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Response category

Individual
Individual

Agency

Individual
Individual

Individual

Organization

Agency

Individual
Individual

Individual

Agency

Organization

Individual
Individual

Individual

Individual

Comment Date Commenter/Contact

8/19/2023 Stephen Cato
8/19/2023 Ronald K. Ford

8/2/2023 Cameron Vela

8/24/2023
8/24/2023 Lori Barra

Agency/Organization Name Comment Nature

N/A
N/A

Native American Heritage
Commission

N/A

N/A

8/24/2023 Pete and Tanya Lucchesi N/A

8/30/2023 Ellen Drell

8/31/2023 Rebecca Garwood

8/31/2023 Laura and Marty Clein

Willits Environmental Center

CDFW

N/A

8/30/2023 Cynthia Grant and Richat N/A

8/31/2023 Jim and Francis Owen

8/31/2023 David Longstreth

8/31/2023

8/31/2023 Marnie Birger
8/31/2023 L. Galandil

N/A

California Department of
Conservation

Mendocino Cannabis
Alliance

N/A
N/A

8/31/2023 Gary and Judith Maddox N/A

8/30/2023 Collen Browder

N/A

Existing CEQA coverage already completed.
Concerns related to ag/forestry, hydro/water quality, land use/planning,
tribal and cultural resources, and water supply

AB 52 consultation requirements and overview

Proposition 64, taxation, scale of outdoor cultivation

Concerns related to fencing, debris from abandoned sites, quality of other ag
uses near cannabis operations, introduction of pests from cannabis uses,
odor, light pollution, hazardous products used at cultivation sites, impacts to
soil and water table, use of pesticides and other products such as gas and
propane tanks from cultivation sites, water diversions, water theft, impacts
to bio resources as a result of water diversions and pesticides, home values,
noise pollution, real estate prices, security (guard dogs, fencing, firearms),
availability of housing, public safety and service resources, decreased
recreation, increased traffic on rural roads and safety for other road users
(bikes, horseback), increased electrical and water usage, wildfire potential
incraacac

Visual impacts of neighboring uses, odor, water sources and wetlands,
availability of groundwater for uses that rely on wells, crime

Similar projects throughout the State, PS impacts, questions related to
licensing process, evaluation of cumulative impacts, baseline, existing vs.
future cultivation operations, responsible entity for confirming individual
site compliance, purpose of project/connection with the 2017 IS/MND, DCC
involvement in cannabis licensing in other counties throughout the state,
project cost, changes to Mendo County's existing cannabis cultivation regs
and statutes

Baseline, processing of licenses and permits, cumulative impacts, habitat
impacts, impacts to surface water/hydrology and groundwater, impacts to
wetlands, degradation of water quality and habitat, impacts to bio resources
resulting from cannabis operations (entrapment, fish passage barriers, light
pollution, non-native species introduction, and degradation of habitats),
adequate stream flows and meeting water demand for cultivation sites,
overuse of surface water diversions, regulate development of constructed
ponds, impacts to floodplains, light pollution and noise impacts on wildlife,
impacts to listed species

Existing CEQA coverage already completed.
Hazardous materials (pesticides), crime

Water use, groundwater supply, traffic noise and quality of roadways from
increases traffic, visual impacts of operations, hoop house gas emissions,
odor

Slope stability (including landslides), unpermitted grading projects (from
cannabis operations) that have adversely affected slope stability, aquatic
habitat impacts, sedimentation, location on or within vicinity of known fault
zones, NOA and other hazardous materials

2017 IS/MND, baseline, cumulative impacts, comparison against other ag
uses, information related to existing requirements/processes, wildfire
exposure mitigated through tanks and ponds,

Existing CEQA coverage already completed.

Impacts to rural roads, impacts to wetlands, trees, habitats, water use and
availability, water diversion and sediment impacts, erosion impacts,
mandatory inspections of cultivation sites

Aesthetics, air quality, water, crime, quality of life and property values

Impacts to roads, compatible uses, traffic increases, visual impacts, odor,

Williamson Act contract lands, dust, water use, truck trips, off-gird energy
operations, loss of soil, groundwater supply, noise associated with traffic,
available housing for employees, risk of wildfire

EIR Topic Addressed

None

Agriculture and Forestry
Resources, Hyrdology
and Water Quality, Land
Use and Planning,
Cultural and Tribal
Cultural Resources,
Utilities and Service
Systems

Cultural and Tribal
Cultural Resources
None

Aesthetics, Agriculture
and Forestry Resources,
Air Quality, Geology and
Soils, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water
Quality, Biological
Resources, Noise,
Population and Housing,
Public Services and
Rerraatinn

Aesthetics, Air Quality,
Hydrology and Water
Quality, Biological
Resources

Project Description,
Cumulative Impacts

Aesthetics, Biological
Resources, Hydrology
and Water Quality,
Utilities and Service
Systems

None

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology and Water
Quality, Noise,
Transportation, Air
Quality, Greenhouse
Gases and Climate
Change, Aesthetics,
Geology and Soils,
Biological Resources, Air
Quality, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Project Description,
Cumulative Impacts,
Wildfire

None

Biological Resources,
Utilities and Service
Systems, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Geology
and Soils,
Transportation
Aesthetics, Air Quality,
Hydrology and Water
Quality, Utilities and
Service Systems

Aesthetics, Agricultural
Resources, Air Quality,
Biological Resources,
Energy, Geology and
Soils, Greenhouse Gases
and Climate Change,
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology
and Water Quality, Land
Use and Planning, Noise,



Agency

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

8/31/2023 Erik K. Huff

9/1/2023 Bill Krawetz

Scoping Meeting Comments (8/22/23)
8/22/2023 Karine Powell

8/22/2023 Paul Hansberry

8/22/2023 Susan Tibben

8/22/2023 Swami

8/22/2023 Rebecca Garwood

8/22/2023 Michael Katz

8/22/2023 Michelle Shot

8/22/2023 Greenpal

CALFIRE

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lovingly and Legally

N/A

N/A

Executive Director of the
Mendocino Cannabis
Alliance

N/A

N/A

Fire risk related to indoor cultivation, response times of local public services,
compliance with fire, electrical, building regs, outdoor cultivation fire risk,
generators, water use/availability, conversion of timberland uses

lllegal grows, crime, water demand/availability, stream diversions and
impacts to surface water, fire safety and risk, limited information provided in
NOP to provide meaningful comments

Curious about timeline, "how does the site specific component of the CEQA
requirement factor into the EIR or after the EIR". EIR will be certified- How?
If DCC is lead agency will they be certifying their own work or will that go to
another agency. Grant funds for Mendo county will be used for the work
product of Ascent. Wants access to unredacted version of the DCC's contract
with Ascent to see where the money is going as opposed to where it might
have been available to farmers. Many of the installations in our Farms have
been predicated on regulations from those earlier eras and locally in
Mendocino County from a host of program leadership at least changed eight
times maybe more by now, should be taken into consideration we are good
stewards and should not be penalized for then or now and what will change
in the future. Asking us to include in any processes for permitting,
evaluation, and denials of licenses, that a very specific appeals process be
included that is fair and reasonable. Why is 4th page in scoping document
blank.

What is a significant impact within an EIR and what is a cumulative impact
instead of site specific. 10,000 sq ft is max. Water measurements, how
cumulative effects are determined. Will impacts get carried on or site
specific. Why do we have to go through all this expense, trouble and
complications especially for Growers before 2016. Finds it interesting only
people who are commenting are the people who it will impact, not getting
any public comment from environmental groups who would be mostly
concerned or demanding the site specific EIR done- not giving insight of
what they want to see. Do not include unlicensed cultivators with people
who are stewards of the land when considering the cumulative effects.
Penalizing the people that want to do the right thing by lumping them in.
Making them suffer for that and Under The Heading of cumulative effects
that it feeds the purpose of a site-specific CEQA report.

Climate change, integrating dealing with continued severe climate change
with particular regards to small operations. As we go forward, we
respectfully but importantly and urgently ask that whenever possible um
photographs electronic video be used to document various situations on our
cultivation, it saves gas in the environment and it saves US money that we
don't have anymore and you know in in as much as those document kinds of
documents will be time stamped. alternative methods instead of sending
someone out to rural areas- too expensive.

Mitigated neg declaration and appendix g, spent lots of money, why are we
doing this for agricultural crop and other ag crops don't require a CEQA
report. Thinks we are preventing folks from becoming annual growers.
CEQA Baseline. So little area for cannabis cultivation. Lessened the impact
because so few people are in the program. Gov keeps changing regulations.
EIR is covering all the same things as appendix G. Been doing this process
since 2016. Water use, irrigation, EIR of how level or tilted their land is, CA
food and Agriculture, we've already been approved for all those things
otherwise we wouldn't have a license right so again this seems duplicative
and punitive.

This CEQA document is reverse based on previous projects. Disappointed
presentation didn't cover that. Untraditional CEQA Document. Unsure how
this CEQA is going to get used. What are the steps though DCC. Cumulative
impacts should be included since e they can be measured when they
typically cant.

The cannabis operations have had a "lack of impact" in comparison to Wine
Growers. MCA (Mendocino Cannabis Alliance) mission statement calls for
sustainable economic development.

Curious how the EIR will interface with the site specific part of CEQA for each
individual farm.

How appendix G info accumulated, what info will be utilizable, will any of
the environmental info they prepared be used?

Agriculture and Forestry
Resources, Public
Services and Recreation,
Wildfire, Air Quality,
Greenhouse Gases and
Climate Change, Energy,

Utilities and Service
Systems, Hyrdology and
Water Quality,
Biological Resources,
Wildfire

Project Description

Project Description;
Cumulative Impacts

Greenhouse Gases and
Climate Change

Biological Resources,
Utilities and Service
Systems, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Geology
and Soils,
Transportation

Project Description,
Cumulative Impacts

None.

Project Description

Project Description,
individual EIR resource
topics



Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual

8/22/2023 Hannah Nelson

8/22/2023 Josh

8/22/2023 Colin User #3

8/22/2023 Phil Cruz

8/22/2023 Monique Ramirez

8/22/2023 Chantal Simon Petrie

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

MainSpring Consulting out
of Ukiah and Mendocino
County

Consider Larger context vs anomalous context impacts, The baseline was
never accurately studied and covered. this activity and many of the same
activities have been going on for a very long time but have not been
captured because of the legal posture of cannabis. Other activities exist also
like logging, homestead, farming not just cannabis. Impacts from all not just
cannabis. Important to build this EIR to serve the community going forward
not prevent people from entering the cannabis industry. A lot of fear based
on continual requirements and regulations that have changed and trying the
again anomalous position of trying to take an existing uh activity and
conform it to new state laws and regulations and then try to fit that round
peg in the square hole or even maybe a triangle of CEQA law. Opportunity
for people to dig deep and really asses all impacts in a quantitively manner.
pay attention to prior activities and their baselines, not just regulated but of
any unregulated or other industry (Logging). This is not a pass/fail situation
but more of an evaluation. What issues and factors can impact/mitigate
going forward. Baseline vs cumulative impacts and the importance of
gathering both

Copy of slideshow. How is work done for appendix G getting incorporated in
CEQA. Biggest impact for county is not permitted cultivators but the
thousands of unpermitted cultivators.

People who are more conversant with what's happening environmentally or
aware of well that's a Law Enforcement issue. Spent thousands on appendix
G's. Requests EIR take into account what they have already done, continue
doing and want to contribute to Mendo county health of the community.
feels very punitive.

Most small farms have been good stewards of the land, living off grid. He
believe they are part of the movement of who is environmentally concerned
and wants recognition/exemption for that- small, off grid farms.

Get people through who have had build outs, move plants, protection for
people who did that within a certain boundary/distance. Assessments done
in a logical way. Tribal impacts. When MND was first drafted, her
community/tribe did not receive a letter for the EIR. Wants an annual state
license in the long run and the ability to look at the people that are doing
third-party certifications that are regeneratively farming not only for
cannabis but maybe for or other agricultural purposes and those significant
impacts but have been acknowledged. Counter balance negative prop 64
actions.

EIR addresses environmental Impact of Mendo County not the individual
and cumulative impacts from the illegal cannabis industry. EIR analysis
should include comparative metric to other agriculture in Mendo county-
grapes, cattle grading, etc.- to have context whether impacts are significant
or not and show a comparison. Appendix G provided to Mendocino County
phase one cultivators as to whether or not those already prepared appendix
G materials will be utilized to support the site's specific analysis and if so
how specifically the process that those materials can be provided to ascent
is it to be done through the DCC is it to be done through Mendocino County
and the request is that those materials that were already paid for and
prepared according to previously provided years of direction from the DCC
and the county be utilized and not be done not be a waste of people's
money um the last thing | comment on is for. Explain overlapping
environmental agency requirements: Water use, storage, usage. proposed so
phase one operators not be lumped in with the analysis of phase three
future operations. There is a lack of quality, reliable timely info shared with
cultivators and public. Provisionals to annuals and how the secret document
in existence the mnd and then the appendix G and now the EIR the entire
pathway that has been tumultuous has lacked clear and consistent
information sharing. We lack serious communication from the DCC that
aligns with what the county is telling us.

Project Description,
Cumulative Impacts

None.

Project Description

None.

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Cumulative Impacts,
Hydrology and Water
Quality, Utilities and
Service Systems



From: Bill Krawetz <billkrawetz@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, September 1, 2023 11:28 AM

To: Public Comment@Cannabis

Subject: Comments on NOP for EIR of Commercial Cannabis Cultivation in Mendocino County.
Attachments: Cannabis groundwater pumping Navarro river study 2019.pdf; Impacts of Surface Water

Diversions for Marijuna Cultivation on Aquatic Habitat in 4 NoCal watersheds.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[EXTERNAL]: billkrawetz@comcast.net

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CANNABIS CONTROL!
DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.
NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Dear DCC,

The following are comments on what should be included in the EIR study. These items much be evaluated and properly
dealt with for the EIR to be valid.

1. |lllegal growers- The operations of these growers must be studied and accounted for. It is estimated there are
significantly more illegal growers than legal growers. The local law enforcement team reported they only have
the resources to deal with ~100 sites per year, yet there are tens of thousands growers. See attached article and
highlights below:
https://www.courier-journal.com/in-depth/news/crime/2021/12/17/mexican-drug-cartels-move-in-on-
californias-shadow-marijuana-industry/6036056001/

Highlights:

Mendocino County Sheriff Matt Kendall told The Courier Journal there are as many as 10,000 illegal grows in his
jurisdiction, a two-hour drive north of San Francisco. He tries to target the worst 100, which is all his small force
can handle in a year.

"We have international cartels successfully operating here" setting up multi-million dollar farm operations, said
California Assemblyman Tom Lackey, R-Palmdale, a former highway patrolman.

"They’re poisoning our ground and stealing our water, and we have drought out here," he said.

A glimpse at what he's dealing with: Christopher Wayne Gamble, who allegedly operated large illegal crops near
the town of Willits, in central Mendocino County, is charged with murdering a 17-year-old boy and his father
who came from Mexico seeking work, according to Mendocino County Superior Court records. detectives found
the victims' headless bodies in April in a ditch under a pile of tires that had been set on fire.

Illegal growers are using dangerous chemicals from Mexico that poison animals and contaminate soil.
Armed criminal networks set up illegal grows on federal land in national forests.



Illegal cannabis used to make a nearly pure form of THC is linked to explosions that have burned children and
killed adults.

Farmers once fetched up to $4,000 per pound, but a saturated market across the state has driven down prices
to $400 or less. lllegal sellers can ship it to get triple the price on the East Coast, Sena said.

A decade ago, 20 acres with a house and barn would have sold for $200,000 or less. Now, it can fetch more than
S1 million. "Almost everybody that grows dope up here is from San Jose,"

After doing flyovers, sheriff's investigators estimate there are a million pot plants on the valley floor(Covelo), an
area about seven by eight miles. That's less than 2% of the county's landmass. Mexican drug cartels move in on
California’s shadow marijuana industry. The sheriff estimates that 95% are illegal

"Some of the marijuana being moved across the country is born on the back of slave labor,” said Sena, who also
heads up the Northern California Regional Intelligence Center. "Often the people brought in to do labor are
mistreated" on illegal marijuana farms. Other farm workers, including young men used for sex and labor
trafficking, weren't rescued in time. Some were forced to live in squalor without plumbing. Others ended up
dead and many are missing, the sheriff said.

An average of more than 2 million cannabis plants were eradicated on federal land from 2007-2019 — more
than a million of which was grown in California, Gabriel said.

2. Water impacts: Study the impacts of cannabis water usage on steam depletion and the impacts to wildlife and
residents.
a. CDFW study: “Impacts of Surface Water Diversions for Marijuana Cultivation on Aquatic Habitat in Four
Northwestern California Watersheds” Included Mendocino County: See attached report. Highlights:

i. Ourresults indicate that water demand for marijuana cultivation has the potential to divert
substantial portions of streamflow in the study watersheds, with an estimated flow reduction of
up to 23% of the annual seven day low flow in the least impacted of the study watersheds.
Estimates from the other study watersheds indicate that water demand for marijuana
cultivation exceeds streamflow during the low-flow period.

b. Nature Conservancy/others study on Navarro River area. See attached report. Highlights:

i. points out the linkage between reduction in streamflow with groundwater pumping. In the
Navarro study wells 3/4 mile away from a stream have a big impact. The study seems to use
actual sites but estimates of usage.

ii. Cannabis wells cause a disproportionate amount of stream depletion. Cannabis well are less
than 25% of total wells (18% of total) but caused over 50% of depletion. The study looks at
both Cannabis and Residential uses

iii. Residential uses cause ~5X depletion of cannabis. But there are approximately 4.3x more
Residential well (1314 total) than cannabis wells (302 total )

1. Comment: Comparing Residential use to cannabis use might be misleading. Residential
use includes drinking, cooking, bathing, toilets, gardens, etc. Cannabis is one
discretionary use.

iv. Streamflow depletion increases nonlinearly when pumping within % mile of stream. Most wells
(over 50%) within this range

v. Streamflow depletion worse in late summer when groundwater is a critical source of base flow
to ecologically important streams. Residential and Cannabis use peak in Summer

vi. Stream depletion mainly caused by well distance from stream and well usage. Subsurface
properties such as transmissivity are next important

3. Fire Safe Road regulations: Commercial Cannabis Cultivation operations must adhere to and only be allowed to
operate in locations that met the Fire Safe Regulations:
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a. Summary of Updated State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations, Comments from Board of Forestry’s Final
Statement of Reasons August 17, 2022

b. Synopsis:

i. The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (BOF) unanimously approved the updated State
Minimum Fire Safe Regulations (FSR) at its August 17, 2022, meeting. These regulations retain
the identical road regulations as in the current 2020 FSR. This includes 20 ft wide roads, dead-
end roads no longer than 800 ft to 1 mile, as well as many other specifications. The BOF, as well
as the California Attorney General’s Office, decisively confirmed that the FSR apply to all existing
roads, and cover access to as well as within a parcel. The Exception process must follow strict
requirements with material facts to demonstrate Same Practical Effect within a development
perimeter. For subpar public roads needing improvement to meet the FSR, it’s up to the county
to determine either if the county will pay or if it requires the applicant to pay, or if no upgrades
are made, to prevent the development from proceeding.

c. Relevant Excerpts from the State Fire Safe Regulations and the Final Statement of Reasons.

i. The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (BOF) unanimously approved minor revisions to
the State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations (FSR) at its August 17, 2022, meeting and the Final
Statement of Reasons (FSOR), for formal processing by Office of Administrative Law. These
regulations govern all new development in the State Responsibility Area (SRA) as well as Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) in the Local Responsibility Area (LRA). The revised
regulations retain the identical road regulations as are in the current 2020 FSR, including:

ii. ® Minimum 20 ft wide roads for all 2-way roads (two 10-ft wide traffic lanes excluding striping
and shoulders)

iii. * Dead end roads no longer than 800 ft, 1320 ft, 2640 ft or 1 mile, depending on smallest
parcel served (i.e., ranging from 800 ft dead-end length limit if any parcel served is less than 1
acre, to 1 mile dead-end length limit if all parcels served are 20 acres or more)

iv. e Grades of no more than 16%, up to 20% with mitigations

v. * Specifications for curve radius, bridge weight ratings, gates, road surface, turnouts,
turnarounds

vi. * Length of 1-way roads no longer than 1/2 mile, plus other requirements including to
connect with 2-way roads (i.e., minimum 20 ft wide) at each end

vii. ¢  Only 20 ft wide roads, not 10 ft wide driveways, can access any commercial facility

viii. e  Must provide for safe concurrent fire apparatus ingress and civilian evacuation, and
unobstructed traffic circulation during a wildfire

d. Exceptions can be applied for by applicants within a parcel or development perimeter (e.g., on private
roads), but only if applicants provide material facts demonstrating the Same Practical Effect within that
perimeter as provided by the standards enumerated (see above) in the FSR (FSR § 1270.07; FSOR p.
593).

e. Local regulations must at minimum meet the criteria of the FSR. Local jurisdictions cannot apply
exemptions not set forth in the FSR (such as exempting existing or pre-1991 roads as sought by Sonoma
County in its 2020 ordinance, which the BOF accordingly refused to certify) (§FSR § 1270.05; FSOR p.
594).

f.  Public roads must also meet the minimum FSR for any new development to occur. There is no
mechanism specified in the FSR for Exceptions on public roads outside a development or parcel
perimeter. BOF has previously explained that if improvements are needed to such public roads, it’s up
to the county to determine whether such improvements are paid for by the developer or the county
(October 23, 2020, letter from BOF to Sonoma County Counsel). If not in compliance, then the new
development cannot occur if accessed by subpar public roads.

g. The FSR apply equally to public and private roads (FSR § 1270.01(y); FSOR pp. 5-7). BOF has also
reiterated a 2019 California Attorney General’s letter confirming that the FSR apply to existing public
access roads leading to a proposed development that are beyond the development perimeter (FSOR pp.
6-7). BOF reiterated these statements in response to and thus contradicting assertions in a May 27,
2022, letter to BOF from Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC). RCRC erroneously claimed
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that the FSR only applied to the limited area within a parcel or development perimeter and not to
existing roads outside the perimeter, misapplying the BOF definition of “Defensible Space”. However,
RCRC failed to note that the BOF definition of Defensible Space is limited to applicability of Exceptions,
not to scope. Importantly, neither that definition nor Exceptions are included in nor limit the scope of
the underlying code PRC 4290. Rather, BOF wrote both definitions to delineate a mechanism for
requesting Exceptions within a parcel or development perimeter. RCRC wrongly tried to apply this
specific narrow definition of Defensible Space — to reiterate, which definition is limited only to
Exceptions in the FSR - to instead limit the scope, despite that scope was never so limited by BOF in the
FSR as that would violate PRC 4290. Furthermore, as the vast majority of roads providing access to new
development are outside a parcel/development perimeter, the entire Article 2 of the FSR, which
encompasses extensive road specifications (i.e., road widths, curve radius, turnarounds, grade limits,
bridge weight limits, dead-end road limits across multiple parcels, etc.), would be essentially
meaningless if the FSR were limited to within a parcel or development perimeter (where the
infrastructure is mainly driveways and occasionally a private road). Sonoma County should not rely on
RCRC's flawed and indefensible argument in its May 27 letter, which was refuted by BOF in the FSOR
(p.557).

h. Itisimportant to understand that roads only need to meet the FSR for new development (residential,
commercial, or industrial); roads do not need improvement for existing development. As the FSR have
been state law since 1991, any new development after 1991 should have only been on roads meeting
the FSR. Unfortunately, this was not always the case in Sonoma County.

i. The County must adhere to state law in the FSR for all new development. If an Exception is requested, it
must follow the requirements of the FSR including with material facts supporting that it provides the
Same Practical Effect as the standards enumerated in the FSR (§ 1270.07; FSOR, p. 593). As noted
above, such Exceptions are limited to roads and driveways within a parcel or development
perimeter. The County has violated the FSR and Exceptions provision on many approvals including
several in 2021, approving new development accessed solely by subpar public roads, and stating that
Exceptions were documented providing Same Practical Effect when in fact the public record confirmed
that no such Exception documents exist. We hope going forward that the County will adhere to the FSR.

j.  To assist counties, the BOF has agreed to work with CalFire leadership on training for CalFire employees
and local jurisdictions on correct implementation of the FSR. Such training will benefit the County in
streamlining its development approval processes, including correctly applying the FSR to existing roads
both within and outside a parcel or development perimeter, and on preventing abuse of Exceptions
which would undermine the intent of the FSR.

4. The DCC NOP document provides little definition:

a. NOP states “The NOP provides sufficient information describing the Project and its potential
environmental effects to allow recipients the opportunity to provide a meaningful response related to
the scope and content of the EIR” and provides the following Project Description: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

i. The DCC has issued approximately 608 provisional commercial cannabis cultivation licenses in
Mendocino County. The Project consists of the DCC actions to approve annual licensing of such
commercial cannabis cultivation operations in Mendocino County under California Code of
Regulations, title 4, section 15002.The EIR will programmatically evaluate the environmental
impacts of the DCC’s annual licensing of commercial cannabis cultivation operations in the
county as well as the environmental impacts of future licensed commercial cannabis cultivation
operations.

b. Considering the NOP is only 3 pages long and written at a very high level, it is difficult to impossible for
the public to fully understand the full scope to properly comment.

Thanks
Bill Krawetz
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Abstract

Cannabis is an emerging agricultural frontier, but due to its quasi-legal status its environmental impacts are
poorly understood. Where cannabis is irrigated by groundwater, pumping can lead to streamflow
depletion in surrounding streams which may impair other water users or aquatic ecosystems. Here, we
investigate the impacts of groundwater pumping for cannabis irrigation at the scale of the watershed, the
individual well, and the stream segment, and contextualize by comparing with residential groundwater
use. Combining mapped cannabis cultivation and residential structure locations with grower reports of
irrigation water sources, we develop distributed estimates of groundwater pumping and associated
streamflow depletion caused by cannabis and residential users within the Navarro River Watershed in
Northern California (USA). An estimated 73% of cannabis cultivation sites and 92% of residential
structures in the watershed rely on groundwater, and groundwater abstraction leads to streamflow
depletion during late summer when groundwater is a critical source of baseflow to ecologically important
streams. However, streamflow depletion caused by cannabis cultivation is dwarfed by the impacts of
residential use, which causes >5 times as much streamflow depletion and is concentrated close to
ecologically important stream segments. Focusing on cannabis, a small number of wells (<25%) cause a
disproportionate amount of depletion (>50%), and significant predictors for impacts of a well are the
annual pumping rate, the distance to the closest stream, and the transmissivity between the well and the
stream. Streamflow depletion increases nonlinearly when pumping occurs within 1.2 km of streams, and
most cannabis and residential groundwater use is within this critical distance. Given the rapid increase in
cannabis cultivation, these results indicate that potential streamflow depletion from groundwater irrigation
of cannabis is a current and future concern, and will be superimposed on top of significant depletion
already occurring due to residential use in the region studied.

1. Introduction

Cannabis (Cannabis sativa L.) cultivation has expanded rapidly in recent years in California and elsewhere, and with
unknown impacts on water resources (Bauer et al 2015, Stoa 2015, Butsic et al 2018). While estimates of cannabis
water use are highly uncertain due to a lack of data, previous work has found that cannabis is often cultivated close to
sensitive aquatic habitats and irrigation requirements can exceed summer low flows in areas with substantial
cultivation (Bauer et al 2015, Butsic and Brenner 2016). Accordingly, quantifying the environmental impacts of
cannabis irrigation has been identified as a key research priority (Ashworth and Vizuete 2017).
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