a positive contribution to the community.

Despite all this, and the fact that the cannabis industry faces some of the greatest
environmental restrictions and regulations of any agricultural industry, we are still treated as if
we are somehow different from other crops grown in the county. This is simply unfair and
unjust. The county should recognize the significant contributions that the cannabis industry
can make to the local economy and take steps to ensure that we are treated just like any other
agricultural business in the area.

Additionally, the current local restrictions on our business are detrimental to our specific
operations. We are only allowed to grow our own product, and we cannot process it on

our farm. And by 'process' I mean using ice and water, that's it. Instead, we have to work with
companies oftentimes outside of Sonoma County, causing the county to lose out on potential
tax revenue. These limitations are hindering our ability to maximize profits, operate
effectively and are causing us to miss out on potential business opportunities.

This is why it's so important that all areas of the cannabis industry, beyond just cultivation, are
studied. It is imperative that the Cannabis Program Update & Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) comprehensively evaluates all environmental impacts from all commercial cannabis
activities allowed under California law. This will provide the county with the greatest number
of options in drafting and implementing the later ordinance. Allowing for all activities allowed
by MAUCRSA will help us thrive in a regulated market, which is what the voters of Sonoma
County intended when they legalized cannabis in 2016. This means including things in the
scope like manufacturing & processing on ag lands, retail on ag lands, consumption lounges,
cannabis tourism, and more.

Sonoma County is already world-renowned for its exceptional wine and farm-to-table cuisine,
making it a top destination for tourists from all over the world. But it's time for the county to
recognize the potential of the cannabis industry and its potential for enhancing the region's
tourism experiences. According to a recent survey, young people are drinking less alcohol and
consuming more cannabis, which means that the cannabis industry has the potential to become
an integral part of the county's tourism sector. By embracing the cannabis industry, the county
can not only benefit from the economic growth that it brings but also provide visitors with a
unique and diverse experience. The county has the opportunity to be at the forefront of
cannabis tourism and showcase the best of what Sonoma County has to offer.

I implore the county to listen to our concerns and work towards creating an environment that
allows cannabis businesses to thrive in Sonoma County. Let's make Sonoma County the
premier destination for cannabis and wine tourism, let's treat cannabis like any other
agricultural crop and let's have the EIR scoped as wide as possible. Thank you for your time
and consideration.

Sincerely,
Alexa Wall

Alexa Wall, Owner
512.826.0462
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From: concerned citizens

To: Crystal Acker; Cannabis

Cc: David Rabbitt; Andrea Krout

Subject: Bloomfield Comments to NOP

Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:45:16 AM

Attachments: 2023-BLOOMFIELD COMMENTS-Notice of Preparation 4.pdf
EXTERNAL

TO: Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner, crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

FROM: CCOBloomfield by Veva Edelsen and Vi Strain

DATE: March 8, 2023

BLOOMFIELD COMMENTS
ORGANIZED UNDER RELEVANT CEQA CATEGORIES
FOR
SONOMA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE CANNABIS PROGRAM UPDATE
COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR EIR

Goal: Limit cannabis cultivation and processing to areas that do not create noise and
odor nuisances for residences, are not in public view, and are not in impaired
watersheds, high fire risk zones or areas without fire safe roads. Permit cannabis
processing on designated commercial and industrial zoned land.

Land Use Vision: Cannabis program Ordinances/ zoning code are based on the
results of the full Programmatic Environmental Impact Report.

Proactive Environmental Review: Conduct a full Programmatic Environmental
Impact Report, per State CEQA and CalCannabis requirements. (CalCannabis)

e Prepare two additional Project Description Alternatives to what is proposed in
the NOP as follows: 1) to significantly reduce the size, type and scope of
cannabis cultivation in Sonoma County. 2) the elimination of all cannabis
cultivation in the County. To make an informed decision the County must look at
the full range of options so the public and County can make informed decisions.

e Prepare accurate, stable and finite Project Descriptions defining all the activities
and uses within the scope of the comprehensive cannabis permitting program
and the alternatives with reduced cannabis cultivation and eliminating cannabis
cultivation in the County.


mailto:ccobloomfield@gmail.com
mailto:Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org
mailto:David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org
mailto:crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org
mailto:cannabis@sonoma-county.org

TO: Crystal Acker, Supervising Planner, crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

FROM: ccbloomfield by Veva Edelsen and Vi Strain

DATE: March 8, 2023

BLOOMFIELD COMMENTS
ORGANIZED UNDER RELEVANT CEQA CATEGORIES
FOR
SONOMA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE CANNABIS PROGRAM UPDATE
COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR EIR

Goal: Limit cannabis cultivation and processing to areas that do not create noise
and odor nuisances for residences, are not in public view, and are not in impaired
watersheds, high fire risk zones or areas without fire safe roads. Permit cannabis
processing on designated commercial and industrial zoned land.

Land Use Vision: Cannabis program Ordinances/ zoning code are based
on the results of the full Programmatic Environmental Impact Report.

Proactive Environmental Review: Conduct a full Programmatic Environmental
Impact Report, per State CEQA and CalCannabis requirements. (CalCannabis)

- Prepare two additional Project Description Alternatives to what is
proposed in the NOP as follows: 1) to significantly reduce the size, type
and scope of cannabis cultivation in Sonoma County. 2) the elimination of
all cannabis cultivation in the County. To make an informed decision the
County must look at the full range of options so the public and County can
make informed decisions.

- Prepare accurate, stable and finite Project Descriptions defining all the
activities and uses within the scope of the comprehensive cannabis
permitting program and the alternatives with reduced cannabis cultivation
and eliminating cannabis cultivation in the County.

In the Project Description, identify the number of existing permanent
structures that can be converted to cannabis cultivation and the square
footage. Identify the additional impact of cannabis grown in existing

Permanent structures and determine potential impacts. Include stacked
shelving and increased number of grows per year. Identify the increased
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potential cannabis above what would be allowed outdoors and identify
issues and mitigations including but not limited to setbacks of existing
building to other uses, ability to meet current building codes, subletting,
additional traffic, noise, concentrated odors and all other CEQA
requirements. Determine regulations on the total coverage of indoor and
outdoor cultivation allowed on parcels with existing permanent structures.
Determine impacts and mitigation measures for or prohibition of reuse of
existing buildings in the vicinity of residential neighborhoods and the
impacts upon such neighborhoods such as increased traffic, noise, hours of
operation, influx of seasonal employees resource use and discharge,
storage of hazardous material, security fencing, sensor night lights
concentration of cannabis in one location and other potential commercial/
industrial impacts.

- Prepare a baseline document identifying all known cannabis cultivation
and processing operations: PRP operations, existing cannabis permits
and applications in process by square footage of cultivation, location,
zoning code, and Groundwater Zone 1, 2, 3 or 4.

- Prepare an environmental setting document that fully addresses existing
conditions, especially as related to public utilities, groundwater, and public
safety services. ldentify water availability and current water allocations
based on historic records as well as a continued drought scenario, and
define the capacity of fire and police services to address additional
commercial development in high fire severity zones and areas lacking fire
safe roads.

- Use technical analyses, siting criteria, setbacks and acreage caps to
proactively identify the most suitable locations for cannabis cultivation.

- All findings, siting criteria, setbacks and mitigation measures are based on
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts and expert opinion
supported by facts.

- Complete cumulative impact assessment based on definition and
analyses of the full development potential of all uses and activities within
the cannabis cultivation and processing program.

Complete an assessment limiting areas allowing cannabis. Specifically
consider eliminating the cultivation of cannabis in proximity to the residential
neighborhoods identified through this CEQA process. Complete a project
description and analysis that provides the information necessary  to contrast
the limiting of cannabis designations with the full development potential
stated in the above paragraph and develop an alternative project  description.





- Make project determinations based on the Mandatory Findings of
Significance, which protects adjacent property owner’s rights to health,
safety and the peaceful enjoyment of their properties.

In addition to CEQA, ensure compliance of applications with California state
regulations, including:

* Prop 64: CalCannabis regulations implemented by the CA Department of
Food and Agriculture, which requires site-specific CEQA evaluation for
each project prior to permitting and cumulative impact analyses;

* Fire Safe Roads, evacuation and public safety requirements as
implemented by the Board of Forestry

* Water availability, water demand, wastewater disposal and water quality
protections as regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board and
the Department of Water Resources

* Setbacks and protections for biotic resources, riparian habitats and special
status species as regulated by the CA Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Conditional Use Permit Ordinance: After the EIR defines fact-based siting
criteria, and in alignment with clearly identified State permit requirements,
including project-specific environmental review, determine areas suitable for
cannabis operations based on evaluation of:
- water availability, including groundwater impacts,
- proximity to sensitive receptors: residential homes, schools/children,
parks/recreation, class | bike trails
- waste stream impacts from excess wastewater and plastic hoop houses,
- protect conservation easements, open space designated land, identified
scenic resources, community separators,
- access roads, wildfire danger and other hazards,
- endangered or sensitive species, wildlife corridors, riparian corridors,
wetlands,
- historic/archeological/cultural resource sites and
- accessibility by police and fire public services.

Curtail Ministerial Permitting: Projects resulting in fencing, 24-hour security,
nuisance lighting and odor emissions are by definition changing their surrounding
environment and thus triggering project-specific CEQA requirements. Eliminate
the practice of issuing multiple ministerial permits to separate growers on the
same or adjacent parcels, and upon permit renewal, complete the required
cumulative analyses. This loophole leads to unstudied parcel-specific impacts,
obfuscates liability for violations, and does not comply with project-specific CEQA
review as required by State law and CalCannabis guidelines.





Public Comment Template: This template is prepared to organize public
comments made at Sonoma County forums under the most relevant CEQA
categories.

The format is as follows: The main category headings are listed in Roman
Numerals and capitalized. The specific facts/findings, criteria or standards that
the EIR must address for the main category follow and answer the question:
“‘Does the project have a substantial adverse impact on?”

Those relevant to the siting criteria or comments are in bold. Other County
Ordinances or State requirements relevant to the CEQA criteria are noted above
the siting criteria and comments sections.

The Siting Criteria and comments are identified by the initial of the main category
and numbered.

COMMENTS are shown in bold
|. AESTHETICS

Does the project have a substantial adverse impact on:

a) Scenic vista (Open Space Element scenic corridors, scenic landscape units,
Community Separators, parks etc.)

b) damage scenic resources or historic buildings w/in state scenic highway

c) degrade visual character (In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings)

d) create a new source of light or glare that affect nighttime views

The Open Space & Resource Conservation Element contains Objectives and
policies “to provide guidelines so future land uses, development and roadway
construction are compatible with the preservation of scenic values along
designated scenic corridors.”

The Open Space and Resource Conservation Element specifically
addresses night lighting: “Preserve and maintain view of the night time skies
and visual character of urban, rural and natural areas, while allowing for
nighttime lighting levels appropriate to the use and location. Lighting levels are
recommended at the minimum necessary to preserve nighttime skies and the
nighttime character of urban, rural and natural areas. There is a prohibition of
continuous all night exterior lighting in rural areas, unless it is demonstrated to
the decision-making body that such lighting is necessary.”

Siting Criteria — Aesthetics





COMMENTS:

SC-A1. Commercial cannabis cultivation operations must not be visible in
designated scenic Corridors or scenic landscape units. Siting of operations and/
or screening must not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views and its surroundings and/or have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista.

SC-A2. Prohibit cannabis hoop house use in any location that can be seen from
a Scenic Corridor, a public park or a public right of way.

SC-A3. Prohibit commercial cannabis cultivation in any scenic vistas or
residential area where light or glare would impact a day or nighttime view in an
area.

SC-4. Prohibit all cannabis cultivation in voter-passed Community Separator
parcels.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

1. Specifically require the provisions of the County’s Open Space & Resource
Conservation Elements are applicable to Commercial Cannabis Cultivation.

2. To ensure site cleanup when operations cease, require posting of $50,000
mitigation bond upon issuance of each permit.

3. Require that no light escape structures from dusk to dawn, and that security
lights are aimed downward and away from residential areas

4. Require fencing between cannabis and residential areas be aesthetically
consistent with the rural landscape and view sheds residents enjoy. High opaque
industrial fencing is not consistent with agriculture or residential uses. Prohibit
Cannabis operations requiring high chain-link fences and prison like operations in
proximity to residential uses.

11. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

a) convert prime farmland to non-ag use
b) conflict with ag zoning or a Williamson Act contract
c) other changes which may convert farmland to non-ag use

General Plan — Ag Resources Element — visitor serving uses





COMMENTS:

1. Do not open agricultural or resource lands to cannabis events. Follow
CalCannabis rules for events in commercial and industrial areas.

2. Limit tree removal, especially removal of oak trees by cannabis cultivation.

[1l. AIR QUALITY — Odor Abatement

a) conflict with implementation of air quality plan (Note: NSCAPCD has no plan)
b) violate or significantly contribute to the violation of an air quality standard
(example NOx)

¢) contribute to Greenhouse Gas emissions

d) expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

e) create objectionable odors affecting a substantial # of people

Air Quality — Technical Studies
COMMENTS:

1. For Outdoor cultivation, require the applicant to submit the results of air
quality modeling that show terpene emission levels under a series of
typical weather conditions during the growing and harvesting season at
the cultivation location for the size of grow proposed.(DAE) The modeling
shall include all current and proposed sources of terpene emissions within
one mile of the cultivation location, and the County may require setbacks
deeper that 1,000 feet to mitigate offsite odor from outdoor and hoop
house cultivation. (DL)

2. Require modeling for NOx concentrations and potential for ozone
production (DAE)

3. Require that no odor will cross the property line for all indoor cultivation

and processing and outdoor in the vicinity of residential uses.

IV. BIOLOGICAL
COMMENTS:
1. Identify and map Biological Resources and develop Siting Criteria and

Riparian Setbacks for identified Biological resources. Include
movement corridors, current and historic.





Bloomfield has Badger setts on residential and adjoining

agricultural properties. The Bloomfield area is part of a series of Badger
setts from  Petaluma to the Coast identified by a Petaluma Badger
expert and naturalist. Badgers have been designated a species of
special concern by California Fish and Game.

2. Identify and map Springs with the habitat type to support Red-Legged
Frogs. Red-legged Frog habitat has been identified in the Bloomfield
area. Red-Legged Frogs are Federally listed as threatened. Develop
Siting Criteria and Riparian Setbacks for identified Biological Resources

3. Identify and map sensitive aquatic biological resources, including
federally and state-listed endangered salmon. Erosion resulting from
cultivation activities both from the change in use and from associated
construction of cannabis production facilities may lead to increased
sedimentation of creeks and tributaries in impaired watersheds in
critical habitat areas. Mitigate or exclude cannabis cultivation on lands
with impaired watershed.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
COMMENT:

1. Determine and map the location of cultural resources on designated
Agricultural lands to be used for cannabis production. Contact the appropriate
agency to report any finding of cultural remains on property

prior to disturbance.

2. There are only two main existing commercial businesses in Bloomfield,
Stormy’s and Olympia House Rehab, along with certain dairy businesses that
have lent to the rural sanctuary aspect of the location of Olympia  House
Rehab. If potential clients and families of such clients and  professional doctors
helping said clients, find out that the small town of Bloomfield is also home to
a large scale commercial growing operation, could that cause them to not
consider Olympia House Rehab as a safe and secure rural setting for an
addict to receive treatment.

VI. ENERGY
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMMISSIONS





IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
b) substantially deplete groundwater supplies
c¢/d) alter existing drainage patterns on site or in area through alteration of the
course of a stream or river -
i) result in substantial erosion
ii) increase the rate or amount of surface runoff - flooding
e) runoff water that exceeds storm water drainage systems
f) otherwise degrade water quality

Water Availability Siting Criteria
COMMENTS:

HSC1: Prohibit all cannabis cultivation in Sonoma County’s Class 3 and 4
groundwater areas for all ministerial permits and the County should
assess water availability in a water zones as recommended by CDFW
before issuing new conditional use permits.

HSC2: Site cannabis operations along wastewater pipelines only. Prohibit
trucking of water or recycled wastewater under all circumstances.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

1. Limit permit approvals during a drought as declared by the State of
California, to applicants that grow cannabis only using dry farming
techniques with strict monitoring by the County.

2. Develop specific requirements that cannabis operation do not pollute
ground water and endanger the watershed of other well water users.
Develop conditions of approval for cannabis operations to require ground
water monitoring and cleanup provisions if there is a danger to a
watershed or nearby wells.

3. ldentify Springs and watercourses that will be impacted by cannabis
operations. In Bloomfield, spring water and ephemeral streams flow to
Bloomfield Creek to the Estero Americano and ultimately the Pacific
Ocean. Alteration or pollution of these springs and watercourses not only impact
local water users but also the Estero Americano and the Pacific Ocean.





5. Consider an Estero Americano special zoning designation from the high
water and tide line to recognize and protect this important watercourse along
its flow to the Pacific Ocean

4. Prohibit cannabis operators from allowing workers to live on-site absent
approved housing and zoning regulations and in a way that results in fouling
on-site and off-site water resources.

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING

COMMENTS:

General Plan
1. Sonoma County’s General Plan and its environmental document are over
20 years old, out of date and inadequate for County Wide Planning
Purposes. The General Plan must be updated to provide countywide
review of commercial cannabis cultivation and its relevance and
associated impacts to all General Plan Elements.

2. GP Ag Resource Element: Prevent Detrimental Concentration of
commercial and visitor serving uses in Ag Zones

2a: Prohibit commercial cannabis cultivation in proximity of rural
residential neighborhoods and towns and ensure adequate setbacks to
protect Health and Safety including nuisance from odor, noise, dust, traffic
and crime to all property lines of residences and businesses.

2b: Limit acreage of any 10-mile square zone to prevent over-
concentration of any one area. Determine general environmental
constraints and issues within each 10-mile square zone and develop a
plan depicting the acres within zones not open to cannabis operations.

2c: Develop a minimum parcel size requirement for cannabis in proximity
to Residential neighborhoods

3. Support City-centered growth by providing incentives for cannabis
cultivation in industrial zoned areas and processing in commercial or
industrial zones.

4. Comply with State regulations that classify cannabis as an agricultural
product, not an agricultural crop, and therefore not subject to right-to-farm
law.





Land Use — Zoning Code Setbacks:

1.Setbacks must be a minimum of 1000 feet from cultivation sites to residential
property lines and be further increased due to local conditions to protect rural
residents from potential health effects and adverse quality of life impacts. The
negative effects of unanalyzed and unmitigated environmental impacts can have
an irreversible impact on the character of rural communities.

2. Children spend a larger percentage of their time at home than they do at
school so residential setbacks must be set at least 1000 feet from residential
property lines as are setbacks from schools and other sensitive receptors.

3. Processing plants must be sited in Commercial/Industrial Zone Districts due to
the significant impacts on residential uses by operating hours of 7 days a week,
24 hours a day, the influx of seasonal employees, deliveries on site from 8-5,
commercial traffic on rural communities’ substandard streets, storage of
hazardous material, security fencing and/or sensor night lights, audible alarms
and security guards

4. Measure Setbacks to Property Line, not buildings: In the current cannabis
ordinance, the use of adjacent residential property owners private land as a
setback to buffer commercial cannabis cultivation impacts without property owner
consent is an infringement on private property owners rights and use of their
property and must be dropped.

5. Commercial Cannabis outdoor and hoop house cultivation must be sited from
rural residential property lines by at least 1000 feet or further to address noise,
odor and other impacts including the following:

*reducing the existing air quality with noxious odor. No odor should cross
residential property lines.

*significantly increasing water use endangering adjoining residential water
sources. There are at least 67 residential wells in Bloomfield.

*chemical drift to residential uses and fog odor neutralizing aerosols that
contain oxidizing agents that have not been subject to long-term studies,

*night lighting impacts that ruin the adjoining residents’ enjoyment of night
skies and significantly impact wildlife.

6. Indoor cannabis cultivation is industrial in nature and not in keeping visually
with the rural character of Sonoma County. Industrial-scale, commercial
developments in rural residential neighborhoods, permanently alters the rural
character, creates significant visual impacts and degrades the existing visual
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character of rural communities. This must not be allowed in the interests of
recreational cannabis use and financial gains.

7. Create a “Rural Residential Exclusion Zone option for neighbors to pursue,
which would be a simple and speedy (less than six months) mechanism to
exclude commercial cannabis production from certain locations based on
potential harm to watersheds, including wells serving residential homes,
endangered species, neighborhoods with multiple homes, poor access roads
and/or other site-specific constraints

8. Prohibit cultivation and processing in areas without fire safe roads, which are
narrow and often dead-end roads. This is another reason all processing should
be done in our central corridor and not in our rural areas.

9. State explicitly that cannabis is an agricultural product, not an agricultural crop,
and therefore not the same as conventional agriculture and not subject to right-
to-farm law.

10. The EIR must include an analysis of potential cannabis facilities locating in
close proximity to rural residential development and how potential fire in different
scenarios might spread under different weather, fuel, wind and ignition point
scenarios exposing people and/or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires. This is especially critical for rural residential
developments downwind of potential cannabis facilities and/or in an area with
inadequate roads and evacuation route, forested or heavy brush areas and
locations remote from fire protection services regardless of 1000 feet or greater
setbacks.

The community of Bloomfield is downwind of the Estero Americano, also known
as the Petaluma Wind Gap and meets the criteria developed above. The entire
community is downwind (East) of the Estero wind and vulnerable to a potential
fire conflagration should wind borne fire reach the wooden structures comprising
the community. In addition, rural communities fire services may be remote from
their locations. Evacuating residents and fire trucks coming to fight a fire could
not pass on the 12-20 foot wide streets in the Bloomfield community and other
similar rural communities.

11. Commercial Cannabis Cultivation proposed in proximity to rural residential
uses is a project that must be subject to environmental evaluation and public
hearings based on the unique conditions and setting of the location and the
potential for significant impacts on residents quality of life and use of property.
Ministerial permitting in these circumstances does not meet the intent of CEQA to
study impacts that could include, odor and air quality, groundwater supply,
aesthetics, wildfire, emergency response and evacuation, traffic and vehicle
miles traffic, energy and utilities, greenhouse gasses, noise, loss of farmland,
among others.
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12. Use of existing permanent structures for indoor cultivation in proximity to rural
residential uses must not be allowed. Indoor cannabis cultivation is industrial in
nature and not in keeping visually with the rural character of Sonoma County
even if outside a 1000 foot setback. Industrial-scale, commercial developments in
rural residential neighborhoods, permanently alters their character, creates
significant visual impacts and degrades the existing visual character of rural
communities.

13. Security requirements for commercial cannabis cultivation and processing
requiring night lightning are a new source of substantial light when allowed close
to rural residences. The night lighting adversely affects the character of
residential neighborhoods and individual residences creating a nuisance and
inserting a commercial/industrial type character into a residential enclave. It
further erodes the enjoyment of night skies and significantly negatively impacts
wildlife.

14. We recommend not implementing a zone change allowing cottage-sized
cultivation in the AR and RR zone Districts as shown as a policy option in the
County Summary Report of the Cannabis Program Update Study Session dated
9/28/21. We instead recommend developing policies to protect rural residential
properties from the intrusion of cannabis operations in AR and RR and all
residential zone Districts and instead focus on providing extensive setbacks and
other provisions to protect residential properties from the many identified
negative impact of cannabis in close proximity to residential neighborhoods and
towns.

15. The Bloomfield Community is within easy walking distance of the Olympia
House Rehab Drug and Alcohol Treatment Facility. Consider the cumulative
nature of a community and treatment facility within close proximity to each other
and develop the option of a buffer zone encompassing these types of uses that
are totally incompatible with cannabis operations. Cannabis must be located a
greater distance than 1000 feet from communities and Treatment facilities.

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES

XIll. NOISE

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Cannabis introduces the need for the County to develop criteria and regulation
that has not been yet been developed. The cart has been before the horse. The

County is tasked with identifying Public Service Impacts of the proposed
cannabis Ordinance as part of the Environmental Impact Report.
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The cannabis program impacts most Sonoma County Departments as follows:

Administration and legal services are heavily involved in cannabis issues. The
County has already shelved an inadequate ordinance and environmental review
and is spending more resources on developing an environmental framework to
use in creating an ordinance based on documented and properly studied
information.

Permit Sonoma is tasked with preparing an EIR and subsequent regulations for
Cannabis and how it relates to the other land use issues in the County.
Unfortunately, the General Plan is out of date and as such does not provide a
current framework for how cannabis can be viewed in the context of all the
General Plan Elements. The County must still consider the purpose of all the
General Plan Elements in preparing the EIR. Code Enforcement and abatement
problems exist currently and will need ongoing and more robust attention as
cannabis proliferates.

Health and Human Services will have to gear up for cannabis related health
issues. This may include the need to develop or determine the potency of various
cannabis products and to develop public information on how this drug can be
used safely. Cannabis is considered a gateway drug. There will be increased
service impacts for addiction treatment in addition to what now exists.

Depending on what provisions the County adopts, the Agricultural Department
will continue to be involved.

The County Sheriff office will need to analyze the impact of cannabis on driving
under the influence of cannabis and determine how to measure the degree of
intoxication and the degree of impairment and what the penalties will be. This is a
major public Safety issue. The County Sheriff’s office will also have to respond to
crime problems created by cannabis. There are already many documented
crimes committed involving cannabis. Residential neighborhoods have given
substantial testimony to the concern of criminal activity around residential
neighborhoods.

The cannabis program was initially presented as major revenue producing land
use for the County and the program implementation would be cost recovery.
Cannabis is no longer in that realm and Sonoma County has consistently
lowered taxes and standards to accommodate the cannabis industry. The County
staff must ensure that cannabis project processing is cost recovery and pays for
staff and consultants needed to process applications. The Board of Supervisors
can facilitate reducing the regulatory burden of cannabis projects by
designating locations for cannabis a great distance from residential
neighborhoods thereby reducing conflict.
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The EIR must include the impact on all the County Services shown above and
any other services that may not be shown here but are identified during the
environmental review. Each “Project Alternative” must include an identification
and evaluation of the impacts on PUBLIC SERVICES and the subsequent impact
on environmental resources.

COMMENTS:

1. When identifying Environmental Impacts, consider Sonoma County Services
needed as a part of the analysis to mitigate environmental impacts.

2. Require Sonoma County Departments to provide their overall assessment of
the Cannabis Program potential impacts to their department as part of the
Environmental Impact Report so the information can be evaluated and used in
determining significant impacts and their mitigation.

Following are examples;

(a. There may be land designated for cannabis use that is beyond the County
Sheriff’s ability to reach in 20 minutes, so a sub-station would need to be created
or the land use designation dropped as not feasible.

(b. The dramatic increase of cannabis production and products directly results in
profound public health concerns. The Behavioral Health services currently in
place reflect the reality that cannabis is a drug that results in addiction and
impacts children and youth. Some of the programs currently in place include:

Drug Abuse Alternative Center (DAAC) provides services to adults and youth for
drug abuse and addiction; Drug free babies; Treatment and Accountability for
Safer Communities (TASC); Women’s Recovery Services (WRS); Turning

Point; and Dependency Drug Court (DDC) for mothers in Child Protective
Services (CPS) cases. Notably that program specifically excludes mothers who
possess or intend to utilize a medical recommendation for medicinal marijuana.

Compounding these concerns is the need to develop means by which to
determine the potency of various cannabis products and to develop public
information on how this drug impacts users and the public. These current
substance abuse programs underscore the negative impact of marijuana and
cannabis on the public health of Sonoma County. The supersonic escalation of
cannabis production and use in the County clearly will require a commensurate
expansion by Behavioral Health and Human Services to combat the addictive
and negative social impacts of cannabis both in terms of expanded hiring and

programs.
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The NOP does not mention Health and Human Services however the agency
may have to hire additional staff to provide information and services within the
Behavioral Health area such as Child Protective Services (CPS). Even hiring
additional staff, greatly understates the impact and needs in this area. These
issues are reflective of the potential negative impact of cannabis that must be
considered in deciding a comprehensive cannabis Ordinance.

We recommend the County not proceed as demonstrated by the failed
environmental document and ordinance by facilitating the ubiquitous profusion of
cannabis in every Agricultural zone District even next to rural neighborhoods.
Conversely, we recommend the County proceed with a balanced approach
considering cannabis as a drug, as designated by the Federal Government, and
develop an ordinance providing precautions and limitations that will protect the
health, safety and welfare of all residents of Sonoma County.

(c. Permit Sonoma may have to hire additional code enforcement officers to
respond to complaints and enforce Project conditions of approval. Permit
Sonoma will need to contract with and manage experts in numerous fields to
ensure cannabis operators are properly managing the impacts of their
operations.

3. Develop a fiscal analysis on the impact of the cannabis program on a
Department-by-Department basis to determine the overall fiscal impact of the
cannabis program on Sonoma County. Include County staffing needs across
departments to address County residents concerns about the need for the
required additional policing, code enforcement, permit and building Department
operations, Health and Human services needs to respond to drug abuse and
addiction services, public noticing and other impacts identified through public
comments and County staff input.

Criteria: SAFETY
COMMENTS:

1. Potential criminal activity endangering the safety of adjoining neighbors
due to cultivation of a product that is desirable to criminals and
transactions that are known to be cash only. Rural residents know from
experience there is a lack of expedient public safety services such as fire
and law enforcement for rural emergencies. A detailed study of these
services to protect public safety must be completed to consider response
time, adequate personnel and staffing needs, managing complaints and
enforcement follow-through.
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2. Evaluate the safety of rural residential communities with substandard
roads that would be shared with Commercial Cannabis Cultivation.
Wildfire and evacuation congestion on substandard roads do not meet fire
safe road standards, which require vehicles and emergency equipment to
pass concurrently. Develop criteria and standards to preclude new
proposed heavy uses on substandard, non-fire safe roads where this
condition exists

3. Temporary plastic hoop house electrical use creates additional fire
hazards especially if located downwind of residential communities.

XVI. RECREATION
COMMENTS:

1. Add RECREATION to the Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis
Program update and Notice of Preparation.

2. Bloomfield Residents own and manage a local Park and the Bloomfield
Cemetery. The Cemetery is on a high promontory above Bloomfield and is
surrounded by a walking path. Both the Park and Cemetery are community-
gathering places involving children. Study the impacts of cannabis operations
in the vicinity of community oriented recreational activities and require
mitigation measures such as distance that limit the  impact of cannabis
operations including visual, noise, smell, traffic and  any other identified
impacts on family recreation locations

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
XX. WILDFIRE

COMMENTS:

1. Evaluate the safety of rural residential communities with substandard
roads that would be shared with Commercial Cannabis Cultivation.
Wildfire and evacuation congestion on substandard roads do not meet fire
safe road standards, which require vehicles and emergency equipment to
pass concurrently. Consider the factor of wind driven fires and identify and
study those area that are impacted by winds, such as in the Estero
Americano also known as the Petaluma Wind Gap and higher elevation
hill and mountainous areas.
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2. Temporary plastic hoop house electrical use creates additional fire
hazards especially if located downwind of residential communities.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (see Vision on Page 1)
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In the Project Description, identify the number of existing permanent structures that
can be converted to cannabis cultivation and the square footage. Identify the
additional impact of cannabis grown in existing

Permanent structures and determine potential impacts. Include stacked shelving and
increased number of grows per year. Identify the increased

potential cannabis above what would be allowed outdoors and identify issues and
mitigations including but not limited to setbacks of existing building to other uses,
ability to meet current building codes, subletting, additional traffic, noise, concentrated
odors and all other CEQA requirements. Determine regulations on the total coverage
of indoor and outdoor cultivation allowed on parcels with existing permanent
structures.

Determine impacts and mitigation measures for or prohibition of reuse of existing
buildings in the vicinity of residential neighborhoods and the impacts upon such
neighborhoods such as increased traffic, noise, hours of operation, influx of seasonal
employees resource use and discharge, storage of hazardous material, security
fencing, sensor night lights concentration of cannabis in one location and other
potential commercial/industrial impacts.

e Prepare a baseline document identifying all known cannabis cultivation and
processing operations: PRP operations, existing cannabis permits and
applications in process by square footage of cultivation, location, zoning code,
and Groundwater Zone 1, 2, 3 or 4.

e Prepare an environmental setting document that fully addresses existing
conditions, especially as related to public utilities, groundwater, and public
safety services. ldentify water availability and current water allocations based
on historic records as well as a continued drought scenario, and define the
capacity of fire and police services to address additional commercial
development in high fire severity zones and areas lacking fire safe roads.

e Use technical analyses, siting criteria, setbacks and acreage caps to proactively
identify the most suitable locations for cannabis cultivation.

¢ All findings, siting criteria, setbacks and mitigation measures are based on facts,
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts and expert opinion supported by
facts.

e Complete cumulative impact assessment based on definition and analyses of
the full development potential of all uses and activities within the cannabis
cultivation and processing program.

Complete an assessment limiting areas allowing cannabis. Specifically consider
eliminating the cultivation of cannabis in proximity to the residential neighborhoods
identified through this CEQA process. Complete a project description and analysis
that provides the information necessary to contrast the limiting of cannabis
designations with the full development potential stated in the above paragraph and
develop an alternative project description.



e Make project determinations based on the Mandatory Findings of Significance,

which protects adjacent property owner’s rights to health, safety and the
peaceful enjoyment of their properties.

In addition to CEQA, ensure compliance of applications with California state
regulations, including:

Prop 64: CalCannabis regulations implemented by the CA Department of Food
and Agriculture, which requires site-specific CEQA evaluation for each project
prior to permitting and cumulative impact analyses;

Fire Safe Roads, evacuation and public safety requirements as implemented by
the Board of Forestry

Water availability, water demand, wastewater disposal and water quality
protections as regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board and the
Department of Water Resources

Setbacks and protections for biotic resources, riparian habitats and special
status species as regulated by the CA Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Conditional Use Permit Ordinance: After the EIR defines fact-based siting criteria,
and in alignment with clearly identified State permit requirements, including project-
specific environmental review, determine areas suitable for cannabis operations
based on evaluation of:

e water availability, including groundwater impacts,
e proximity to sensitive receptors: residential homes, schools/children,

parks/recreation, class | bike trails

e waste stream impacts from excess wastewater and plastic hoop houses,
e protect conservation easements, open space designated land, identified scenic

resources, community separators,

access roads, wildfire danger and other hazards,

endangered or sensitive species, wildlife corridors, riparian corridors, wetlands,
historic/archeological/cultural resource sites and

accessibility by police and fire public services.

Curtail Ministerial Permitting: Projects resulting in fencing, 24-hour security,
nuisance lighting and odor emissions are by definition changing their surrounding
environment and thus triggering project-specific CEQA requirements. Eliminate the
practice of issuing multiple ministerial permits to separate growers on the same or
adjacent parcels, and upon permit renewal, complete the required cumulative
analyses. This loophole leads to unstudied parcel-specific impacts, obfuscates liability
for violations, and does not comply with project-specific CEQA review as required by
State law and CalCannabis guidelines.



Public Comment Template: This template is prepared to organize public comments
made at Sonoma County forums under the most relevant CEQA categories.

The format is as follows: The main category headings are listed in Roman Numerals
and capitalized. The specific facts/findings, criteria or standards that the EIR must
address for the main category follow and answer the question: “Does the project have
a substantial adverse impact on?”

Those relevant to the siting criteria or comments are in bold. Other County
Ordinances or State requirements relevant to the CEQA criteria are noted above the
siting criteria and comments sections.

The Siting Criteria and comments are identified by the initial of the main category and
numbered.

COMMENTS are shown in bold
I. AESTHETICS

Does the project have a substantial adverse impact on:

a) Scenic vista (Open Space Element scenic corridors, scenic landscape units, Community
Separators, parks etc.)

b) damage scenic resources or historic buildings w/in state scenic highway

c) degrade visual character (In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings)
d) create a new source of light or glare that affect nighttime views

The Open Space & Resource Conservation Element contains Objectives and
policies “to provide guidelines so future land uses, development and roadway
construction are compatible with the preservation of scenic values along designated
scenic corridors.”

The Open Space and Resource Conservation Element specifically addresses
night lighting: “Preserve and maintain view of the night time skies and visual
character of urban, rural and natural areas, while allowing for nighttime lighting levels
appropriate to the use and location. Lighting levels are recommended at the minimum
necessary to preserve nighttime skies and the nighttime character of urban, rural and
natural areas. There is a prohibition of continuous all night exterior lighting in rural
areas, unless it is demonstrated to the decision-making body that such lighting is
necessary.”

Siting Criteria — Aesthetics

COMMENTS:

SC-A1. Commercial cannabis cultivation operations must not be visible in designated
scenic Corridors or scenic landscape units. Siting of operations and/or screening



must not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views and its
surroundings and/or have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

SC-A2. Prohibit cannabis hoop house use in any location that can be seen from a
Scenic Corridor, a public park or a public right of way.

SC-A3. Prohibit commercial cannabis cultivation in any scenic vistas or residential
area where light or glare would impact a day or nighttime view in an area.

SC-4. Prohibit all cannabis cultivation in voter-passed Community Separator parcels.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
1. Specifically require the provisions of the County’s Open Space & Resource
Conservation Elements are applicable to Commercial Cannabis Cultivation.

2. To ensure site cleanup when operations cease, require posting of $50,000
mitigation bond upon issuance of each permit.

3. Require that no light escape structures from dusk to dawn, and that security lights
are aimed downward and away from residential areas

4. Require fencing between cannabis and residential areas be aesthetically
consistent with the rural landscape and view sheds residents enjoy. High opaque
industrial fencing is not consistent with agriculture or residential uses. Prohibit
Cannabis operations requiring high chain-link fences and prison like operations in
proximity to residential uses.

11. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

a) convert prime farmland to non-ag use

b) conflict with ag zoning or a Williamson Act contract

¢) other changes which may convert farmland to non-ag use
General Plan — Ag Resources Element — visitor serving uses

COMMENTS:
1. Do not open agricultural or resource lands to cannabis events. Follow

CalCannabis rules for events in commercial and industrial areas.
2. Limit tree removal, especially removal of oak trees by cannabis cultivation.



1. AIR QUALITY — Odor Abatement

a) conflict with implementation of air quality plan (Note: NSCAPCD has no plan)

b) violate or significantly contribute to the violation of an air quality standard (example NOx)
¢) contribute to Greenhouse Gas emissions

d) expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

e) create objectionable odors affecting a substantial # of people

Air Quality — Technical Studies

COMMENTS:

1. For Outdoor cultivation, require the applicant to submit the results of air quality
modeling that show terpene emission levels under a series of typical weather
conditions during the growing and harvesting season at the cultivation location
for the size of grow proposed.(DAE) The modeling shall include all current and
proposed sources of terpene emissions within one mile of the cultivation
location, and the County may require setbacks deeper that 1,000 feet to
mitigate offsite odor from outdoor and hoop house cultivation. (DL)

2. Require modeling for NOx concentrations and potential for ozone production
(DAE)

3. Require that no odor will cross the property line for all indoor cultivation and
processing and outdoor in the vicinity of residential uses.

IV. BIOLOGICAL
COMMENTS:

1. Identify and map Biological Resources and develop Siting Criteria and  Riparian
Setbacks for identified Biological resources. Include movement corridors,
current and historic.

Bloomfield has Badger setts on residential and adjoining agricultural
properties. The Bloomfield area is part of a series of Badger setts from Petaluma to
the Coast identified by a Petaluma Badger expert and naturalist. Badgers have
been designated a species of special concern by California Fish and Game.

2. Identify and map Springs with the habitat type to support Red-Legged Frogs.
Red-legged Frog habitat has been identified in the Bloomfield area. Red-Legged
Frogs are Federally listed as threatened. Develop  Siting Criteria and Riparian
Setbacks for identified Biological Resources

3. Identify and map sensitive aquatic biological resources, including federally and
state-listed endangered salmon. Erosion resulting from cultivation activities both



from the change in use and from associated construction of cannabis production
facilities may lead to increased  sedimentation of creeks and tributaries in impaired
watersheds in critical habitat areas. Mitigate or exclude cannabis cultivation on
lands with impaired watershed.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
COMMENT:

1. Determine and map the location of cultural resources on designated Agricultural
lands to be used for cannabis production. Contact the appropriate agency to report
any finding of cultural remains on property

prior to disturbance.

2. There are only two main existing commercial businesses in Bloomfield, Stormy’s
and Olympia House Rehab, along with certain dairy businesses that have lent to the
rural sanctuary aspect of the location of Olympia House Rehab. If potential clients
and families of such clients and professional doctors helping said clients, find out that
the small town of Bloomfield is also home to a large scale commercial growing
operation, could that cause them to not consider Olympia House Rehab as a safe and
secure rural setting for an addict to receive treatment.

VI. ENERGY
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
VIlIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMMISSIONS

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
b) substantially deplete groundwater supplies
c/d) alter existing drainage patterns on site or in area through alteration of the course of a
stream or river —
i) result in substantial erosion
ii) increase the rate or amount of surface runoff — flooding
e) runoff water that exceeds storm water drainage systems
f) otherwise degrade water quality

Water Availability Siting Criteria

COMMENTS:



HSC1: Prohibit all cannabis cultivation in Sonoma County’s Class 3 and 4
groundwater areas for all ministerial permits and the County should assess
water availability in a water zones as recommended by CDFW before issuing
new conditional use permits.

HSC2: Site cannabis operations along wastewater pipelines only. Prohibit
trucking of water or recycled wastewater under all circumstances.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

1. Limit permit approvals during a drought as declared by the State of California, to
applicants that grow cannabis only using dry farming techniques with strict
monitoring by the County.

2. Develop specific requirements that cannabis operation do not pollute ground
water and endanger the watershed of other well water users. Develop
conditions of approval for cannabis operations to require ground water
monitoring and cleanup provisions if there is a danger to a watershed or nearby
wells.

3. Identify Springs and watercourses that will be impacted by cannabis operations.
In Bloomfield, spring water and ephemeral streams flow to Bloomfield Creek to the
Estero Americano and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. Alteration or pollution of these
springs and watercourses not only impact local water users but also the Estero
Americano and the Pacific Ocean.

5. Consider an Estero Americano special zoning designation from the high water
and tide line to recognize and protect this important watercourse along its flow to the
Pacific Ocean

4. Prohibit cannabis operators from allowing workers to live on-site absent

approved housing and zoning regulations and in a way that results in fouling on-site
and off-site water resources.

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING

COMMENTS:

General Plan

1. Sonoma County’s General Plan and its environmental document are over 20
years old, out of date and inadequate for County Wide Planning Purposes. The



General Plan must be updated to provide countywide review of commercial
cannabis cultivation and its relevance and associated impacts to all General
Plan Elements.

2. GP Ag Resource Element: Prevent Detrimental Concentration of commercial
and visitor serving uses in Ag Zones

2a: Prohibit commercial cannabis cultivation in proximity of rural residential
neighborhoods and towns and ensure adequate setbacks to protect Health and
Safety including nuisance from odor, noise, dust, traffic and crime to all property
lines of residences and businesses.

2b: Limit acreage of any 10-mile square zone to prevent over-concentration of
any one area. Determine general environmental constraints and issues within
each 10-mile square zone and develop a plan depicting the acres within zones
not open to cannabis operations.

2c: Develop a minimum parcel size requirement for cannabis in proximity to
Residential neighborhoods

3. Support City-centered growth by providing incentives for cannabis cultivation in
industrial zoned areas and processing in commercial or industrial zones.

4. Comply with State regulations that classify cannabis as an agricultural product,
not an agricultural crop, and therefore not subject to right-to-farm law.

Land Use — Zoning Code Setbacks:

1.Setbacks must be a minimum of 1000 feet from cultivation sites to residential
property lines and be further increased due to local conditions to protect rural
residents from potential health effects and adverse quality of life impacts. The
negative effects of unanalyzed and unmitigated environmental impacts can have an
irreversible impact on the character of rural communities.

2. Children spend a larger percentage of their time at home than they do at school so
residential setbacks must be set at least 1000 feet from residential property lines as
are setbacks from schools and other sensitive receptors.

3. Processing plants must be sited in Commercial/Industrial Zone Districts due to the
significant impacts on residential uses by operating hours of 7 days a week, 24 hours
a day, the influx of seasonal employees, deliveries on site from 8-5, commercial traffic
on rural communities’ substandard streets, storage of hazardous material, security
fencing and/or sensor night lights, audible alarms and security guards

4. Measure Setbacks to Property Line, not buildings: In the current cannabis



ordinance, the use of adjacent residential property owners private land as a setback
to buffer commercial cannabis cultivation impacts without property owner consent is
an infringement on private property owners rights and use of their property and must
be dropped.

5. Commercial Cannabis outdoor and hoop house cultivation must be sited from rural
residential property lines by at least 1000 feet or further to address noise, odor and
other impacts including the following:

*reducing the existing air quality with noxious odor. No odor should cross
residential property lines.

*significantly increasing water use endangering adjoining residential water
sources. There are at least 67 residential wells in Bloomfield.

*chemical drift to residential uses and fog odor neutralizing aerosols that contain
oxidizing agents that have not been subject to long-term studies,

*night lighting impacts that ruin the adjoining residents’ enjoyment of night skies
and significantly impact wildlife.

6. Indoor cannabis cultivation is industrial in nature and not in keeping visually with
the rural character of Sonoma County. Industrial-scale, commercial developments in
rural residential neighborhoods, permanently alters the rural character, creates
significant visual impacts and degrades the existing visual character of rural
communities. This must not be allowed in the interests of recreational cannabis use
and financial gains.

7. Create a “Rural Residential Exclusion Zone option for neighbors to pursue, which
would be a simple and speedy (less than six months) mechanism to exclude
commercial cannabis production from certain locations based on potential harm to
watersheds, including wells serving residential homes, endangered species,
neighborhoods with multiple homes, poor access roads and/or other site-specific
constraints

8. Prohibit cultivation and processing in areas without fire safe roads, which are
narrow and often dead-end roads. This is another reason all processing should be
done in our central corridor and not in our rural areas.

9. State explicitly that cannabis is an agricultural product, not an agricultural crop, and
therefore not the same as conventional agriculture and not subject to right-to-farm
law.

10. The EIR must include an analysis of potential cannabis facilities locating in close

proximity to rural residential development and how potential fire in different scenarios
might spread under different weather, fuel, wind and ignition point scenarios exposing
people and/or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland

fires. This is especially critical for rural residential developments downwind of



potential cannabis facilities and/or in an area with inadequate roads and evacuation
route, forested or heavy brush areas and locations remote from fire protection
services regardless of 1000 feet or greater setbacks.

The community of Bloomfield is downwind of the Estero Americano, also known as
the Petaluma Wind Gap and meets the criteria developed above. The entire
community is downwind (East) of the Estero wind and vulnerable to a potential fire
conflagration should wind borne fire reach the wooden structures comprising the
community. In addition, rural communities fire services may be remote from their
locations. Evacuating residents and fire trucks coming to fight a fire could not pass on
the 12-20 foot wide streets in the Bloomfield community and other similar rural
communities.

11. Commercial Cannabis Cultivation proposed in proximity to rural residential uses is
a project that must be subject to environmental evaluation and public hearings based
on the unique conditions and setting of the location and the potential for significant
impacts on residents quality of life and use of property. Ministerial permitting in these
circumstances does not meet the intent of CEQA to study impacts that could include,
odor and air quality, groundwater supply, aesthetics, wildfire, emergency response
and evacuation, traffic and vehicle miles traffic, energy and utilities, greenhouse
gasses, noise, loss of farmland, among others.

12. Use of existing permanent structures for indoor cultivation in proximity to rural
residential uses must not be allowed. Indoor cannabis cultivation is industrial in nature
and not in keeping visually with the rural character of Sonoma County even if outside
a 1000 foot setback. Industrial-scale, commercial developments in rural residential
neighborhoods, permanently alters their character, creates significant visual impacts
and degrades the existing visual character of rural communities.

13. Security requirements for commercial cannabis cultivation and processing
requiring night lightning are a new source of substantial light when allowed close to
rural residences. The night lighting adversely affects the character of residential
neighborhoods and individual residences creating a nuisance and inserting a
commercial/industrial type character into a residential enclave. It further erodes the
enjoyment of night skies and significantly negatively impacts wildlife.

14. We recommend not implementing a zone change allowing cottage-sized
cultivation in the AR and RR zone Districts as shown as a policy option in the County
Summary Report of the Cannabis Program Update Study Session dated 9/28/21. We
instead recommend developing policies to protect rural residential properties from the
intrusion of cannabis operations in AR and RR and all residential zone Districts and
instead focus on providing extensive setbacks and other provisions to protect
residential properties from the many identified negative impact of cannabis in close
proximity to residential neighborhoods and towns.

15. The Bloomfield Community is within easy walking distance of the Olympia House
Rehab Drug and Alcohol Treatment Facility. Consider the cumulative nature of a
community and treatment facility within close proximity to each other and develop the



option of a buffer zone encompassing these types of uses that are totally
incompatible with cannabis operations. Cannabis must be located a greater distance
than 1000 feet from communities and Treatment facilities.

Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES

Xlll. NOISE

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Cannabis introduces the need for the County to develop criteria and regulation that
has not been yet been developed. The cart has been before the horse. The County is
tasked with identifying Public Service Impacts of the proposed cannabis Ordinance as
part of the Environmental Impact Report.

The cannabis program impacts most Sonoma County Departments as follows:

Administration and legal services are heavily involved in cannabis issues. The County
has already shelved an inadequate ordinance and environmental review and is
spending more resources on developing an environmental framework to use in
creating an ordinance based on documented and properly studied information.

Permit Sonoma is tasked with preparing an EIR and subsequent regulations for
Cannabis and how it relates to the other land use issues in the County. Unfortunately,
the General Plan is out of date and as such does not provide a current framework for
how cannabis can be viewed in the context of all the General Plan Elements. The
County must still consider the purpose of all the General Plan Elements in preparing
the EIR. Code Enforcement and abatement problems exist currently and will need
ongoing and more robust attention as cannabis proliferates.

Health and Human Services will have to gear up for cannabis related health issues.
This may include the need to develop or determine the potency of various cannabis
products and to develop public information on how this drug can be used safely.
Cannabis is considered a gateway drug. There will be increased service impacts for
addiction treatment in addition to what now exists.

Depending on what provisions the County adopts, the Agricultural Department will
continue to be involved.

The County Sheriff office will need to analyze the impact of cannabis on driving under
the influence of cannabis and determine how to measure the degree of intoxication
and the degree of impairment and what the penalties will be. This is a major public
Safety issue. The County Sheriff’s office will also have to respond to crime problems
created by cannabis. There are already many documented crimes committed
involving cannabis. Residential neighborhoods have given substantial testimony to
the concern of criminal activity around residential neighborhoods.



The cannabis program was initially presented as major revenue producing land use
for the County and the program implementation would be cost recovery. Cannabis is
no longer in that realm and Sonoma County has consistently lowered taxes and
standards to accommodate the cannabis industry. The County staff must ensure that
cannabis project processing is cost recovery and pays for staff and consultants
needed to process applications. The Board of Supervisors can facilitate reducing
the regulatory burden of cannabis projects by designating locations for
cannabis a great distance from residential neighborhoods thereby reducing
conflict.

The EIR must include the impact on all the County Services shown above and any
other services that may not be shown here but are identified during the environmental
review. Each “Project Alternative” must include an identification and evaluation of the
impacts on PUBLIC SERVICES and the subsequent impact on environmental
resources.

COMMENTS:

1. When identifying Environmental Impacts, consider Sonoma County Services
needed as a part of the analysis to mitigate environmental impacts.

2. Require Sonoma County Departments to provide their overall assessment of the
Cannabis Program potential impacts to their department as part of the Environmental
Impact Report so the information can be evaluated and used in determining
significant impacts and their mitigation.

Following are examples;

(a. There may be land designated for cannabis use that is beyond the County
Sheriff’'s ability to reach in 20 minutes, so a sub-station would need to be created or
the land use designation dropped as not feasible.

(b. The dramatic increase of cannabis production and products directly results in
profound public health concerns. The Behavioral Health services currently in place
reflect the reality that cannabis is a drug that results in addiction and impacts children
and youth. Some of the programs currently in place include:

Drug Abuse Alternative Center (DAAC) provides services to adults and youth for drug
abuse and addiction; Drug free babies; Treatment and Accountability for Safer
Communities (TASC); Women’s Recovery Services (WRS); Turning Point; and
Dependency Drug Court (DDC) for mothers in Child Protective Services (CPS) cases.

Notably that program specifically excludes mothers who possess or intend to utilize a
medical recommendation for medicinal marijuana.

Compounding these concerns is the need to develop means by which to determine
the potency of various cannabis products and to develop public information on how



this drug impacts users and the public. These current substanc use pr.

underscore the negative impact of marijuana and cannabis on the public health of
Sonoma County. The supersonic escalation of cannabis production and use in the
County clearly will require a commensurate expansion by Behavioral Health and
Human Services to combat the addictive and negative social impacts of cannabis
both in terms of expanded hiring and programs.

The NOP does not mention Health and Human Services however the agency may
have to hire additional staff to provide information and services within the Behavioral
Health area such as Child Protective Services (CPS). Even hiring additional staff,
greatly understates the impact and needs in this area. These issues are reflective of
the potential negative impact of cannabis that must be considered in deciding a
comprehensive cannabis Ordinance.

We recommend the County not proceed as demonstrated by the failed environmental
document and ordinance by facilitating the ubiquitous profusion of cannabis in every
Agricultural zone District even next to rural neighborhoods. Conversely, we
recommend the County proceed with a balanced approach considering cannabis as a
drug, as designated by the Federal Government, and develop an ordinance providing
precautions and limitations that will protect the health, safety and welfare of all
residents of Sonoma County.

(c. Permit Sonoma may have to hire additional code enforcement officers to respond
to complaints and enforce Project conditions of approval. Permit Sonoma will need to
contract with and manage experts in numerous fields to ensure cannabis operators
are properly managing the impacts of their operations.

3. Develop a fiscal analysis on the impact of the cannabis program on a Department-
by-Department basis to determine the overall fiscal impact of the cannabis program
on Sonoma County. Include County staffing needs across departments to address
County residents concerns about the need for the required additional policing, code
enforcement, permit and building Department operations, Health and Human services
needs to respond to drug abuse and addiction services, public noticing and other
impacts identified through public comments and County staff input.

Criteria: SAFETY
COMMENTS:

1. Potential criminal activity endangering the safety of adjoining neighbors due to
cultivation of a product that is desirable to criminals and transactions that are
known to be cash only. Rural residents know from experience there is a lack of
expedient public safety services such as fire and law enforcement for rural



emergencies. A detailed study of these services to protect public safety must be
completed to consider response time, adequate personnel and staffing needs,
managing complaints and enforcement follow-through.

2. Evaluate the safety of rural residential communities with substandard roads that
would be shared with Commercial Cannabis Cultivation. Wildfire and evacuation
congestion on substandard roads do not meet fire safe road standards, which
require vehicles and emergency equipment to pass concurrently. Develop
criteria and standards to preclude new proposed heavy uses on substandard,
non-fire safe roads where this condition exists

3. Temporary plastic hoop house electrical use creates additional fire hazards
especially if located downwind of residential communities.

XVI. RECREATION
COMMENTS:

1. Add RECREATION to the Sonoma County Comprehensive Cannabis Program
update and Notice of Preparation.

2. Bloomfield Residents own and manage a local Park and the Bloomfield
Cemetery. The Cemetery is on a high promontory above Bloomfield and is
surrounded by a walking path. Both the Park and Cemetery are community-gathering
places involving children. Study the impacts of cannabis operations in the vicinity of
community oriented recreational activities and require mitigation measures such as

distance that limit the impact of cannabis operations including visual, noise, smell,
traffic and any other identified impacts on family recreation locations

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
XX. WILDFIRE

COMMENTS:

1. Evaluate the safety of rural residential communities with substandard roads that
would be shared with Commercial Cannabis Cultivation. Wildfire and evacuation



congestion on substandard roads do not meet fire safe road standards, which
require vehicles and emergency equipment to pass concurrently. Consider the
factor of wind driven fires and identify and study those area that are impacted by
winds, such as in the Estero Americano also known as the Petaluma Wind Gap
and higher elevation hill and mountainous areas.

2. Temporary plastic hoop house electrical use creates additional fire hazards
especially if located downwind of residential communities.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (see Vision on Page 1)
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From: Dave palmgren

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: Cannabis

Subject: Request for Rancho Madrone - Glen Ellen area south of Eldridge to be an Exclusion Zone for Cannabis
Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 1:38:59 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Crystal,

I am requesting to include our neighborhood as an Exclusion Zone for Cannabis Cultivation
per the upcoming proposed changes to the Cannabis cultivation ordinance. This neighborhood
has more than 300 signatures of concerned citizens that these changes would have negative
consequences in this highly dense residential and family community.

The properties in our neighborhood reside on all of the streets south of the Eldridge campus
(begins at Martin St), to Sobre Vista Road and west of Sonoma Creek to the top residential
properties on Sonoma Mountain (includes the old Spreckles Ranch). This includes the
properties on both sides of Arnold Drive, Morningside Mountain Drive, Oso Trail, Vigilante
Road, Martin St, Lorna Dr, Cecelia Dr, Burbank Dr, Marty St, Sonoma Glen Circle, Cressy
Dr, Murray Dr, Thomas St, Jane Ct, Madrone Rd, Glenwood Dr, Woodside Ct, Maplewood
Dr, Brookview Dr, Caton Ct, Oakwood Dr, Heaven Hill Rd, Pipeline Rd, Sobre Vista Rd and
Sobre Vista Ct.

Thank you for your attention to this matter where the removal of setbacks and 10 acre
minimum would have a major change in our highly dense residential neighborhood, and that
Cannabis should be grown in large agricultural areas outside of family neighborhoods.
Please confirm receipt.

Thank you,

Dave Palmgren

964 Glenwood Drive
Sonoma, CA 95476

707-319-2050 cell
dave.palmerenl@gmail.com
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From: dorie k

To: Cannabis

Subject: Cannabis comment

Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 7:24:21 PM
EXTERNAL

Dear County,

I am a county resident and property owner. I also have been a
drug and alcohol policy researcher since the 1970s with a
doctorate in criminology from UC Berkeley; I have taught at UCs
and Cal States and have done research for federal NIH and state
agencies.

while marijuana is usually a Tess harmful substance than
alcohol from a health viewpoint, the details depend on how a
substance 1is used, how it 1is grown, and how it 1is Tlegally
managed.

Frankly, the US has done a poor job preventing alcohol
problems, and California’s and Sonoma County’s powerful wine
industry has made it even more difficult in this state and
region to do effective problem prevention.

Since marijuana is still illegal from a federal viewpoint, its
use is hard to regulate. But if the wine and alcohol model
dating from the 1930s is used by Sonoma County in its decision
making, the road ahead will be paved with widespread underage
use, driving under the influence-related crashes, and health
problems due to unregulated products.

Please remember that cannabis, like wine grapes, are drugs, not
fruits, nuts or vegetables.

D. Klein, D.Crim.
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From: Erich Pearson

To: Cannabis; Crystal Acker; McCall Miller
Subject: Cannabis EIR Scooping Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 5:30:15 PM
EXTERNAL

Hello,

Thank you for the opportunity to add comments here. Generally speaking, I think it is
imperative to study any and all potential cannabis uses in all zoning areas.

Here is a list of thoughts:

Distribution by Farmers - in order to make this as-of-right, associated with a cultivation
license, we may study limiting the distribution in ways that allows a farmer to self-distribute,
while not allowing for a distribution hub for packaged products on Ag-zoned land. This
should be studied for Processors too.

Some state license types that we want to be as-of-right, may need to be restricted (as the
example above). This takes a thoughtful conversation with the cannabis community to make
sure these are workable.

Farmers would like to be able to sell direct to consumers (with limitations similar to how
wineries work). Onsite tours, tastings/consumption (with designated driver requirements), and
events should be studied while looking at the way we regulate these activities as wineries.

Manufacturing and other activities within already permitted structures should be studied to
consider allowing this as-of-right.

Conventional plastic greenhouses who's construction is allowed for traditional farmers under
Ag-exempt rules should be studied. Allowing outdoor licensed cannabis farmers to "light
dep/pull plastic" should be studied. For example, Processor-licensed buildings with a
Manufacturing license should be able to infuse joints. A manufacturing license is necessary
for the simple addition of hash to a joint. Onsite extraction requires a manufacturing license
too, and should be allowed a Processing facility as well.

Defining cannabis as "Agriculture" should be considered. Using a VESCO model to regulate
cannabis cultivation should be studied.

Current water restrictions should be studied, and aligning water use by cannabis to that of
other crops should be a goal.

Cannabis Use Permits have a lot of ridiculous requirements that should be studied for
elimination. Some are well-intentioned, and others are out-dated. For example, very few
people have theft issues related to outdoor cultivation anymore due to the low value of the
product.

Alignment with State law wherever possible, whether it be definitions or regulations related to
specific license types.
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Consider setting up an Ad-Hoc that serves as a liaison between the County and the cultivation
community. We recognize that one size does not fit all, and as a County we want to allow
certain license types in certain zoning, while still creating community-specific restrictions. In
order to do this, it is critical that Staff understand operator's needs so that these restrictions can
work for both the Community and the Operators.

Study temporary events, and what it takes to allow the temporary sale and consumption of cannabis
at other locations.

Thank you - erich

Erich Pearson | CEO
975 Corporate Center Parkway, Ste. 115, Santa Rosa, CA, 95407

(2]
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From: McCall Miller

To: Cannabis; Crystal Acker

Subject: Fwd:

Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 10:30:58 PM
Attachments: DTC POT GLENTUCKY FAMILY FARM POT .pdf
McCall

707-565-7099
Get Outlook for i0OS

From: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 8:20:05 PM

To: McCall Miller <McCall.Miller@sonoma-county.org>
Subject:

Add to comments for EIR analysis.

Susan Gorin | 1st District Sonoma County Supervisor
575 Administration Drive, Room 100A

Santa Rosa, CA. 95403

Office 707-565-2241 | Cell 707-321-2788
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GLENTUCKY FAMILY FARM
SONOMA MOUNTAIN

Dear Susan,

| am writing this letter to let you know as a small farmer
how critical it is to be able to sell the cannabis we grow
on site. The term is direct to consumer sales. As a small
farmer when we were planning our business model back
when cannabis was a medical crop we were able to get a
decent price per pound, supply was somewhat in balance
and we were able to squeak by financially. For once there
was some light at the end of the tunnel. Then very soon
after it went recreational the supply quickly grew out of
balance with a major reason (not the only) being the
small number of dispensaries open to the public.

This was double troubling to small independent growers
because not only did dispensaries not need another gram
of marijuana but many dispensaries also grew their own.
In 2022 prices crashed. And on top of that many
dispensaries had room for only a handful of independent
growers, who were second in line after they sold and
promoted their own stuff.





As we learned in the wine business direct sales did not
compete against the dispensaries and hurt sales, but it
actually help sales because now the consumer was
educated about the small growers products and the
industry in general and then sought them out on their
next trip to the store, which are located closer to the
public.

Direct Sales also had another positive impact on the wine
industry and one | also see for cannabis in that it made
the grower and producers open to the public more
conscious about their practices and how their property
was perceived by the public. In presenting themselves to
the public they want to talk about and showoff their
“best practices” and quality initiatives. | don’t know a
better way to encourage and keep producers responsible
and environmentally sensitive.

Showcasing best practices and environmental
stewardship is great marketing for all including Sonoma
County.

It’s hard to exaggerate how important this is to small
farmers, we can barely squeak by selling vegetables at
farmers markets and direct to the public, when cannabis
became available to us it was a god-send. Very quickly
that advantage disappeared as the market for cannabis





collapsed. Allowing us to meet our customers, and show
and tell them personally about the effort that goes into
farming will not only be great for the farmer it will be
great for the reputation of Sonoma County and it’s
agricultural heritage.

Thank you,

mike Benziger

Glentucky Family Farm

UPC17-0012
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From: Lauren Mendelsohn

To: Cannabis

Cc: BOS; Omar Figueroa

Subject: Letter from the Law Offices of Omar Figueroa for 3/8/23 Cannabis EIR Public Scoping Meeting
Date: Wednesday, March 8, 2023 4:30:50 PM

Attachments: LOOF Letter for EIR Scoping Meeting 3-8-23.pdf

EXTERNAL

Good afternoon:

Attached please find a comment letter from the Law Offices of Omar Figueroa regarding
scoping of the Cannabis EIR.

Thank you.
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Lauren A. Mendelsohn, Esq.
Senior Associate Attorney
Law Offices of Omar Figueroa

lauren@omarfigueroa.com
www.omarfigueroa.com

California Office
7770 Healdsburg Avenue

Sebastopol, CA 95472-3352
Tel: (707) 829-0215

Fax: (707) 827-8538

New York Office

159 20th Street, #1B-12
Brooklyn, NY 11232-1254
Tel: (212) 931-0420

Join Cal NORML and help fight for our rights!

The information contained in this email transmission is CONFIDENTIAL and may contain
PRIVILEGED attorney-client or work product information, as well as confidences and secrets.
If you are not the intended recipient, or the person responsible for delivering this email
transmission to the intended recipient, DO NOT read, copy, distribute, or use it. If this email
transmission is received in ERROR, please notify my law office by a collect call to (707) 829-
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— LAW OFFICES OF —

OMAR AGUEROA

Permit Sonoma
ATTN: Crystal Acker
cannabis@sonoma-county.org

CC:  Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
bos@sonoma-county.org

March 8, 2023

Re: Scoping of Cannabis EIR
Dear County Staff and Supervisors,

The Law Offices of Omar Figueroa is a Sonoma County-based law firm serving a wide range of
clients in the cannabis and hemp industries including applicants, operators, land owners,
investors, and organizations spanning all types of licensed activities across California. Our
founder and principal attorney, Omar Figueroa, served on the Sonoma County Cannabis
Advisory Group (CAG) that met during the early days of the current ordinance, and we have
been engaged with the County regarding its cannabis policies since then. Currently, Mr.
Figueroa sits on the Board of Directors of the Sebastopol Center for the Arts as well as the
Board of Directors National Cannabis Industry Association. Our Senior Associate Lauren
Mendelsohn is on the Board of Directors of California NORML as well as the Board of Directors
of the Sonoma County Cannabis Alliance. Additionally, Mr. Figueroa and Ms. Mendelsohn both
served on the Board of Directors of the International Cannabis Bar Association.

We support scoping the EIR broadly to consider permitting all uses allowed under state law in
a way that encourages and supports small and locally-owned businesses, as well as equity
businesses and businesses with sustainable practices. We encourage the County to take into
consideration the comments provided by other industry experts, and will dedicate the
remainder of this letter to what we believe are novel considerations.

Page 6 of the NOP for the EIR states:

“The Cannabis Ordinance Update is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to
population and housing or recreation because it would not involve the generation of
substantial new employment or a need for housing that could generate additional
demand on recreation resources.”

We think the County should study the possibility of significant impacts to housing and
recreation as a result of this comprehensive policy update. If requlated appropriately, the
cannabis industry could generate a significant amount of new employment. This job creation
will stimulate the local economy and may also have an impact on housing, in particular
farmworker housing. However, the impact on housing overall might not be as significant as a

7770 Healdsburg Ave., Sebastopol, CA, 95472
T: (707) 829-0215 | F: (707) 827-8538
www.omarfigueroa.com | info@omarfigueroa.com
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OMAR FIGUEROA

completely new industry would have, since many people who find a job at a Sonoma County
cannabis business will already live here. Additionally, with regards to recreation, the impact of
cannabis tourism, cannabis events, and consumption lounges should be taken into
consideration as part of the EIR, as these would alleviate the burden on the County’s other
recreational resources.

The potential impact of federal legalization and interstate cannabis commerce should also be
considered, as should the potential impact of appellations of origin for cannabis being
established within Sonoma County, and the potential impact of merger of the cannabis and
hemp supply chains.

As the County moves forward with this process, it is import