Attachment 27. Public Comments
Early Comments received prior to publication of
Negative Declaration (prior to 2/26/2021)



Crystal Acker

From: Paul Morrison <pmorrison@marinwater.org>
Sent: January 12, 2018 3:56 PM

To: Crystal Acker; jani@apothevert.com
Subject: UPC17-0094. 15499 Arnold Dr Use Permit

Hi Crystal and Janette,

My name is Paul Morrison, and | live in close proximity to the proposed Cannabis Dispensary. My family and the
neighbors that | have discussed this potential use change are adamantly against this type of use for this building in our
residential neighborhood. We all believe that this use will increase the traffic, impact the limited on street parking,
increase crime, lower our property values, and change the entire neighborhood in a negative irreversable way. We
have many children and families within the sphere of this location in high density and this type of use is like putting a
dispensary right next to a school. In fact, the local school bus has a stop at the address of the proposed dispensary.

Please find another location in a commercial location away from all residential neighborhoods including ours. If this
project goes to a planning commission meeting for approval, | will personally attend to protest this use and will bring all
neighbors who are able to attend and a signed protest petition from those who can't attend but disagree with this type
of use in our neighborhood. Please contact me if you would like to discuss this further.

Thanks,

Paul and Liz Morrison

976 Glenwood Dr.

Sonoma

707-337-1106

Sent from my 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.



Crystal Acker

From: Kate Eagles <eagleskate11@gmail.com>

Sent: January 03, 2018 12:29 PM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: Cannabis Dispensary application Sonoma Valley, UPC17-0094

Hello Ms. Acker,

I called and left you a voicemail today to see if I could get a little more information on a proposed planning
application for a cannabis dispensary at 15499 Arnold Drive, file number UPC17-0094.

I am a local resident very close to this site (across Madrone Road on Glenwood Drive). | am curious as to
whether this is intended as a retail establishment and what sort of customer traffic patterns are anticipated. This
is a residential area with limited parking, and in my 18 years here, I'm not aware of the 15499 Arnold site as
ever having had a retail presence. It's been office / residential space to best of my knowledge. We currently have
folks parking on Glenwood Drive to visit the small market next to the 15499 Arnold site — which has not been
a problem as market serves the immediate community — but adding another retail site to this general location
requires some thought from my point of view. I'll be honest in that I am wondering if this site has been chosen
because it's in an incorporated area of the county. It doesn't seem a particularly suitable site for a potentially
busy retail establishment, let alone one selling regulated, over-21 products. If it was a 3,000 sq. ft. foot liquor
store, I'd have the same concerns. Why intentionally drive retail traffic to this semi-rural and already busy
valley intersection (Madrone and Arnold) when we have retail hubs in Sonoma and Santa Rosa?

How do we best track progress and thought process for this application? Maybe I'm not truly understanding the
nature of the proposed business so if you have a moment, I'd appreciate hearing from you by phone or email.

Thank you,
Kate Eagles
707-888-9322

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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Oecember 12, 2017

Re: Proposed Planring Application in your Nelghborhood

Fila No.: UPC17-0094

Address: 15499 Arnotd Or., Glon Ellen

APN: 054-130-024

Dear Property Owner:

As the Project Planner for Permit Sanoma | am notifying you of a recently recelved application for aUse

Permit for a 1,891 square foot Cannabis Dispansary In an existing 3,000 square foot office buildingon a
0.33 acre parcel located at the above refarenced address. \

-

We are very early in the applicatlon review process and no action has been taken on this application.
H , the purpose of this ication is to provide you early notification and an opportunity to
review, commaent, or ask questions about the proposed project.

You can contact the project applicant directly Janette Friedman/415-999-8446/iani@apothevert.com, or
you can review the project application in more detall at Parmit Sonoma Records Counter located at 2550
Ventura Avanue, Santa Rosa. Altematively, please feel free to contact me at 707-565-8357 or at
Crystal. Acker@sonoma-county.org if | can be of assistance. Please refer to the file number UPC17-0094
and site address when making Ingulries.

No response s necessary at this time unless you need additional Information on the project. Please be
sdvised that you will recelve a saparate public notice related to action to be taken on the project.

Thank you for your input.

Sincerely,

Q@a&m CA.

Project Planner
h
¢ Flle Ny 70004

lanette Friedman
Ergas Praperties LLC

2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa CA £5403-2859 (707) 565-1900
www.PerliSenoma.onp













Glen Ellen Cannabis Facility

Properties in Proximity

Site Address

Mailing Address

Zoning

1200 Morningside Mountain Drive

Glen Ellen, CA 95442

P.O. Box 1836
Mill Valley, CA 94942

RR B6 10, RC50/50
SR VOH

909 Madrone Road
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

3697 Mt. Diablo Bivd. #250
Lafayette, CA 95459

R3 B6 20 DU, SR
VOH

989 Glenwood Drive
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

989 Glenwood Drive
Glen Elien, CA 95442

R1B6 4 DU, SR VOH
X

998 Glenwood Drive
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

998 Glenwood Drive
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

R1B6 4 DU, SR VOH
X

Distance From
Proposed
APN Facility
054-120-038 70 Feet
054-130-047 50 Feet
054-371-001 90 Feet
054-372-021 50 Feet
054-400-018 50 Feet

Arnold Drive
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

19201 Highway 12 #403
Sonoma, CA 95476

RR B6 10, SR VOH

J:\Projects\Sonoma-1200 MMD\Government Approval\Cannabis Facility\1200 MMD - Properties in Proximity (2-5-18)










Crystal Acker

From: Gerry Brinton <gerry@lasonrisafamily.com>
Sent: February 08, 2018 9:15 AM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: UPC17-0094

Dear Crystal -

We live on Morningside Mt Drive in Glen Ellen and have become aware of the application that has been filed to open a
cannabis facility at the foot of our street. This is a quiet residential neighborhood with many families with young
children living in close proximity to the property at 15499 Arnold Drive. We strongly object to the idea of a cannabis
facility operating at this location. Traffic in the area is already a problem with the Highway Patrol often parked at the
intersection to stop those who disobey the stop signs. This business would only add to the difficulties. Cannabis
dispensaries should be located in commercial areas, not a residential area where the only commercial activity today is a
small grocery store.

Thank you,

Gerry Brinton

2600 Morningside Mt Drive

Glen Ellen, CA 95442

707 996-6502

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Steve Rosenblatt <steve@sonomastone.com>
Sent: February 08, 2018 9:22 AM

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: Susan Gorin

Subject: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary

Dear Crystal,

| am writing to you to share my concerns over the application of a proposed cannabis dispensary
application (UPC17-0094). | have read my neighbor Ricardo Capretta’ s letter to you and feel that he
does a good job of highlighting the areas where this application does not comply with the law.

Your consideration from another standpoint would be appreciated. The entire “cannabis law” is brand
new to our state. There is no precedence for us to consider. The future may show that there is no
more disturbance than a typical drug store. On the other hand, the history associated with the sale of
cannabis with drug dealers selling to our youth, is a cause of very reasonable concern for a
residential neighborhood.

| think it would be wise for the county to very cautiously allow trial dispensaries in known commercial
areas. At this early stage, the approval of this type of an application will stress neighborhoods, it will
cause a devaluation in both the financial and the emotional value of existing peaceful residential
neighborhoods. If, in four or five years these dispensaries become as promised in every application,
then sensible inclusion into neighborhoods could be considered. Until then, the responsibility of
allowing this type of an application is not something that | would like to see my governmental
representatives assume.

Thank you for your consideration of this personal concern.

Steve Rosenblatt
1741 Morningside Mountain Road
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Susan Costello <Susan.Costello@EverBank.com>
Sent: February 08, 2018 9:29 AM

To: Steve Rosenblatt; Crystal Acker

Cc: Susan Gorin

Subject: RE: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary

Mark Davidow and | are fully in agreement with Steve Rosenblatt and Ricardo Capretta. There is no place for a
commercial endeavor like this in our residential community. We have enough issues in our County with drug and alcohol
use causing road issues, degradation of neighborhoods, loss of property value, etc. Adding this to the mix will only harm
our fragile community further. The place to test this sort of business is in a commercial district, and there are plenty of
places in the County that fit that description.

Susan Costello

Susan Costello...the key to home.
Senior Mortgage Loan Consultant
TIAA/EverBank

101 California Street, 30t Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111

0: 415.419.1230

f: 415.296.6463
susan.costello@everbank.com

NMLS ID: 293132

From: Steve Rosenblatt [mailto:steve@sonomastone.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 9:22 AM

To: crystal.acker@sonoma-county.org

Cc: susan.gorin@sonoma-county.org

Subject: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary

Dear Crystal,

| am writing to you to share my concerns over the application of a proposed cannabis dispensary
application (UPC17-0094). | have read my neighbor Ricardo Capretta’ s letter to you and feel that he
does a good job of highlighting the areas where this application does not comply with the law.

Your consideration from another standpoint would be appreciated. The entire “cannabis law” is brand
new to our state. There is no precedence for us to consider. The future may show that there is no
more disturbance than a typical drug store. On the other hand, the history associated with the sale of
cannabis with drug dealers selling to our youth, is a cause of very reasonable concern for a
residential neighborhood.

| think it would be wise for the county to very cautiously allow trial dispensaries in known commercial
areas. At this early stage, the approval of this type of an application will stress neighborhoods, it will
cause a devaluation in both the financial and the emotional value of existing peaceful residential
neighborhoods. If, in four or five years these dispensaries become as promised in every application,
then sensible inclusion into neighborhoods could be considered. Until then, the responsibility of
allowing this type of an application is not something that | would like to see my governmental
representatives assume.



Thank you for your consideration of this personal concern.

Steve Rosenblatt

1741 Morningside Mountain Road

Glen Ellen, CA 95442

----------------------------------------- This electronic communication and any files transmitted with it, or attached
to it, are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to who it is addressed and
may contain information that is confidential, legally privileged, protected by privacy laws, or otherwise
restricted from disclosure to anyone else. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for
delivering the e-mail to the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-mail in error, and that
any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this
e-mail in error, please return the e-mail to the sender, delete it from your computer and destroy any printed copy
of it. Although our company attempts to sweep e-mail and attachments for viruses, it does not guarantee that
either are virus-free and accepts no liability for any damage sustained as a result of viruses.

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Moriah Dunning <moriahdunning@yahoo.com>
Sent: March 02, 2018 11:29 AM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: File Number UPC17-0094

March 2, 2018

Crystal Acker

Project Planner

County of Sonoma PRMD
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Re: File Number UPC17-0094
Proposed Cannabis Dispensary

Dear Crystal,

| was recently informed of a possible marijuana dispensary going in at the corner of Madrone Road and Arnold
Drive here in Glen Ellen. | did not receive a notice in December, but | am hearing that some of our neighbors
did. Since | have only just learned of the possibility of this establishment, | would like my voice to be heard on
the topic. | know that others in our neighborhood have broken down what the violation of county codes are
and | would like to echo the concern | have for this establishment.

1. Code Section 26-88-256 (j) (1) requires that a medical cannabis dispensary shall not be established on any parcel within 100
feet of a residential zoning district.

May main concern is that this is a residential neighborhood, with houses and apartments all around it. Other
than a corner market, there are no other businesses in that area of Madrone Road. | am a mother of two
young children and | am appalled at the idea of a marijuana dispensary opening across the street from our
home, where children are always present. The school bus even drops children off daily not far from this
location. Although | hear dispensary’s have very good security on the actual site, the research also states that
crime rates may go up in the area surrounding the dispensary. As a mom, a taxpayer and a homeowner, | feel
very strongly against this establishment. | hope you can take my letter into consideration.

Most importantly, | would also ask that if there is a public meeting on this topic, that | be notified. Thank you
for listening and if | can provide more information, please feel free to contact me. Thank you

Moriah Dunning

958 Glenwood Drive

Sonoma, CA 95476

(although this is a Sonoma address, we are considered Eldridge)

moriahdunning@yahoo.com




707-721-1252

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Judy Condon <glenellenjudy@gmail.com>
Sent: March 07, 2018 8:31 AM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: pot dispensary on Arnold

Hi Crystal

My name is Judy Condon and | live half a block from the proposed pot dispensary on the corner of Madrone Rd and
Arnold Dr. This is a residential neighborhood surrounded by vineyards, not the place for a pot dispensary. There are
plenty of vacant businesses in Sonoma and Boyes Springs. Those areas are zoned for commerce and have parking. This
quiet neighborhood does not need more traffic, nor the potential for criminal activity that would be attracted to this
business.

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.






Crystal Acker

From: Judy Condon <glenellenjudy@gmail.com>
Sent: March 09, 2018 5:55 PM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: pot dispensary in residential neighborhood

| am writing to protest allowing a pot dispensary to open in my residential neighborhood. 1 live half a block from the old
firehouse on the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road and do not want this sort of business in our neighborhood.
There are many vacant buildings in Boyes Springs and Sonoma in commercially zoned areas, this is a neighborhood.

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Dave Palmgren <dave.palmgren1@gmail.com>

Sent: March 10, 2018 4.08 PM

To: Paul Morrison

Cc: Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt; Shirlee Zane; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins; Crystal Acker;
steve.levin@pressdemocrat.com; Liz Morrison; Judy Condon; Elias Casolla

Subject: Re: Cannabis Dispensary proposed in neighborhood surrounded by children

Paul,

Thanks for your letter.
I just posted a copy of this on Nextdoor.com so that our neighborhood is aware:

Re: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17-0094 15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA APN:
054-130-024 A Cannabis Dispensary has been proposed for the bldg at the corner of Arnold &
Madrone, next to Rancho Market. The proposal is currently proceeding thru permit process at the
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Dept (PRMD). | have talked to several neighbors on the West
end of Glenwood Drive and there is unanimous support against this project. | wanted to make our
neighborhood aware and hopefully you will express your concerns to PRMD. We plan to set up a
petition against the project. Attached is a sample letter sent by the Morrisons. Thank you for your
consideration of this matter because we feel it could have a very detrimental impact to our
neighborhood. Sincerely,

Dave Palmgren

964 Glenwood Dr.
Sonoma, CA 95476
707-319-2050 cell

On Mar 9, 2018, at 10:40 AM, Paul Morrison <Pmorrison@marinwater.org> wrote:

Hi all, please do not let this happen. | have attached my letter of opposition to this poor planning
decision. Please contact me and let me know that | can have your support. Thank you for your
assistance.

Paul and Liz Morrison

707-337-1106

<IMG_1594.jpg>

Sent from my 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 1D or password.



Crystal Acker

From: Karla Noyes <Karla@KarlaNoyes.com>

Sent: March 11, 2018 12:38 PM

To: Susan Gorin

Cc: Crystal Acker

Subject: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17-0094

Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17-0094
15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA
APN: 054-130-024

Dear Supervisor Gorin,

| live in the Rancho Madrone subdivision outside of the mandatory notification limit for the proposed Cannabis
Dispensary at 15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA, and was late to learn of this project.

A Cannabis Dispensary in this location is a terrible idea, for these reasons:

1.) This mixed use property, formerly a Fire House, is surrounded by residential neighborhoods. The nice little
market next door, while commercial, sells wholesome food, the rest of the area is residential in one form or
another. A - drug store - in a residential neighborhood with children is abhorrent.

2.) Asitis, this location has a lot of traffic and the in-and-out traffic of dispensary customers would negatively
impact safety.

3.) This location has very little parking.

) As a licensed real estate agent | can tell you that this proposed business would — without a doubt - decrease the
values of the homes in this area.

A far better location would be in a commercial strip mall, not in a residential neighborhood.
| hope you can help us with this problem,

Sincerely,

Karla Noyes

15549 Brookview Drive
Sonoma, CA 95476

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.



3/12/18

via email
Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org
707-565-1900

County of Sonoma, Permit & Resource Management Department
Crystal Acker, Project Planner 2550 Ventura Ave.
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2859

Re: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17-0094
15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA
APN: 054-130-024

Dear Crystal,

I have become aware of the application for this permit and | wanted to take this opportunity to provide
my initial comments for your consideration.

We live approximately 1.8 miles from this facility and are very concerned about having a Cannabis
Dispensary in our neighborhood. We have also talked to several neighbors and all are against the
proposed use. Below is list of reasons we are against this project.

1. This area is zoned residential and we are convinced that cannabis dispensaries belong in
commercially zoned areas. Put simply, we don’t want drugs in our neighborhood.

2. The location is adjacent to homes, an apartment complex “The Grove”, and a school bus stop;
consequently many school-aged children would be exposed to the negative impacts.

3. Since Recreational sales of Cannabis are now legal this site will inevitably cause an increase in
cannabis use in the area immediately surrounding the premises, the scent of cannabis will be
perpetually in the air and wafting over into the surrounding neighborhoods.

4. We are concerned about a potential increase in crime and consequently a decrease in property
values due to the proximity of the dispensary.

5. The adjacent Madrone Rd. and Arnold Drive intersection is already busy and prone to accidents.
This will only be exacerbated as customers become impaired before getting back out on the
road.

6. We did not vote for the legalization of recreational cannabis, now we are faced with the prospect
of being subjected to having this right outside our front door.

If the permit application continues to move forward we and our neighbors will do all we can to resist the
approval of this project.

Thank you for your time.

Barbara W. Wilson

Barbara W. Wilson
wilson415@gmail.com



Crystal Acker

From: Sarah Rafanelli <s_rafanelli@yahoo.com>

Sent: March 14, 2018 3:39 PM

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: Glen Ellen; Gina Rafanelli

Subject: Neighbor Opposed to proposed cannabis dispensary in Glen Ellen

Dear Ms. Crystal Acker,

We represent the owners of The Grove at Glen Ellen at 909-913 Madrone Road. We recently
learned of the proposed cannabis dispensary to be located right around the corner from our
property. As a community filled with families and kids, we do not support this proposed
cannabis dispensary. The location of the proposed dispensary is very close to where children
regularly pass by and congregate. It has been shown that exposure of healthy minors to
medical marijuana dispensaries may encourage them to sample the substance. Further, a
cannabis dispensary would substantially increase traffic congestion in and around our

property.
Thank you for your consideration,

Sarah Rafanelli & Gina Rafanelli

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Stephen Brett <stephennoelbrett@gmail.com>
Sent: March 15, 2018 8:15 PM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: Proposed Marijuana Dispensary

Ms. Acker: The Kenwood Press article mentioned that you are inviting comments regarding the Permit Request
for a medical marijuana dispensary at 15499 Arnold Drive. | live in Glen Ellen .We bought our home 25 years
ago. | am 71, retired from 45 years in the insurance industry . Held many titles including CEO f a major
company ( 1,400 employees world-wide). I am not a naive person and hold a graduate degree in finance. |
mention this not to toot my horn but to add some gravitas to what opinions | hold about the planned dispensary.
I will admit to one area where | find myself naive ; I had NO IDEA that SO MANY PEOPLE require medical
marijuana! What a joke ! And, the altruistic air of GOOD HAROLD who wants us (and you ) to believe he's
just another budding Albert Schweitzer . In our university days -he was just another POT DEALER. That's all
he is - making a soft buck on society's gullibility.

Glen Ellen is a very, very small town. After the fire, | doubt if we have as many as 600 residents. Yet, here's an
exact count for your consideration. You might ask, How many places can one buy ALCOHOL in this little
town. Answer:

From One Supermarket ( The G.E. Market- wine thru booze). From the two convenience stores -Wine thru
booze. From the 3 tasting rooms ; from the 5 wineries- who also have tasting rooms ; From the 8 restaurants. Jy
goodness; 600 people and 19 commercial places to buy alcohol. Saturation ????

Then we have Transcendence blasting its music thru the warm weather. How we love the music beating at our
windows and thru them and making our ears and chests vibrate . Then there's the PARTY HOUSES -yes, many
of them -one night thru 3 night long weddings and all that hopping and hollering .Just ask the Sheriff about all
these calls to the same houses to shut them up. And, the weddings that blast sound from the London Lodge/
What fun for us residents.And ,of course, the other rentals -not all - but some where the Sheriff is also called to
"quiet things down." If you don't believe me, just read the Kenwood Press each week -Under Crime Watch
column.

Just what is the County's "vision" for us? | simply think you never think of Glen Ellen as a residential
neighborhood. It is one -we are still hanging in there- paying our taxes - BIG TAXES ( | pay $ 11,400 per
annum -But no one is listening. just heaping in more and more Disney-style attractions into little Glen Ellen.

I recall Wes Jacobsen -may he rest in peace- My old neighbor wishing to sell some of his acres Guess what ? He
ws told that he can't .Why: Because the county wanted to preserve AT LEAST one town so that the historic
bucoliuc nature would be preserved. What balderdash .Poor Wes he couldn’

t sell a few acres because of historic preservation. My God, all we need to complete the county's vision for Glen
Ellenis (1) A Bordello (2) A Game Arcade (3) an Indian Gambling Casino ( 4) A Ballroom with Taxi Dancers.
Oh yes, you've already approved a Micro Brewery for downtown Glen Ellen- at least the Kenwood press said so
some time ago and | know the family that looks forward to setting it up.

So, why not a Pot Business -we already have legal and illegal(unenforced) Pot Farming -why not a Pot Stand on
Arnold Drive?

It is a tragedy what has been approved for this little town. Just another destination point for nothing of value to
those with higher standards ,appreciation for country life ,wild animals , farming and raising families. ..and a
touch of history.

I hope you make the correct decision this time .If you approve of the dispensary you are not setting up another
Albert Schweitzer but you are further degrading our lives- the lives of the permanent residents of Glen Ellen.
Respectfully, Stephen N. Brett

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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Crystal Acker

To: Crystal Acker
Subject: RE: Medical Cannabis Dispensary in Glen Ellen- UPC17-0094; 15499 Arnold Dr

From: Leslie Vaughn [mailto:leslie_vaughn@att.net]

Sent: March 15, 2018 6:40 PM

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

Subject: Re: Medical Cannabis Dispensary in Glen Ellen- UPC17-0094; 15499 Arnold Dr

Dear Crystal,

I actually had the foresight to download the 100+ page application in PDF format, and found it a short while
ago. So I’m good with that now. | would like to submit a comment that “After talking with the Transportation
Supervisor for the Sonoma Valley Unified School District, confirming that the school bus drops off children at
the residence next door and just north of the address in question, it solidifies for me that this would be an
inappropriate location for the dispensary.” And | would appreciate being added to the project notification list.
Stacy Ledou, from the School District, would like to also be added. His email is sledou@sonomaschools.org.
Please let me know if you need him to request this personally, and I will contact him.

Thank you,

Leslie

Leslie Vaughn

PO Box 2046

Glen Ellen CA 95442
707-494-6197 cell



Crystal Acker

From: Elias Casolla <elias80@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: April 18, 2018 11:49 AM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: Proposed dispensary

Crystal and Janette,

My name is Elias Casolla, and I live in close proximity to the proposed Cannabis Dispensary. My family and
the neighbors that I have discussed this potential use are against this type of use for this building in a residential
neighborhood. You have a public bus stop that stops right in front of the proposed dispensary. How can you
control who and how many individuals will be coming from Santa Rosa, Vallejo, Napa, Petaluma. Further more
you have a school bus stop in front of the location. Where children get dropped off daily (photos to come).
Would you like your granddaughter or child to get dropped off at a marijuana dispensary?? That is going to
have armed guards at the entrances!!! Possibly bring in suspect individuals, this an all cash business. Crime
goes up!!

Less then 100 ft away you have hundreds of children running around riding bicycles playing ball etc! This is not
a location for a dispensary children do not deserve to have this around their childhood. What type of precedent
are we setting? This this will increase the traffic, putting our children at risk. We ALREADY have NO street
parking. We have a local park in the location where are children play.

Please hear our voices the petitions. Do not let this happen in our residential neighborhood. We all work so hard
day in and day out to do right for our children and raise them the best we can. Having a marijuana dispensary
does not help or benefit the well being of our children or are neighborhood. Please do not let this happen!!!

Best Regards,
Elias Casolla

970 Glenwood Dir.
Sonoma
707-321-0595

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Karla Noyes <Karla@KarlaNoyes.com>

Sent: April 19, 2018 8:44 AM

To: Susan Gorin; Pat Gilardi

Cc: Crystal Acker

Subject: No Marijuana Dispensary at old Fire House at Madrone & Arnold

Dear Supervisor Gorin and District Director Gilard,

You should know that the residents of the Rancho Madrone subdivision, directly across from the proposed retail
marijuana drug store at Madrone and Arnold, are adamantly opposed to the approval of the use permit for this business
in that location.

In a little over a week we have collected 60 signatures opposing this project. Here is the online version:
https://goo.gl/NKFX8T with 28 signatures; we have hard-copies with an additional 32, and are actively collecting more.

It heartens us to know that the owners of the apartment complex, The Grove, and the owner of the Madrone Market,
strongly oppose this project for many of the same reasons we do. This project - in that location - is wrong in so many
ways.

1.) Itis not compatible with the neighborhood because it is surrounded by residences with a large number of
children. FYIl there are 122 units with about 400 people in The Grove, and 121 households and many children in
the Rancho Madrone subdivision.

2.) Theincreased traffic will add congestion to an already busy intersection, including the difficulty of making a left
turn out of their main parking lot on Arnold and having to cross traffic heading north on Arnold.

3.) While the project will have the required number of parking spaces for its square footage, we do not think this
number is adequate, especially during the first weeks. Customers of the business will take parking away from
the much needed on-street parking of the apartment and subdivision residents.

4.) This proposed business will cater to, not only medical marijuana users, but recreational users including the 135
known gang members in the Valley as well as hard core drug users. This activity will increase crime in our
neighborhood.

5.) As a licensed real estate agent | can say, without a doubt, this business will reduce the desirability of our
property to potential buyers, especially those with children, thereby reducing the number of potential buyers,
and thus property values.

The Rancho Madrone residents:

e  Will continue to collect signatures on our petition.

e Will stage at least one public protest on the sidewalk in front of the Fire House as a photo opportunity for the
local newspapers. If we're lucky it will be a slow news day and we’ll be on the front pages. We are coordinating
with local writers and hope to have publication the week of May 13 before the May 23 meeting of the SVCAC.

o We believe we will be able to obtain letters opposing this project in this location from City of Sonoma Chief of
Police Bret Sackett, and Sonoma County Sheriff Robert Giordano.

In addition, the residents of Rancho Madrone will speak against approval of this use permit at the upcoming Sonoma
Valley Citizens Advisory Commission meeting May 23, as well as at the Board of Zoning Adjustments, and if approved,
we are prepared to appeal it before the Board of Supervisors.

Nobody disputes that the sale of marijuana is legal - but not at this location.

Sincerely,



Karla Noyes

P.S. Crystal, would you please distribute this email to the applicant, no one deserves to be blind-sided. Thank 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.



Crystal Acker

From: Pat Gilardi

Sent: May 23, 2018 10:32 AM

Cc: ‘Jani Friedman'; Crystal Acker

Subject: FW: Cannabis Dispensary at Madrone and Arnold in Glen Ellen

FYI - Public comment on UPC17-0094 on tonight's agenda. This has been forwarded to the SVCAC commissioners as
well.

Best regards,

Pat Gilardi
District Director, Supervisor Susan Gorin First District, County of Sonoma

575 Administration Drive, Room 100A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
pat.gilardi@sonoma-county.org
phone: 707-565-2241

From: Barb Roy [mailto:b_d roy@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 12:24 PM

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

Subject: Cannabis Dispensary at Madrone and Arnold in Glen Ellen

Dear Supervisor Gorin:

While | do not live in the immediate vicinity of Madrone Road, as a resident of Glen Ellen, | am very concerned about the
proposal to create a cannabis dispensary in a residential neighborhood. Inasmuch as this location is also a school bus
loading zone, it seems particularly inappropriate. The proposal that a fence somehow stops all impacts to the
neighborhood does not seem realistic especially when one considers that it is an open corner property with a parking lot
entry and borders two public pedestrian walkways. Given the nature of the products, while legal, | believe the location
of these entities should be limited to industrial or business areas away from residences.

Thank you,
Barbara Roy
1310 Hill Road
Glen Ellen

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Pat Gilardi

Sent: May 23, 2018 1:25 PM

Cc: ‘Jani Friedman'; Crystal Acker

Subject: FW: Constituent Matter: proposed medical marijuana dispensary at Arnold and Madrone Rd

Commissioners -
Please see below comment on UPC17-0091 on tonight's agenda.
Best regards,

Pat Gilardi
District Director, Supervisor Susan Gorin First District, County of Sonoma

575 Administration Drive, Room 100A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
pat.gilardi@sonoma-county.org
phone: 707-565-2241

From: no-reply@sonoma-county.org [mailto:no-reply@sonoma-county.org] On Behalf Of Meridith Mace
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 12:48 PM

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

Subject: Constituent Matter: proposed medical marijuana dispensary at Arnold and Madrone Rd

Sent To: County of Sonoma

Topic: Constituent Matter

Subject: proposed medical marijuana dispensary at Arnold and Madrone Rd
Message: Dear Supervisor Gorin,

| am writing to express my concern and frustration over the proposed dispensary in Glen Ellen. | live close to the
location, in Eldridge, and feel strongly this is not an appropriate location for a dispensary. First and foremost, it does not
meet all of the criteria set in place for this type of business. Building a wall/fence does not change the proximity to
residences. These criteria, specifically created to review this type of business, should not be ignored or overlooked.
Secondly, the anticipated 150 customers/day, 6 days a week, is far too much traffic for this intersection. Traffic already
backs up during peak traffic times. The limited parking at this location will only add to congestion.

In addition to these 2 practical factors, the timing of this proposal is unfair. The small community of Glen Ellen is already
dealing with the uncertainty of the SDC property. Our lives will be changed drastically, regardless of what happens to
that land. Perhaps there will be an appropriate space for a dispensary, with adequate parking in the SDC? We'll have to
wait and see. Lastly, as you are well aware, many Glen Ellen residents were displaced by the fires last October. These
community members are either living temporarily outside of GE or are too distracted by their own life changes to notice
this dispensary is in the works. It's unfair to approve this business without their input.

Personally, | am shocked the county would even consider this permit request. This part of Arnold Dr is basically a country
road. Anyone who feels this business is appropriate is not representing this small community. We have very few



businesses servicing us locally. A dispensary expecting 900 customers/week is clearly not focused on serving the local
population of roughly 1000 people.

Unfortunately, I'm not able to attend the public meeting this evening. | have a commitment with the Mentor Alliance. |
hope you will fight to stop this permit from being approved. Thank you for your time.

Meridith Mace

Sender's Name: Meridith Mace
Sender's Email: write2meri@yahoo.com
Sender's Address: 820 Cecelia Dr

Glen Ellen, CA 95442

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.



Crystal Acker

From: Paul Morrison <pmorrison@marinwater.org>

Sent: June 11, 2018 1:03 PM

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: Karla Noyes (Karla@KarlaNoyes.com); 'Ricardo Capretta'; dave.palmgren1@gmail.com;

'Pam Palmgren’; Liz Morrison (Imorewalk@gmail.com); elias80@sbcglobal.net; Judy Condon
(glenellenjudy@gmail.com); Moriah Dunning (moriahdunning@yahoo.com);
Reinhardt.lorena@gmail.com; connjd@hotmail.com; ronjudysmalley@yahoo.com;
'‘write2meri@yahoo.com'

Subject: RE: Follow-Up; UPC17-0094

Crystal, this is why | don’t want this brought into my neighborhood. Eight times this year alone! And you wonder why
we are upset about your department allowing the less than 100 feet from residential to move forward! Read the article
and just think of this going next to your home.

Paul

http://www.pressdemocrat.com/news/8417727-181/armed-robbers-steal-cash-drugs?sba=AAS

The break-in marked the eighth known time this year where robbers have entered a home in the county in
search of marijuana. Law enforcement has dealt with five separate cases, including two where the robbers
broke into more than one house on the same day.

Many of the suspects arrested in connection with such robberies have come from the East Coast, where
authorities say they are seeking to take advantage of the black market available for California-grown
cannabis.

You can reach Staff Writer Robert Digitale at 707-521-5285 or robert.digitale@pressdemocrat.com.



Armed robbers steal cash, drugs from Sebastopol-area
home in latest Sonoma County robbery

ROBERT DIGITALE D
THE PRESS DEMOCRAT | June 9, 2018, 3:21PM

A group of armed robbers invaded a Sebastopol-area home early Saturday morning and fired shots as they fled with an

undisclosed amount of cash, drugs and personal property, according to the Sonoma County Sheriff's Office.

The case appears to involve marijuana, a Sheriff's Office spokesman said, making it the latest in a series of violent, pot-
related home-invasion robberies in Sonoma County this year. A February break-in on Santa Rosa’s southwestern outskirts

ended with a homeowner shot dead and his relatives tied up.

Saturday's robbery was reported sometime before 2:15 a.m. in the area of Big Plum Drive and Bing Tree Way, south of

Sebastopol near Bloomfield and Lone Pine roads.

A man placed a 911 call reporting he had been robbed by four men and that gunshots had been fired before the robbers
fled in two vehicles, described as a black sedan and a white sedan. A detailed description of the suspects was not

provided.

In some past home-invasion break-ins, groups of robbers came from out of state and used rental cars to get around, said
Sheriff's Sgt. Spencer Crum. But investigators couldn't yet say if Saturday’s robbery followed that pattern because they

have yet to identify those involved.
“We don't know who it is,” Crum said of the group of robbers.
Investigators Saturday were releasing few details.

Crum said the victim claimed the robbers were there to steal marijuana. “It's undetermined if they got any or not,” he
added.

Investigators aren't saying exactly what types of drugs were taken from the home or why the robbers fired shots as they
fled.

No one was injured, he said.

Deputies responded to the predawn 911 call, and detectives from the Violent Crimes Unit continued to investigate

Saturday.

The break-in marked the eighth known time this year where robbers have entered a home in the county in search of
marijuana. Law enforcement has dealt with five separate cases, including two where the robbers broke into more than

one house on the same day.

Many of the suspects arrested in connection with such robberies have come from the East Coast, where authorities say

they are seeking to take advantage of the black market available for California-grown cannabis.

You can reach Staff Writer Robert Digitale at 707-521-5285 or robert.digitale@pressdemocrat.com.
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16. - Uponentering into the Lease, anid in relfance ipon Defendants’ promises and
cepresentationss, ANTHONY’S peid $84,000 to Defendants, OF this asmount, $64,000 was 2 deposit and

| 531,000 was for rent for the period of Decémber 1, 2017 through Décetnbier 31, 2017, Thereafler,
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Wherefore, ANTHONY'S prays for judgment as set forth below.
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38. - Plaintitfallege that the aforementioned conduct of Defondanty was malicious,

| fraudulent and oppressiverwithin the meaninig of California Civil Code § 3294 and was undertaken with
|| the intention: on the part of Defendants to déprive Plaintiffs of property money and or legal rights and
| constitutes conduct that [s-despicable, subjecting Plaintiffs to 2 eruel and unjust hardship iis conscious
: dnsregard of Plainuf.l’s’ nghts, 502510, Just:fy an award of exemplary nnd punitive: dmnages aecording to

- (Neali em;Mlm rmntaﬁon ¥
& & ‘_‘gmst All l’}e[:'endants am)i Does 1-10

9. Plainhﬁ's hereby mcorporate by :eﬁsrenae. as if ﬁxl[y stated hepem, paragraphs t fhrough.

40 | ; When Def‘endants made the abuve set forth repmsentaﬁans, E)efendanta Tad rio

reasonabla gmunds fo maka the representahans. Defandants made tliesﬁ re.-presentauons with the
| intention to deceive and deﬁ'aud Piaintiffé and 1o induce them o dt i rehanee on these repmesanfatmns. "
| nad with the expectation that Plalot{£fs would so act. |

41_3-. At the tmxe ﬂefendanm mada these :ﬁptesentaﬁuns, lentfffé beheved then to e truse.

1 In reliance on thesa representanons, Plainuﬂ’s were indueed m dehver, and. chd if fagk del’ver, $196 000
| in funds to Defendants., ‘ :

42 Had, Plamtiﬁ‘s lmuwn the true f‘acts, they would not hava delive:ed the ﬁmds to

Defendants Piamtift‘s reiiance on. Defendmtts’ :epresentatmns was Jushﬁe&

e Aa & prommate result afﬂefendanm’ onduct amd representauuns, Plafntifs suffered

i damages and continues fo suffer damages in an amuunt tohe pmven ot trial hut believed to exgeed
- $133,000, plus interest. [f Defendants’ representation that the Premises can be pemitted for the

1

COMPLA!NT POR, FRAUD
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a1
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24 | :f‘
"t suffor darmages fn an amount to be provenat trial but believed tor exceed $133,000; plus interest,. i

2 |
26

28 ||

| iltvation and/or ianufucture:of cannabis also furns it to be untrue; Plalntifly’ damages will norense
| to at least $196,000 (563,000 in payments on.the Ledse, the $63,000: Leasa deposit, plus the $70,000
| good Faith tender purswant to the LOfs). | |

: eonstitutes cunduat that is despmablet, sub,mnting Plaintiffs ta i cmel and u:;just hardslﬁp in: cnnseiaus

44above
wl

1 ‘inoney to Plaititiffs upon demand, Despite Plaintiffy’ demand and inslster
that mioney be vehirned, Deféndsnts have falled and refied to ceburi any Of it

cannabis also turns out o be untrue, Plaintiffs" damages will increase to at least $196,000 (863,000 in.

" COMPLAINT FOR FRAUD.

L | ES |

44 Plaintiffs allege that the aforementioned conduot of Deféndants was malicious,
 feaudulent and opp:esswa withm the ‘meaning.of Califsimia Civil Code § 3294 and was undertaken with | |

- the mtenﬂon on the part umefﬂndants; ‘deprwg Plamuffs of pmpe_'__;; rmoney and or logal rights and

- Plaintiffy hereby inmrpomte By referere, ag ffully stated herein, paragtaphs 1 through

46 Thassdelaion with the Eensednid the LOIs; defondant pal if.f‘ laid-out, provided andfor
axpended, at least §196,000 to:Defendants, or: snme ofthem, at Defendants’ pacial fnsistence and.
requesf., Deftndantawere either not entitled to recelve that MOneY; ot were obligated to returt: that

at atleist $133,000 of

A% Agaproximate result of Defendants” conduct; Plaintiffs sutfered damages and continues |

Defendants” teptesentation that the Premises can be permitbed:for the-cultivation and/or manufacture of |

8322~ IO\PLEADNG‘S\COMPLNNI‘ 2180314, D06




13 I
| and Lease Addenduin renain binding upon BIGTOY l'ﬂgardleas @fwhemar THE
pay reiit as demanded by Defendants; b.) That Deféndants cannot ledse the Premises to oﬂters* 6, ) That:

16

17 |
1 || Dfeidarts foust bonor BTG TOY s lesse obligations by making overy effostta “obtals ll nessssecy
11 piserits™ fo¢ the cultivation.or manufaeture of cannabis on the Property
1 s i by ANTHONY'S it coniection wits the Lease (8126,000); ) That the $63,000 deposit paid.|

| by ANTHONY'S to:BIG TOY in coritieotion with the Lease, obligates BIG TOY, and ot ite successors,

19

P

21

22 |
| controlled by Defetdants that has applied to Sonoma County forthe. Dispensary Permit.on the:
‘24 | Property), torhorior the vighits of firgt refhsal contatned in the Lease. Addendnm and that Deféndants are
s

'}'iProperqa, iy githiers: withiout first offering to lease o selt them to A

27 | are-only relieved of any’ oftheir Léase Obligations. (iF at all), once: Defondants make every effort and fail |
2 | )
: cmmmm’ FOR mm

LA P 1
L]

- payments o the Lizase, thie $63,000 Lease deposit, pius the $70,000 good faith tender pursyant to the
H| L) |

Wherefore, ANTHONY'S prays for judgment as set forth below:

49, Actua! controversias have: arisen and now exxst between ANTHONY'S and Dafendants

¢ and; i usoessfl retun ol

assigns or affiliated sompanles, nelding but tiot limited to Faight sueet, Ine. (an. entity belisved to be

- therefore basted fratiyaftempting 1o/léase or sell the dispensary, or athier buildings cansmmted onthe |
ANTHONY"S; and e.) That Deféndants |

‘ 48 Platatiff herehy incorporate by mference, agif frlly stated Herein, paragraphsl through .

10 || 47 above: |
12
‘yith respact ta their nghts und ohhgatlons under Ehﬁ Lease and the Leasi Addendum.

AT OPLEADINGSICOMPLAINT 2018; 03.14.D0C
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: | to obtain perinits for the oultivation. or. manufaemre ot‘ camabns on. the Property, gg@ Dieféndanis a:ad
-‘ | their relited or ¢ontrolled entities (including but not hmimd to ght Stre
{I dispensary permit and Defendants retirn all finds paid to Defendanks (§126,000); aud all of

|| ANTHONY'S expenises assaciated with tﬁﬁLea&emdthehmﬂﬁddend“mmm”w@ |

Irm)fa:ltagatﬂxe

mfendam ag Rﬂ@kiﬂg 10 violate the Leasa by leasing the Ptemxses ty: uthe:s, and that D ]e" S

‘belteva they can keop alt of ANTHONY'S money wittiont b

xz“timts%mmdﬂwmsmmdmn - '_ -

13 || rights, obligatioris and ute
el
17 §

2 ||
1
(N
L
2 ||

26
27

52.
 above, A decla,mtm of the: :ighta, bhgatmns and dut:ss at’ ", NTHONY'S and Defendasts with sespect |
to these fasues 4§ necessa v and appropriate ﬂtﬂlls txme in ﬂmse aimumstamas m order that -
-";} V'S and Defendants can ascertain their respective rights i m the. Pmp' ) y-asid the Premjges and |

Dafendants can seoure appra;anate pe -_;;;f{'i s for the culiivation of cannabis on the |

. Property

14

N NT QR Uﬂ
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- — = — - W]jamageg in the ammmt 0f$133 000@" $1g6 OQG ﬂependiug ﬂlﬁn whether

‘Defendants ton secure appmpnata penﬁits for the eultivation of canxabis on the

Property.

9. ‘ForPunltive Damages secording to praok:

1. Damages in the aountof $133,0@0 ot $i96 000 dapanding upon  whethér
Defendanis can secure appmpnate permits for the. euln’vanm of cannahns on the

Pmpaﬂy
. % For I’umti‘ve Damage& “"c“‘i‘d‘ﬂg 10 PmOﬁ

A Damages in the amounf of §133,000 or $196,ﬂﬂﬂ depending upon whether |
[Defendants can secure appropriate pernits for the cultivitionof cannabiis on the
Property.

1. Fot' a.fudtmal Beniarauanufthe feuawmg.‘
&y That the oblipations set forthin {he Lease and Lease Addendumt rémain
bindmg ugon BIG TO'Y regardless of whther ANTHONY'S continuea to pay
r_em: 4 dermanded by Defendax;ts
b)) That Defendants canot lease the Premises to others.

13
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effortto*obtain all necsssary permits” for the cultivation or méﬁu’fac'mr& of
' ,.cannabis on the Praperty and, if unsm:cessﬁal returnall fiinds paid by
‘be conteolled by Deferidants that hias applied to Sonoma County: for the.
1o leage: orsell the: d:spensm'y, orother buildmga constmeted on thie Propyrty, to:
‘oxmanufiicture. of gannabis on the Property, and Defendants and their réfated e

Addendmn are: paid

 demanded return of the money ntil Judgment, .

¢ Difondants must honor BIG TO'Y?s lease obligations by making every

o) The

mws {n-connection with the Lease (§126,000), U

) 000: depnslt paid by ANTHONY'S to BIG TOY in cannecnon
20 _igatas BIG TOY, and or its siccessots, assigns or afAliated
ebmipanies;. mcludmg; but niot: limited to: Haight Streee, Ic, (an antity: belleved to. -

Dispensnry Pemnt on'the Property), to-honor the rghts of ficst refusal cantained 7

in the Lease: Addendum and that: Defendants are therafore baeved from attempting

athers without first offeris 5 ANTHONYS, o
are fmly relieved of any of thefr Liedse Obligations (if at: all)u

&) That Defendants
‘once Defendants. make every effort and fail to oby i permitts for thg_,gult_iyggoz;.

ﬂan!rpllfaciiggﬁﬁ?is;,ﬁii;éi‘.ii_.ﬁ‘.hg;hﬂingtﬁlimi‘tad:t'aiﬂaighﬁfS’tfea't?, Tio) fuil foget the |
-l funds patd to Deféndants (§126; 000),.
ggd all af ANTH@NY’S expenses associated with the Lease and the: Lease

waudgment intorest at the rate of 10% per annum from the time of Defandants 1

For reasonable attomeys” fies accordingto ptoof}
For ensts of suit incured Rereln; and

15
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izl

 DATED: Maich 16,2018

16|

wlt e

19
,20;1-'
2|
23 ||
|
25 |
26 |
a7 ||
28 |

o

e

4 r.Eqﬁ.suqh:atheﬁn&aﬁmher.rel’ie‘r?as:*th&aour?td@ms-jﬂéﬁ-mdbmbﬁ*

7 J4YEVEN L. B:;msaﬂr,n
- Atoreys: For Plaintiffy.
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LETTER OF INTENT TO LEASE
DISPENSARY *-

It is the Intant af thig Letter to putline and gonfirm the geperal
conditions ‘under which JORN LOBRD anck JANZ FRIEDMAN akd SNTHONY LOVE, LIS
and/or assignesa bereinafter zeferred.to.as Lessae (“Lessedr) apd BIg TRy
Storage, LIC, and CBRISTOPHER K. DUNNy hereinafter refesred to ad LeaseE '
(“Lasgpr?) ko lease the property cotmonly refarred to as 101 Fremont Drive
eataling 5,000 sq. £8. per sttachad Exiibit “A entitled vBullding 101", The
following constitutes ovr uhderstanding of the intent of the texma and
sonditions ¢f this Letter fe outline and confirm. the gemeral. conditibng of

the Lease Agreenent:

1. Pieglsese Comonly referved to s the propscty o ba known s 101
Fremont: Dive; Lodataed in the County of ‘Sonoma,: State of California,
censlating -of approxinately 5,000 7/~ dquaka foet.

2. Tarm of Teass: The initial term of the lease: shall be for & pexiod of
Phree (8} %Eﬁﬂg,cémmencinq:oﬁhﬁa:¢ﬁ-;f,gq1g;ggzgggﬁ the date of occupancy
and; | "

4} tLasses shall Have the optiun to ektend said lese for Three (A}
consecutive perfods of Three (3} years sack. However, in tha avent Lesaod
detexmines Lessdé s not in. ‘Goed Granding? with Lesstn, said “Good Standing”
4Bl fof be wiressonably: wikiheld by Ledsor, thén the wxtenaions’ of said
lekse shall e -null and vedd.

%, Pase Rent: The _baia:e yeirk shall be ONE=HUNDRED ANG TWENTY THOUSAND
AND, NO/100 DOLLARS (8320,000) pér.anniin payanie TR THOUSAND ANO No/1ag
UOLLARS ($10,000) pex month psid on Ehe firet day of ‘angh_montl.

4. Depesitar lessee hareby hands the Lessox cash in: the ameunt of FIETY
YHOUSAND BND NO 100 DOLLARS (§50,000,00) as an initisl depesit accompanying
thils offer to Léass, Ledses promises to pay s an additional deposit f the
amount of FLETY THOUSAND: AND NO: 100 DOLLARS (850.000,00f on or befoxs 30- DAYS
from the date of signing, Lessor is to. pay for all ohgeling government
appraval feasy engineecing and consulting feds, Legal fees and feas for akl
cbiicarnéd local and state governing agencies approvals off said Bulidings,
Lodaae shall ralfiliirss Lessox on £equast of Lessoy for all.such fees Bnd
c¢oats. : T




8) Within ONE:tear hagsof and im the event the Lessui doss not xecelive
the approvals of the: Local cohitrolling. agenciss: to. conskrugt snd operake: st
tiodidings these depbsits shall be réfunded £6 Legses lese any and all - Fépy
ausoplated to ite applications.

- 8. Uses The preiises baing leaged hérpeit shall be used for STORAGE. and A
LEGAL CANNABIH DrSEEHﬁBEY and fig nn other uge without Lessob's pylof weikEen
edngent.

B, Condition of Premizéy: _I.ié.‘a:&o:s'i&' téi‘ sfa'bm:t;h g neaaana; #ithin 30
.d“a’ys of -anaa'ptanca ’hqraai‘; ailL_. cat] 4

Nat:,Nut: brat g Exgens‘f ';:nsummm ‘Tessor shall be responsible for
' 41, Propeiby n?axaa amd Heal Qxe,oparw thsurance a:J.J.

foxr &kl am:h axpanssy and msnm Uﬂeﬂ the anniversdry date herdof Lessur

BHATL subimilt: ko Tessed its projectsd anmugl iNg. cosks that lesasee shall. be

r:espunsible Fop diring the tecw of the leass: agreefient lesgae WhElY mMaincain
LLLEy 'Inam:anae Pulicy in. favhr af Lessor in the émounk of

B Eﬂagmaniﬁﬁ; of Teaser ‘Updk sccéptande huxéof hy-Lessur, Tessox
shiall EALL out a leass form which shall ihcovporats the provisions onbalned
hepein: Lasdor shall aubmit three copies of the [sase to liasdse. Leg and
Lesses shall esadite all toplas and shall deliver a -aigned gountexpart to the
gkher parky w;it;h’ign ‘tan {10 days of submitial of the lesge to Lessee: '

8. First Bight of refusal to purchase: BESSEE shall have 4 Piryt &lght
:of Refugal to purchase the Liuanaea of tha Dispanaary frﬁm.Haight Stragts,
Lw,

10, Esplration: This proposal shall Tehaln open through December: 5§, 2017
when it shall expire. Lessee hepeby asknouwledges recedpt of a.-copy.

This ptogosal ks intendad solely as a prelimindzy expresston of general
intsntions and 1& to be uasd for disguasion purposes oily end ds a Format for
the terms and condititne of & Lease Agreement. This Letter of Intent is non-




e R

binding. Only a fully sxacubed Lessa Agreement for the dhave desgribed
px:opérty will ‘bie: the: bmdinq ag::aament betwean The: paruiaa.

Ré‘catpt: ef rhis proposal and the deposib speciﬂiﬁd abave La harsby

Leggedl WJOHB InOBRO ‘ hddreaau

Tosesar  JAND FRIEDMAN Addresst __8F

Dateq Dacember2? F20%7

g Jani Friediman 35

Taasaer  AONTHONY LovEy LI

ﬁd’cé!‘fﬁaﬁﬁé |

Yemane beraby ascapty thiz proposal to Leasd and agees to- leage the
pramlssg to Legsad in assordance with the teris and sonditiong hérdof.
Laggot glso adkiowledges: racelpt - af a copy of this-proposdl and. ‘avthoridies
Bedker to deliver a s,tgrmd eopy: of this. HAecepkanca: '

Lassans EI’_-‘_G TOY STORNGE; nne. : Eﬁiﬁ‘;}i («7,0:?.}1 337-6979
By 0. Bog 500 |
Vinebury, CX 98487

By, . Dafed

dhni:a‘t;—éghér K. Dunn, General Manager
DIBEEN&ARY: Halght Straat, LLG

Byr . t-:na-ﬁedf :




Botickklons of this Latter tecosiling é.ml?_ acnfrmﬁ X
the Tekse Kgradmenni:

THRE LALEEETL thkm & the lease ahal
: date of ‘Becupancy dnd. to De: for.a pe

{$5ﬂ Qﬁﬁi per manth paid Bl tha £Lﬁan day- nf each mnnth.

4. Beposzta* Lessea hereby-hands tha bessqr caah in,tha amnunt of TEN

?th;" 1y ZGIEM ‘Lasdor 1& ta pay. ﬁﬂr all engoing gﬂvarnment appraval Eeam, ‘
g and conmilelng fdes, Lagal faey and-Feaeg for all concerned local.
and state governing agendles approvals of wsald Bulidings. Leanes ahall
raimburse Lassor on request of Liesgdr for all such feed and toste,




LITCUDIGIT SF IV GHRIHE Il W MMM TR 2 5y e

a} w.tthi.n ONE Yéag. har:eaf and in tha mrént tlig Lasxoy does not xecsive
" ' _natrua.t and aper:aue sald

__ e.n ccmq '~"-cm of pnemisas-' tegsdr Ly ko subuit to ﬁé‘éﬁéé—;— withis 30

days of aegepmnca heraof; aJ.J.-, Buildtng Plang and Ypecificationd for the Five
‘THowsand: S, build !m mcluda 4 schuduia of uag pe:mit:
Eees, elém:r:ic' g By
and ‘feas sna;b Be& acceptabla to 1

7 ':ff, Nef: Ne& Het ;Num Expansash;naurancé. ﬁes-emn‘ 'éh'
the aenvic:i.ng ‘tha W ' Jparty |
ot’ X custa qﬂ main eriancg of the. huj.;l.dd.ng to :Lne:luda repa_‘-_ g oftha mmf -and

§. Prepuration of fiease:  Upon accaptance hemnf by Leasar, I.easrar '
-shall. BIAL. ot a. lgage ‘farw. which shall ir morata tha pnovisiqns cantamed
hersif, lLegsér shall submit thrds copies ""tzne :Lease ‘to Legsae. Lessor and
Liesses ahall execute.all coples. anel shallk d ver & glited cminte:pa to o the
gther: garﬁy wiuh&.n twanty (zm days of auhm;t;tal. of ehe. Ladse borLgssed.

9! - Dalets d

1o, Exp:l.xatian: This proposal stiall ramain open thmuqh benamber za, 2017
whan ft ghall explras Lesdes Hereby aﬂknqy;l_eﬁgag regeipk of & COLY-

y ag d pnel.imma:y eiqpresaion of 'ge' izl
fitentidoy and ‘ia to ba uaad for discugsion pudpodes: only and sy 4 fama.t o
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binding. Only a Fully axecuted Lease Agneemsit for Ehe aboive deseribed
propaxty will heiEhanbindingragnegmank7ﬁﬁﬁﬂgaﬁ”ﬁﬁaﬁ9att£adx

Receipt of this propodal and the deposik spewtﬁiad apavd 19 hereby
aagknowladgads

¥

Leassess: © JOBNLOBRG Addresg:

Daved WNRT 2010

Tassais TANE FRIBOMAN Kddgemis _

By o baked .. a%01D

Lessess BNTHONY LOVE, TLE  Addweser .. S ’

v By o Dated P01

Rocaphanca

Ligsson: haraby acoppté this propogal kg Lease. and agreea Lo laaae the
premlaa tarqaasaa ir azcordance with the tarms and canditions [31=7 Yo
Lessor also acknowledyes rageipk of & copy of thia proposal and autharizea
Brioker ti dedivar-a signed ¢opy ¢f this Accephance..

Lessori BIG TOY BTORAGE, LLC Phtvs - (TOTH 337679
P. 0. Box 500
Vinebucg, GA 95487
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Chriatophey K. Dunn, Genegal Manages
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Yt 48 the Intent of Ehle Letter vo- outline and confitm the general
candiﬁtana under whi h and JOHN LQEE@ ANE JANI FRfEDMAN’aka Antoﬁy BQVQJ LLG
- ) &8 {"Lassas”) and. Bd.g Toy
safdrrad. l:q ag rueselor

Framont Qriv’e; heps:

in tﬂm c@un'y-nf samma, shata

Laa_,aﬁ ,a;ha.-l; h.a m}:hl,-.-eayﬂ—- v-@»‘l..d.- :
3. B4s§ Rent:  The base: rent shall e THREE HUNDRED ‘THOUSAND.ND §O/100

DOLEARS ($300,000) paxr adni payeble FIFTY TRQUSAND AND NGJWO DOLLARE:

(450,000 pey month paid on. the Fizyy day aﬂ' sach. mankh, N

4. Depositsy Lessee hershy hands fha Lessgr cdall in the amount off TEN
THOUSAND - ANE MO A100 DOLLARS [$10,000) as an iniblal deposit scconpanying
this offer td Leave, Lessee promiges to pay as an additional déposi
amount of WINTY THOUSAND AND No. 10U DOLLBRS ($90;000:00) on on-befors
February 1, 2048, tessor 1s B0’ pay for ail gngalng government: approval fess,
enginearing and congulting feas, Leégel fees und foes for all concerned local
ing grdate governing agenules spprovald of saidl Buildings. Lesqon shall
relmbyrse liessor on request of Lessor for all such fead and cogts.
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a1 thnxu ONE faar hereaﬁ and in the avant the Lessar does. not reeeiwe

buildLnga Lhgdg. deposita sh&Ll be-refunded ta Lassea leas ang and aLl faea
agsoctated to its applications.

pnioﬂ-ﬂrinﬁens¢anssnut_ .
5; ﬂecndiuiaﬁ“bf“éremiéaaﬁ *ﬁesagﬁ:xsf&hféﬁﬁm;ﬁ*ﬁﬁznésaéa; within 30
[ 'JnQ'Pians an& Sﬁecifiﬁatiﬁﬁa ﬁar”thﬁ Five

:Leﬁﬂe@ V

71 Nét: Néﬁ'ﬁai (ﬁuﬂi Expehaeﬁfiﬁﬁﬂﬁaﬁéﬁf nédsﬁr'shali*hﬁ-ruspcnaibié‘far

;he:ain. Lessor shall aubmic thzae capies cf‘ﬁhe laaae tu Leasea- Legger and
Legsep shall gxécute all copiiés and shall deliven & glgned countsrpart to the

:uthet,party'wiﬂffq tuwenty- (201 days of subniittal of the: lease to Lgssea.

9y Dele e I

10, Explration: ThiS—p:opqaal shall Famafn open thnqugh Dacamber 26; 2017
when LE SH&LL‘BEELEﬁw, Lussee hereby ackngwladgwe tacelpt af & Gop,.

This - propnsal -2 iuhanﬂed aolely as & praliminazy eupreasicn a¢f genaral
intentiong and {s to-be used Eor'diacussion pUrpages enly‘and ag. a farmat for
the: terms -and. qonditions of a Lease Aqueenent. This Letber ¢f Intent is non—




binding;

property will he uherhinding agresment Bétween the partiea'

Only a fully sxécuted reass Agreenent for tha: above deagribed:

Receipt of this proposal and the. dapasit apeuified abeve is hereby

acknowladgeds

Léuseal JOHN LOBRO

Adtiress: _

. Pated 12/27/30%7

JANE FRIEDMAN

Dited

Lessaa:

Datad

Addressr

Addressy

2017

Acgeptance:

Lesson hexeby aceepts this progosal to Yaags -arnid Bgress th ldasy tha
premiges to Lessea in dccordance with the. terms -and eonditions hersos,
Lessor ales ackriowledges raceipt. of a copy of this proposal and atithorizes
Brokéy to deliver & algrge: copy of thia: Acceptanns.

Lessors BIG TOY STOBAGE, LLC {1071 3376579
Pe O, Box 500
Vinebucg, CA 85447

Phidy
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patad |

Christophies K. Dumn, Génsrsl Maneder
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Jessaht.mp3

22.min 45 see .
Jessah desctibing property:and plarined-submission for cultivation permif
“this is where the proposed Indoor cultivation area would be*

e wauld be submitting'
g8 are already done, everything is-paid for”

26 min15 see:

“shiee has an-argument the warks already” |
! you are moving toward the permitting process.”
carn you change the zong” |

“I'i"100 percent charge it’

27 min 21 sec | o
"this ohe would be rezohed to manufacturing and this. can stay limited tommercial”

o8 min 67 g8 : » B
"Ml give it to you today: Do you dot the monay?*

*.Jf 1 were the find a cultivator” |
‘nabiody has aver besn as creative as #hey need to be”

‘st what ' hearing from you guys is that you warit to be creative”

_personally i can give two fucks if you operate of not”
"IFyou pay rent on tithe i don’t care®

2min10sec o
“you hiave to commit to completa contral of the smell”
“if L have the eounty eoming out to visit the dispensary”
“if any- of my neighbors have & whi®

33-min 10 sec _
.and then we oan start growing”

ay a an







jessah2.mpa

1 min 02 sec
‘this is the first parce!l which is 105 fremont drive”

3 min-48 seg
“the appﬁcat:on is-not the plans: it is the person.”
“l. a‘ th m' ] c:wner"

Epp ion. a it standto date and at any’ tnme bafora apprcwal ls*transfarrable" -
n:sell the company the permitis hefd n* . -

"and then yr:u can do some commercial warehnusing back herg”

10'min 58 sec ‘ -
Vit Thad someone with: the repuafattan llke Emfu &
‘I dor't weint a dispensary”

11 min 55 sec
" cotild break ground right now™

13 min 42 seg

“you have the capitel or access to tha capital?"

no, tha ¥ 'm marketing the praparty _ _ _

“I'm marketmg the: propery ahd 'm marketing the dispensaary. both arefor'sale right

now”
“what would the cost bg?”
“I-don’t knmw”

17min00sec -

"‘anel it-doesn't havs o stop here” (refarrmg to building out the rest of the “campus")
“now they are having hd historical exemptions at ali” .

“so that should open thns up for manufacturing also™

18 min-03 ses '
“the property has always heen used for manufacturing”
“ltwill not be hard to get this property approved for anything rmanufacturing”




20 min 03 gac
“we are all In this together”
“right"

20 min 40 sec

 “heig an old friend of my father” (speaking of Tom Spanier the lisrholder

ot Jegsah)
“He: Was heeh on board with us for 10 years’

21 miln 25- sec
‘hey has app!ied the pressura so to say" (speakmg an Tom Spanter)

“thiats why you are putting the-property up for sale?”

yEatl
‘i can put you guysinta the dispensary”
“Wwalild our new landiord bé the new owner?"

22 it 26 se¢

“how much is thq'preperty fisted for?”
“four and a half"

"will you get out whole”

nyea]:

| weawe 3 milﬁan on it" |

“we would walk: away’ with énaugh fo susfaun her the restof he:- lufe*’ '
"szameana to invest in-something like this! L -

24'min 30 sec

“fhils bullding & can rentout’
“would you rent it to-a cultivatar"
tlyeaﬂ : .

“aven though its niot permitted”

“Iaugha.;""

“1 talked to the county arid they: gald thats my | best recourse rlght how"

25 min 13 sec
“yau have to go tothe:board for this?™

28 min 5% sec

“ane-of the consultants we fried to: hu-s iss-ory: the baard” (eiuding tn her havmg an. inslder

on:the board)
“thats always helpful®
“phariomenal™

| 28.min 25 sec

“whats your dad's. name?”



ChrlsDunn :

27'min 00 sea

Jessah trash talks Glan Ellen dispensary

makea up scare tactics

"everyone is concentrated on them™ |

“they have gotten 127 emalls and we have gotten ona”
continue to frash talk

29'min 46 sec : ' L

“this turns into g farge: comiplex like a risw times square for cannab i

“the-idea s to have: everything from dispensary to manufacturing to. dis’tnbuﬁan fo
delivery to ensary tha whela mna "

“fts:a .cool [dea™ R
ﬂyﬂﬂ“

"you can be the cormersione of pot® . -

30.min55 s
0 Is involved and she has been talking to Is Susar Gﬂrin"
ats. easrly anderstone

‘and. sha. I$:a major mjor major supportsr™

32 mifi 30 sec o o
Twould like to 'bring someone on bnard to help me w:th thi@ prciect“

33 miri 10:sec | |
‘a developer could come and turn thla comer into the new town square”

he 'l ,st-grnu;:i that we had was a-great group. they were a phenomenal group.” (she -
refers to usy : ' '
“due tomy fathers. passing thay lost all.confidence”

‘o they decided to bail at the last minute”

" have culfivators that are interested 16 take thi s place”

35'min-53 se¢

“eultivation would have to cease, um permitted” (continues to elude ta cultwatlan be[ng-_
ok):

"the: uitimate goal is permitting” (cultivation permitting):

36 min 17 sec
“the county: can't give:me a permit right now but they told me it is forgivenesa over
permission"” .

36 min 48 sec S |
“the county came out here and thelr words wers.its & phenemenal facility. you did a:




“so'we still have: four months”
“Wwhat's that persen’s name”
“torm’ spanier”

47 min 28. 566

she-:s; 1 Eeaﬁt:urié that' gat us:.. (iflegible)”




great Job an the build. sorry we are gaing to leave now-and we are not sure whén wé
will make ithack? (Jessaht is eluding to-a wink. wmk deal with the caunty to be able to
cultivate without a permit. - o o

“That's what their exact words Were”

“and they are ot going to come back

“thiey have always Known what we: are doing

- “heyhavecomeinheremanytimes” B

3g: mm 43 sec;
“thats why we:are: going to publie review and rio ane else a" (Glen Euen d!spensary s
ab May 23rd )

y the dispensary application. and have a ball” -
ta:nc: "ru:e p@iﬂt" |

' _“the appircatmn is for sale”
“the license prior fo appmvai y@u can take me:-out right ncw" (sall ng the: permut in
advanice}

,_l.’ will transfer-averythihg over to them

1y angle is o have enaug rrrﬁney to sustain my mofher forthe reat nf her Irf‘a”
4 would love to walk away® S R

44mindses
“last thursday W dioided to-put it up for sale”

45 min 00 sec
“ finalized thie«'ap:ﬁl‘icatiqht"‘

45 min 22 sec
“i‘ am not a greedy person”

45 mm 48 st
“Its. for sale, make me an offer” (speaking about the: dispensary):

46 min 17 sec
“if someone comes with a decent offer m an.apen book” .

A6 min 36 see
“my lean holder is defaulting on us”
"the guy Who owh the lienon the property. is filing a rotice of default”
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C:qntac:t Infarmaﬁcn‘

Cannabw lllspensary Apphcatmn with L:f.'i? ]) for SAL? [ (Somonia)
image'l nfa 3

I’mpertymtallsa o
d is Disp QR Cadg Link to This Post:

Apph@aﬁe .gamg to; pubhﬁ ;heming c:-n May Z3rd, F?mt S fmf Aoty
application to go to public hearing,
Land: has 4 existing buildings used for mantifacturing in'ihe 70% and 80's,

2 parcels: 5+ acres ench. Woll, and septic o the property plus: an pert test
for addition septic.

Was approved for storage 1h 2007,
Price: §7,000,000 |

Jegsah Dunn
fﬁowwma{zt Enlggj

View the full listing heve: http://wwiw.laopnet.com/Listing/ 105-Fremont-Dr-Sonoma-CA/ 12440435/

Sonatna Coity Permit and Resaurce Department;




upClz0 - - | | |
QU3/20LT , |
‘-Cmmabis Use Petmit

__Gﬁb.-ﬁqhar& foot buﬁdn‘:' % gt
@ ill b 7 days per-week, from 8: GD agmi o §:00
axi um of appmximmly 260 persaﬁa per cfay

dtépénsaf .amd osne; ,
will be 3.1
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| Meyrto LoapNet? No.
1031 Exchange Moraz'.-, 1 autematied
1 g fregacount for
{ yau, By elicking the
| button;y
{ LoopNet's

{ Terms of Use and
1 Phvaey Polity,

Prasented by

i Dunn
DPavaldprerits

i
Iy craats

you agreeto -




By segrehing on LoopNet, you agree to the LoopNet Terr

1 Lot Available

Price S _ i Lot Size. 000 AC

10 Acres with 4 bulldings. used for manuf acturing In the 70's. and
80%s. The plun for this property isto build a Dispensary on the
Frenttfrge aren. See attaehed plans. Call for more detalls.

A S e 1S 5 . A 4 A S i s 8 A1

Apphmtmrf goi;“
application to go to public e | :
Land has4. exmﬂng buil dmgs used for manufacturing in the 70% crid
80's.

2 parcels 5 cicres seich, We{f emd septic an the property plus dit pert
test for addition septie.

Was: apprwed fop: 4tarage (a% ?00?

Attuchments

! Sonoma County

PRMD Permit lookup

Highlights
¢ Cﬁlnnobiﬁgr‘Diks-pensﬁ;w .
Patential Storage complex

e i

- ¢ B
_ E:')epﬁmd Dlms:ﬂgns Streat |
{ qu - Viaw H




By seofehing on LoopNet, you agres to the LoapNe’c Terr

~Approved CannaBTs Disperisary Application, Plons for a G000 sgrE
building for dispensary and plans for 5000 sqft additional retal] space
Land has 4-existing bulldings used formanufocturing irthe ?O's tind
80's.

2 purcels, 5+ ceres sach. Well, and septic on the property plusan pert
test for dddl‘ticn septic.

Price for the land is $4 500,000, Price for the dispensary s crpen o]
cfffer&

Contoet Listing Broker
| Contact Listing Broker Bresanted by

Dunn Devesloprnents

':-"'7 Jes dh Duﬁ -

_' F;rstNﬂme LastName .‘ -

ol Addreas |

;Phonﬁ Number

-: F’ieﬂs' wsend me additional
| infg ori-ghout this
| praperty

% Contuct Listing
- Broker

Naw:te LoopNet? No probleri,
We’]l automatically create afiee
-count for yol, By dlicking the
but’tan_, okl gree . Locpl‘«let"‘s.

Tarrms:of Useand, Privacy. Pcifr:y.‘

Not exactly what you're looking for? Start a
new custom search to find the perfect




- By séarching on LaopNet; you agres to the LoapNet Terr

Enter alocati |

‘Search
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GL &F bay area = north bay » housing * office & commercial

Posted 9 days 200 ori; 2018:04:47 Bi02am

Gontact Information;.

Leage for 10,500-SQFT building - Cannabis Friendly (sonoma) -

'iﬁi‘@vsﬁ{?a

Lease:for 10,560 sqft building, Hes previously besn used for cannabls P
cultivation, it B Hs previqualy o - QR Code- Link to This Post:

Giréat location'on Hwy 121,

Looking for tenant for long:term lease.

Call Jessah for more détails. i shoy soniget infs;




CL: §F bay area > north bay > services:» financial services

Pasted 20 days ag 28.13:00am

Contact Information:

——————  Looking for Investor in €

‘Wesare a small devefoping: firrn mteaeated in‘bringing on an investorto
budld upwards o 10 SQFT of Cannabls directed
warehotise/many ring spave: in Sonoma, CA.

_We frave ta kcn a fotof steps forget tﬁis praject tege:ther and are in the:
Home strateh, |

W ars looking for someone with a ranige of caplta! of $800% - §3.3
il imn to-cloge in 30: days.

Call for iore détails - Jesaah Dinr 5 10~907a146? '

Cannabis Campus Development (samma)ﬁ I

QR C‘ode Link to This Post







State of California

CERTIFICALE. OF STATUS

ENTIOY NAME: BIG TOY STORAGH, LLC

FLLE NUMBER:
_FE)RMAE‘ION DATE:

R ENOTOT
s&mmm

Ty ALEX. PADJ:IML, secsretary of gtate of the State of Callfornla;
hereby certify:

They mmrda of thi r-mﬁ;ﬁiaa ind,idaw the Califonia E‘mmhiaea*m B@axd
guapaﬁﬁéd the en . powerg, righte and i leges ,:.1* Ty 29 2014,
pursuant to the provigions of tha ‘California Revenue and Taxation Codéy
and u‘he ents:l. 'a powers, rights and privi :Legaa remain w&gmn&eﬂ;.

IN WITNESS WHEREOR, I execvte this

aa_;u:ti & gnd affix the Great Seal

>f gtats of califormia this day of ‘
M&y‘ 14, 2018,

ALEX PADILLA

Seevetary of State

NP-25 (REV 0%2018)



M STATECF CALIFORNIA
vmuamsmm BOARD

242057
@‘AGRAM&N‘T’O CA D4267-0 54@

Entity Status Letter | S
o Date:  5HABOE
ESL |D; 6380719713:

Acanrﬂlng b our records, the fnl!awfng ety infnmaﬂun To true and avcurate as of iha date: of ihiss lelteri o

Enily i 200729240028 R
Entlly Name: -BIGTOY STORAGE, LLG. -

1 4. ‘Theentityis ingaod steriding with i Franohise Tax Bosird;

: 2 The entity ia: nm n-good: atanding wuth tha Franchtse‘rax Baard. o N
[:] 3. Tha entity:ls:currantly exempt from tax: wnder Ravanua ancl Taxation coda (R&TG) Sautinn 2370‘1 "

, j 4, Wa da not-.have' t.urrent infr:rmaﬂnn ahput the enﬂty T o

' vaidgbili(yof-a'ﬁ conirey i G : i thesentity was-

suspanded'ar rfalted (RATC  Settions. 233(34,1,; : 510

o -Forentiies revivad under R&TG Section 23308b, any 1 tlma Iimitattana. on the. revivmr or ﬂmltaﬁon ¢f tho.
furmﬂons thﬂ! oan bia perfarmed bﬁ the entity ' ) , _ e

Internet and Telephone Assistance
Wabsite; Htbcagov
Telophorie; 800,862,671 from within e United States.

916.845.6800 from outside the Unitad States
TTY/TOL:  800.622,6268 for persans with haaring or apeaoh Impafnnenta

FTE 283K WER (NEW 02:2012)
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Secretary of Stat&
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Posted 4 days ago on: 2018-05-07 8:26am

Contact Information:

Cannabis Dispensary Application with LAND for SALE (Sonoma)

image 1 of 2

o et

% ;L‘, i

105 Fremont Dr

-land _’ avaitable now '
Property Details:

Approved Cannabis Dispensary Application. Plans for a 5000 sgft building for QR Code Link to This Post
dispensary and plans for 5000 sqft additional retail space. Application going to
public hearing on May 23rd. First Sonoma county application to go to public
hearing.

Land has 4 existing buildings vsed for manufacturing in the 70's and §0's.

2 parcels. 5+ acres each. Well, and septic on the property plus an pert test for
addition septic.

Was approved for storage in 2007,

Price: $7,000,000

lessah Dunn

show contact info}

show contact info!

{iew the full listing here: http://www, loopnet.com/Listing/105-Fremont-Dr-Sonoma-CA/ 12440435/

sonoma County Permit and Resource Depariment:
JIPC17-0091

¥5/2017

.annabis Use Permit

[pn:llsfhy.cmigs]islmglnbyfmn!dfcannabis—dislnnsnrylﬁssnlﬁﬁa&htmi
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Official Reoords OF Sonoma County

RECORDING REQUESTED BY

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO ' 'gr'éééi%a'«fa Sousgesy
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY NTBF 2 Pgs
330 SOQUEL AVENUE Fea: $0Z.00
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
PAXD
LOAN: n/a INVESTOR LOAN #: FILEB: 5699133 DLA
NOTICE OF DEFAULT AND ELECTION TO SELL UNDER
DEED OF TRUST
IMPORTANT NOTICE:

IF YOUR PROPERTY IS IN FORECLOSURE BECAUSE YOU ARE BEHIND
IN YOUR PAYMENTS, IT MAY BE SOLD WITHOUT ANY COURT
ACTION, and you may have the legal right to bring your account in good standing by paying
all of your past due payments plus permitted costs and expenses within the time permitted by law
for reinstatement of your account, which is normally five business days prior to the date set for
the sale of your property. No sale date may be set until approximately 90 days from the date this
notice of default may be recorded (which date of recordation appears on this notice).

This amount is $3,051.895.44 as of 05/08/2038 and will increase wntil your account becomes
current.

While your property is in foreclosure, you still must pay other obligations (such as insurance and
taxes) required by your note and deed of trust or mortgage. If you fail to make fotare payments
on the loan, pay taxes on the propeity, provide insurance on the property, or pay other obligations
a8 required in the note and deed of trost or morigage, the beneficiary or mortgagee may Insist that
you do so in order to reinstate your account in good standing. In addition, the beneficiary or
mortgagee may requize as a condition to reinstatement that you provide reliable written evidence
that you paid all senior lievs, property taxes, and hazard insurance preminms.

Upon your written request, the beneficiary or morigagee will give yon a written ftemization of the
entife amount you must pay. Yow may not have to pay the entire unpaid portion of your account,
even though full payment was demanded, but you must pay all amounts in defank at the time
payment is made. However, you and your beneficizry or morigagee may moially sgree in writing
prior to the time the notice of sale is posted (which 1nay not be earlier than three-months after this
notice of default is recorded) to, among other things, (1) provide additional time in which to cuze
the defoult by transfer of the property or otherwise; or (2) establish a achedule of paymenis in
order to cure your default; or both (1) aud ). : .

Following the expiration of the time period referred to in the fixst paragraph of this notice, unless
the obligation being foreclosed upon or a separate written agreement between you and your creditor
permits a longer period, you have only the legal right to stop the sale of your property by paying
the entive amount demanded by your creditor.

Nollct af Dotz TROOH (F594)




DOC #2018034356 Page 2 of 2

NOTICE OF DEFAULT AND ELECTION TO SELL UNDER DEED OF TRUST
LOAN: n/a INVESTOR LOAN #: FILEy 5699133 DL

TO FIND OUT THE AMOUNT YOU MUST PAY, OR TO ARRANGE FOR PAYMENT TO
STOP THE FORECLOSURE, OR IF YOUR PROPERTY IS IN FORECLOSURE FOR ANY
OTHER REASON, CONTACT:

THOMAS A. SPANIER Phone: (831)426-6560
C/0O FIRST AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY

330 SOQUEL AYENUE

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062

If you have any questions, you should contact a lawyer or the governmental agency which may
bave msured your loan,

Notwithstanding the fact that your property is in foreclosure, you may offer your property for sale,
provided the sale is concluded prior to the conclusion of the foreclosura,

REMEMBER, YOU MAY LOSE LEGAL RIGHTS IF YOU DO NOT

TAKE PROMPT ACTION. - .
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN: That FIRST AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY, & California soxporation §s duly
appointed Trustes under the following described Deed of Trust Cated: CB/30/2007, executed by BIG TOY STORAGE, -
LLC a California Hmited Hability company a8 Trustor, te secars cerain obligations tn favor of Morence R,
Spanler, Trastee of The Spanier Family Living Trust doted March 27¢h, 1991, an wndivided 83.4375% interosts
ond Thomas A, Spanier, B mavried man a3 his sole and separate property, an undivided 14.5626% interest , as
Beneficiary, recorded 09/19/2007, a8 Instroment No. 2007102456 Book n/a Page w/a , of Offictsl Records, in the
office of the Reconder of SONOMA County, California, describing the Iand therein: "As more Pully deseribved an gafd
* Deed of Trust, ) . . ’

including 1 note(s) for the sum of $1,500,6:00.00; thar the bonaficial interest under such Deed of Trust and the
obligations secured thereby are presently held by the beneficiary; thet & breach of, and defaudt in the obligations for
which said Deed of Trust is security has occurred in thet payment has not been made of

FANLURE TO PAY PRINCIPAL OBLIGATION IN THE AMGUNT OF $1,500,000.00, WHEN ALL DUE
AND PAYABLE SEPTEMBER 19, 2010, UNDER THE EXPRESS WRITTEN AND BEXECUTED TERMS
AND CONDITIONS OF SAID NOTE AND DEED OF TRUST; WITH INTEREST T0 ACCRUE
THEREON FROM. SEMIEMBER 9, 2007; PLUS, ACCRUED LATE CHARGES, $151,348.29; FLUS,
LOAN MODIFICATION FER, $7,500.00, WITH INTEREST T0 ACCRUE THEREON FROM OCTOBER
1, 2808; YLUS, FREVIOUSLY PAID FORECLOSURE FEES ANY CHARGES $5,985.18; PLUS,
ADVANCE FOR TAX PEFAULT IN THE AMOUNT OF $117,186.94, WITH INTEREST TO ACCRUE
THEREON FROM JUNE 27, 2014; PLUS ALL SUBSEQUENY AND PAST DUE ADVANCES THAT ARE
MADE TO FPROTECK THE SECURYTY, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO ATTORNEY AND
FORECLOSURR FERS, COSTS, AND EXVENSES.

THAT by reasom thereof the beneficiary under said Dezd of Trust, has executed and delivazed to rald duly appointed
Trusiee, a written Declaration of Defiult and Demang for Sals, and has deposited with satd duly sppointed Trustes,
such Deed of Trust and all dosuments evidenclug obligations seoured thereby, and has declased snd does hereby declare
all sums secured thereby immedintely due and payeble and has elected and does hereby elect to cause the trust propeity
to be sold io eatisfy the ebligations secured thereby.

DATE: May 8, 2018

Natiee of Doleati TWE-I0) (2AM)




Acceln Uiizen Access

Werh Location

Please note, the interattive rmaps require Sitverlight, which is not supported in Chrorme. To utilize the maps, please use
Intemaet Explorer. '

105 Fremont Dr, Sonoma, CA 95476

sl peda i
Bosroyrdd Tetailn

To see additional information under Mare Details in the sections below, click the carrot andfor the plus sign, to expand the
section.

Applicant: Project Description:
Haight Street, Inc. Request for a Use Parmit to allow a Cannabis Dispensary
sama on a 347 acre parcel servad by a well and saptic systemn in
9895 Village Center Drive a Class 1 water avafability area and in the Airport Land Use
Granite Bay, Ca, 95476 Area. There are existing storage huildings on the parcel.
Main Phone: 7073376879 . The application includes two new 5,000 square foot
Alternate Phone; buitdings, one for the cannabis dispensary, and one for
Jjessahdunn@gmait.com general retall. Hours of operation will be 7 days per week,

from B:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. There will be 3 employees
total with up to a maximum of approximately 200 parsons
per day.

} More Details

ey

About Sonoma County

Contact the County

2-1-1 information & Referral Center

Employee Resaurces

dJob Openings

Conlact the Webmaster Read Cl

PIE'EEE Public R

Mohille Applications Social Met,

Services and Information Calendar 2

Holidays - Office Closures News

Press Releases Splicitation Opportunities

STAY COMPECTED

Cantact County of Sonoma
Sign up for Updates

____\'Flnd us on Faceboolk
‘allow us on Twitter
Watch our YouTube Channe!
View Social Medfa Genter
SHARE THE BITE

tips:/iprmd sonomaconnty.ca.gov/CilizenAccess/Cap/CapDetail .aspx?Mndule=Planning&’l‘abNmne:Plnnning&caplDl==lWLN&cale:ﬂﬂﬂnu&mplDBﬂmﬁmgcmyCode




. s uALNL DINWEY LOOKUP: Address Results
Sonomy County Permit and Resource Management Department

- Website: WWw.sonomacountypermjts.ors
Address: 2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829

Phone:  (707) 565-1900
Fax:  (707) 565-1103

Permit History Lookup

This service provides convenient access to permit history information. All reasonable effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the data
provided. However, the data may be out of date or inacourate. The County of Sonoma assumes no responsibility arising from the use of this
information. This information and associated daiz are provided without warranty of any kind, either expressed or implied, including but not
limited to, the implied warranties of merchantability and fitmess for a particular purpose. Da not make any business decisions based on this datg
before validating the data with the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department.

Permit History By Address
Address: 105 Fremont Dr
Permits: 31

Permit History as of May 11, 2018

Number Date Statas Type. Descriptien Scanned
VBUI8-0454 | 4/30/2018 | Notice & Building Violation UNPERMITTED INTERIOR WALLS AND
Order ELECTRICAL TO REAR WAREHOUSE
UPCI17-0091 | 9/5/2017 | Referrals | Cannabis Use Permit Request for a Use Permit to allow a Cannabis
Sent Dispensary on a 5.47 ecre parcel served by a well
and septic system in a Class 1 water availability
area and in the Airport Land Use Area. There are
existing storage buildings on the parcel. The

application includes two new 5,000 seuare foot
buildings, one for the cannabis dispensary, and one
for general retail. Hours of operation will be 7

days per week, from 8:00 a.m. to §:00 p.m. There
wiil be 3 employees total with up to a maximum of
approximately 200 persons per day,

UPEQB-0045 | 5/19/2008 | Expired | Use Permit USE PERMIT FOR REPLACEMENT
WAREHOUSES REQUEST FOR A USE
PERMIT TO REPLACE LEGAL NON-
CONFORMING WAREHOUSES WITH
SIMILAR WAREHOUSES PURSUANT TO SEC.
26-94-010.

VGROB-0021 | 5/12/2008 | Recorded Grading/Drainage Violation FILL EXCEEDING 100 CU YDS

Number Date Status Type : : Drescription Scanned

lelpmdsunoma-ouunty.orglpermiUﬂstory_loukup.aspx?sid:lol5&num=l Os&streetcnuy-:Fremont&ﬂmhF;emont&awa:Sonomq&sul‘ﬁ xeDréedie=#Results










~ | 054"(4 eather) a

POSTED: JAN 15 2016 11:20AM PST f W e
UPBDATED: MAY 30 207 04:058M PDT
~  Address Send us a news tip Contact a Specific
Department

2 Jack London Squars NW Have a news tip? Here's
Oakland, CA 94807 how you can reach us:
: Gall the news desk: (510)




From: Karla Noyes

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: Susan Gorin; Pat Gilardi; Jani@Apothevert.com
Subject: UPC17-0094 - Fire House marijuana dispensary
Date: July 11, 2018 12:29:04 PM

Hello Crystal,

Please print these 44 pages and include them in the Board of Zoning Adjustment packet for the
marijuana dispensary at the Fire House in Glen Ellen.
https://learnaboutsam.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/SAM-Lessons-Learned-From-Marijuana-

Legalization-Digital.pdf

This document puts scientific facts to our legitimate concerns about safety and the
inappropriateness of this business in our residential neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Karla Noyes

Copies:
Susan Gorin
Pat Gilardi
Jani Friedman

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 1D or password.



LESSONS LEARNED
FROM MARIJUANA
LEGALIZATION IN FOUR
U.S. STATES AND D.C.

ag s

Reviewed by researchers from:

University of Colorado at Denver Smart

Harvard Medical School Approaches to
Marijuana

. , .
Boston Children’s Hospital preventing another big tobacco

University of Connecticut
Yale University

University of Kansas

and more

www.learnaboutsam.org




Smart
Approaches to
Marijuana

preventing another big tobacco



EXECUTIVE
HIGHLIGHTS

Colorado and Washington legalized marijuana in
2012, followed by Alaska and Oregon in 2014.
The District of Columbia legalized cultivation
and possession in 2014.

Today's highly potent marijuana represents a
growing and significant threat to public health
and safety, a threat that is amplified by a new
marijuana industry intent on profiting from heavy
use.

State laws allowing marijuana have, in direct
contradiction to federal law, permitted this
industry to flourish, influencing both policies and
policy makers. While the consequences of these
policies will not be known for decades, early
indicators are troubling.

This report, reviewed by prominent scientists
and researchers, serves as an evidence-based
guide to what we currently observe in various
states.

YOUTH AND
SCHOOL IMPACTS

Since Colorado, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, and the District
of Columbia (Washington, DC) legalized marijuana, past-month
use of the drug has continued to rise above the national average
among youth aged 12-17 in all five jurisdictions (National Survey
on Drug Use and Health [NSDUH], 2006-2017).

Alaska and Oregon are leading the nation in past-year marijuana
use among youth aged 12-17 (NSDUH, 2006-2017).

Colorado currently holds the top ranking for first-time marijuana
use among youth, representing a 65% increase in the years since
legalization (NSDUH, 2006-2017).

Young adult use (youth aged 18-25) in legalized states is
increasing (NSDUH, 2006-2017).

Colorado toxicology reports show the percentage of adolescent
suicide victims testing positive for marijuana has increased
(Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment [CDPHE],
2017).

In Anchorage, school suspensions for marijuana use and
possession increased more than 141% from 2015 (when
legalization was implemented) to 2017 (Wohlforth, 2018).

A study in Colorado found that about 50% of youth in outpatient

substance abuse treatment reported using diverted marijuana
(Wilkinson, Yarnell, Radhakrishnan, Ball, & D'Souza, 2016).



SELLING TO MINORS

¢ Washington state law enforcement has documented a total of 424 violations among
licensed marijuana businesses. Of these, 288 violations pertained to selling marijuana
to minors and 136 violations were for allowing minors access to a restricted area
(Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board [WSLCB], 2017).

* In December 2017, the Oregon Liquor Control Commission conducted
a random inspection of 66 licensed marijuana retailers and found that 16
of the businesses were selling marijuana to minors (Oregon Liquor Control
Commission [OLCC], 2018).

SOCIAL

* Washington, DC, saw public consumption and distribution arrests nearly triple
between the years 2015 and 2016. A disproportionate number of those marijuana-
related arrests occurred among African-Americans (Moyer, 2017; District of Columbia
Metropolitan Police Department [DCMPD], 2016).

e Colorado marijuana arrests for young African-American and Hispanic youth have
increased since legalization (Colorado Department of Public Safety [CDPS], 2016).

* Colorado schools that had 25% or fewer youth of color had 313 marijuana-related suspensions compared to 658
marijuana-related suspensions for schools comprised of populations with 76% or more youth of color (CDPS, 2016).




ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION NOT DECREASING

® Researchers from Oregon State University found that college students under the age of 21 who are binge drinkers
have been one of the primary groups of marijuana users after legalization (Darling, 2017).

® The gallons of alcohol consumed in Colorado since marijuana legalization have increased by 8% (Colorado
Department of Revenue [CDR], Colorado Liquor Excise Tax, 2017).

HOSPITAL AND ER VISITS

In Colorado, calls to poison control centers have risen 210% between the four-year averages before and
after recreational legalization (Rocky Mountain Poison and Drug Center [RMPCD], 2017 and Wang et al.,
2017). Washington has seen a 70% increase in calls between the three-year averages before and after
legalization (Washington State Office of Financial Management [WSOFM], 2017).

In Colorado, the annual rate of marijuana-related emergency room visits increased 35% between the
years 2011 and 2015 (CDPHE, 2017).

Central Oregon hospitals saw a nearly 2,000% increase in emergency room visits due to marijuana
poisoning, with 434 marijuana-related emergency visits in January 2016 alone, compared to a maximum
of 32 visits per month prior to legalization (Kent, 2016).

One hospital in Bend, Oregon, also had an increase in marijuana-related emergency room visits from
229 in 2012 to 2,251 in 2015; the average number of marijuana-related emergency room visits per
month in the same hospital in 2016 was 552 (Hawryluk, 2017).




COSTS RELATED TO HIGHLY POTENT
TETRAHYDROCANNABINOL (THC) BURNS

According to the Oregon Burn Center, Butane Hash Oil explosions have resulted in at least 30 burn victims
between July 2015 to July 2016, costing about $5,154,202 in total treatment costs (Oregon State Police-Drug
Enforcement Section [OSPDES], 2017).

THE BLACK MARKET

* Narcotics officers in Colorado have been busy responding to the 50% increase in illegal grow operations across
rural areas in the state (Stewart, 2017).

* In 2016 alone, Colorado law enforcement confiscated 7,116 pounds of marijuana, carried out 252 felony arrests,
and made 346 highway interdictions of marijuana headed to 36 different U.S. states (RMHIDTA, 2017).

e The U.S. mail system has also been affected by the black market, seeing an 844% increase in marijuana seizures
(RMHIDTA, 2017).

* A leaked police report in Oregon revealed that at least 70% of marijuana sales in 2016 were on the black market
and around three to five times the amount of marijuana consumed in Oregon leaves the state for illegal sales
(Hughes, 2017; Associated Press, 2017, August 14; OSPDES, 2017).

e The U.S. Attorney in Oregon reported in 2018 that “Oregon has a massive marijuana overproduction problem,”
with 2,644 pounds of marijuana in outbound postal parcels and over $1.2 million in cash seized in 2017 alone
(Williams, 2018).



CRIME

e The crime rate in Colorado has increased 11 times
faster than the rest of the nation since legalization
(Mitchell, 2017), with the Colorado Bureau of
Investigation reporting an 8.3% increase in property
crimes and an 18.6% increase in violent crimes
(Colorado Bureau of Investigation [CBI], 2017).

e A study funded by the National Institutes of Health
showed that the density of marijuana dispensaries

was linked to increased property crimes in
nearby areas (Freisthler, Gaidus, Tam, Ponicki, &
Gruenewald, 2017).

* The Boulder Police Department reported a 54%
increase in public consumption of marijuana
citations since legalization (Boulder Police
Department [BPD], 2017).

¢ |n Alaska, misdemeanor and vehicle thefts have
dramatically increased since legalization. Alaska’s
national ranking for larceny moved up from 16th to
2nd and motor vehicle theft from 16th to 5th after

marijuana became legal (Alaska Department of Public

Safety [ADPS], 2016).

e Oregon’s national ranking went from 17th to 11th
for property crime, 12th to 7th for larceny, and 13th
to 8th for motor vehicle theft, from 2014 to 2016,
respectively. (Disaster Center, n.d.).

THE WORKPLACE

e Marijuana urine test results in Washington and Colorado
are now double the national average (Quest Diagnostics,
2016).

® |nsurance claims have become a growing concern among
companies in legalized states (Hlavac & Easterly, 2016).

IMPAIRED
DRIVING

® The number of drivers in Colorado intoxicated with
marijuana and involved in fatal traffic crashes increased
88% from 2013 to 2015 (Migoya, 2017). Marijuana-related
traffic deaths increased 66% between the four-year averages
before and after legalization (National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration [NHTSA], 2017).

e Driving under the influence of drugs (DUIDs) have
also risen in Colorado, with 76% of statewide DUIDs
involving marijuana (Colorado State Patrol [CSP], 2017).

* Washington State experienced a doubling in drugged
driving fatalities in the years following legalization
(Johnson, 2016).

* |In Oregon, 50% of all drivers assessed by drug recognition
experts (DRE) in 2015 tested positive for THC (OLCC, 2015).



SINCE 2012

In 2012, Colorado and Washington voters passed referendums legalizing marijuana, accelerating the growth of a
multibillion dollar, addiction-for-profit industry, and causing negative impacts both inside and outside of those states.
We now have five years of data, lessons learned, and negative impacts affecting both families and communities.

The goal of the industry is to successfully convert young, casual users into heavy, more frequent users. Given this
nation’s addiction epidemic—deaths driven largely by opioids—the rise of lax legalization policies comes at an
especially inopportune time. In the time that the opioid epidemic has increased, the percentage of marijuana users
who are using the drug frequently has skyrocketed (Institute for Behavior and Health [IBH], n.d.). This is unsurprising,
as peer-reviewed research has revealed early marijuana use more than doubles the likelihood of opioid use later in
life (Secades-Villa, Garcia-Rodriguez, Jin, Wang, & Blanco, 2015; Olfson, Wall, Liu, & Blanco, 2017).

000 OPIOID DEATHS HAVE INCREASED,

.. |- NOT DECREASED, SINCE COLORADO
LEGALIZED MARIJUANA

« - FOR MEDICAL USE IN 2000

) ) 379 377
Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE)
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MARIJUANA POLICY
SINCE 2012

Although the full picture resulting from legalization will not be
clear for decades, we need not wait that long to understand
some key consequences.

The states that have legalized marijuana have among the
highest rates of marijuana use in the country. Other data show:

e Higher rates of marijuana-related driving fatalities.
® More marijuana-related emergency room visits,
hospitalizations, and accidental exposures.
* Expansion of a lucrative criminal market.
® Increases in marijuana-related crimes and juvenile offenses.
* Increases in workplace problems, including labor shortages
and accidents.

In 2013, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) decided to take a
hands-off approach toward legalization at the state level.

Officially, the DOJ stated it would only get involved if any of the
eight requirements laid out in the Cole Memo were violated (for
example, sales to minors or increases in drugged driving).

Unfortunately, according to the U.S. Government Accountability
Office (GAQO), the DOJ took no meaningful action even as states
were routinely in violation of the Cole Memo

(U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2015).

However, public health and safety departments

and law enforcement agencies in the states where
legalization has been in place the longest have
produced primary data and impact reports that
shine a light on how current marijuana policies

are failing to protect the health of the general
population (Northwest High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Area [NHIDTA], 2016; RMHIDTA, 2017; WSOFM,
2017; Oregon Health Authority [OHA], 2016;

Alaska Department of Public Safety [ADPS], 2016;
Washington Traffic Safety Commission [WTSC], 2016;
CDPS, 2016; OSPDES, 2017).

In 2018, guidance from the DOJ returned to pre-Cole
Memo policies, signaling uncertainty for the future of
the marijuana industry. Despite state votes, marijuana
remains illegal at the federal level and state actors
violating federal law are committing felonies and
risking significant consequences.



ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HEALTH OUTCOMES

As commercialization increases in legalized states, false
advertising of marijuana products as being “natural”

and “healthier than alcohol and tobacco” have greatly
decreased the perceived risk of harm related to marijuana
use. The main psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, THC,
has now been observed to cause

many different types of mental and

physiological health problems—

especially in children and youth.

Direct associations have been made

between the frequency of marijuana

use and higher THC potency with

the development of mental health

issues (psychosis, depression, anxiety,

suicidality, reshaping of brain matter,

and addiction) (Miller, in press;

Fischer et al., 2017). Links to lung

damage and serious cardiovascular

problems have also been found

(hypertension, myocardial infarction,

cardiomyopathy, arrhythmias, stroke,

and cardiac arrest) (Pacher, Steffens,

Hasko, Schindler, & Kunos, 2017; Hall

& Lynskey, 2016). Marijuana use during pregnancy has also
been shown to negatively affect the cognitive development
of children by increasing their risk of hyperactivity,
impulsivity, and inability to focus (Wang et al., 2017; Huizink
& Mulder, 2006).

10

Chronic adolescent marijuana use has been correlated with
cognitive impairment and a decreased ability to do well

in work or school (Finn, 2015; Meier, Hill, Small, & Luthar,
2015; Arria, Caldeira, Bugbee, Vincent, & O'Grady, 2015;
Meier et al., 2012).

Marijuana has a variety of other interactions with
mental health. While the popular view holds that
marijuana is not addictive, brain scans of marijuana
users show changes in the structure of the brain’s
reward center to be consistent with addiction
(Gilman et al., 2014). Heavy users have also been
clearly observed to have withdrawal symptoms
(Hasin, Keyes, Alderson, Wang, Aharonovich,
& Grant, 2008). In Colorado, marijuana is the
second drug most often implicated in addiction
treatment admissions, after alcohol (Colorado
Department of Health Services [CDHS], Office of
Behavioral Health, 2017). Furthermore, a number
of studies have identified marijuana’s role in the
pathway to other substance abuse. For example,
a groundbreaking study of over 30,000 Americans
showed that participants who reported marijuana
use in the previous year were 2.6 times more likely to
abuse prescription opioids (Olfson et al., 2017). Colorado
toxicology reports show the percentage of adolescent
suicide victims testing positive for marijuana has increased
(CDPHE, 2017). This is not terribly surprising, as daily
marijuana use among youth who begin before the age of 17
significantly increases the risk of suicide attempts (Silins et
al., 2014).



ADVERSE EFFECTS

ON HEALTH OUTCOMES

AVERAGE TOXICOLOGY OF SUICIDES AMONG ADOLESCENTS AGES 10-19 YEARS OLD
(WITH KNOWN TOXICOLOGY)

SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Colorado Violent Death Reporting System
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COMMERCIALIZATION:
A GROWING CONCERN

The rise of commercialization has inundated legalized communities with marijuana companies and paraphernalia.

In Colorado, this has led to more marijuana stores than McDonald’s and Starbucks combined (1,014 retail marijuana
outlets, with 394 of them being located with medical marijuana outlets, versus 600 McDonald’s and Starbucks) (RMHIDTA,
2017; RMHIDTA, personal communication, January 25, 2018).

Although marijuana industry lobbyists claim that the mass commercialization of marijuana poses little threat to society,
the evidence suggests there are a number of growing public health issues.

BUSINESS
COMPARISON
2017

SOURCE: Colorado Department of Revenue; Starbucks Coffee Company, 392 326
Corporate Office Headquarters; McDonalds Corporation, Corporate Office 297
Headquarters; Washington State Liquor & Cannabis Board. Licensing. February
26, 2018. Information obtained from https://Icb.wa.gov/sites/default/files/ 208
publications/Public_Records/2017/MarijuanaApplicants.xls; Oregon Liquor
Control Commission. http://www.oregon.gov/olcc/marijuana/Documents/
Approved_Retail_Licenses.pdf
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COMMERCIALIZATION: A GROWING CONCERN

The industry has prospered in selling marijuana-infused “edibles” that come
in the form of cookies, candy, ice cream, sodas, and other sweet treats that
are particularly appealing to children. These edibles comprise approximately
20 to 50% of the market in legalized states (where data is available), thereby
increasing their availability to children and youth who are normally unaware of
consumption serving sizes and consequences (Colorado Department of Revenue,
2015; O'Connor, Danelo, Fukano, Johnson, Law, & Shortt, 2016). The market for
marijuana flower hybrids and concentrates
continues to rise with the increase in
demand for products with higher THC
potency levels. In Seattle, Washington, the average THC potency level far 62.10%
exceeds the national average at 21.24% for marijuana flowers and 72.76% for
marijuana concentrates (NHIDTA, 2016). And mislabeling is not uncommon. 55.45%
According to Soldotna, Alaska, Police Chief Peter Mlynarik, testing of marijuana
products revealed discrepancies “... of up to 77% difference in THC potency in
the samples provided” (P. Mlynarik, personal communication, January 19, 2018).
All legal states have had numerous recalls due to poor labeling.

AVERAGE THC POTENCY
ACROSS REGIONS 2015

Source: University of Mississippi Potency Monitoring Program Report 130, Drug

Enforcement Administration, and NWHIDTA 2015: January through September; Potency 1)
Monitoring Program, Quarterly Report Number 135, National Center for Natural Products 1 7 . 1 O /0
Research (NCNPR) at the University of Mississippi, under contract with the National

Institute on Drug Abuse; Marijuana Policy Group, “Marijuana Equivalency in Portion and

Dosage (as of August 10th, 2015),” <https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/sites/default/files/
MED%20Equivalency_Final%2008 102015.pdf>, accessed May 12th, 2017.

72.76%

21.24%

Colorado [ Washington [l National

Average THC potency flower Average THC potency concentrate




HOSPITALIZATIONS, AND ER VISITS

The increase in marijuana

availability due to

legalization has led to

increasing numbers

of marijuana-related Emergency Marijuana-Related Emergency Marijuana-Related
poison control calls, Poison Control Calls in CO Poison Control Calls in WA
hospitalizations, and ER

300 286
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Source: Rocky Mountain Poison and Drug Center Report, 2016 Annual Cannabis Report




COLORADO POISON

Marijuana-related emergency 2501 m Unknown A -
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Annual regional poison center human exposure calls related to marijuana from January 1, 2000 through December 31,
2015, divided by age groups. *Counts significantly increased from previous year with a p value <0.003.  Unknown age
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Central Oregon hospitals saw a nearly 2,000% increase in emergency room visits due to marijuana poisoning, with
434 marijuana-related emergency visits in January 2016 alone, compared to a maximum of 32 visits per month prior to
legalization (Kent, 2016).

One hospital in Bend, Oregon, had an increase in marijuana-related emergency room visits from 229 in 2012 to 2,251

visits in 2015, while the average number of marijuana-related emergency room visits per month in the same hospital in
2016 was 552 cases (Hawryluk, 2017).

The increase in marijuana-related emergency room visits includes a growing number of Butane Hash Oil (BHO) burn
victims. BHO is a marijuana concentrate that yields a THC potency of 70-99% and is highly lucrative. Production involves
forcing raw marijuana and butane into a reaction chamber, which creates a highly combustible liquid that easily explodes
when introduced to an ignition source. According to the Oregon Burn Center, BHO explosions have resulted in at least
30 burn victims between July 2015 to July 2016, costing about $5,154,202 in total treatment costs (OSPDES, 2017).

In 2018, the U.S. Attorney in Oregon reported that Oregon production of BHO resulted in six separate lab explosions

in the first half of 2017 (Williams, 2018). The Oregon State Police claims that the growth of BHO lab operations since
legalization is “... arguably the most immediate cannabis threat facing the state.” (OSPDES, 2017)

MARIJUANA RELATED EMERGENCY ROOM VISITS IN CO BY AGE

Adolescents 9-17

*Rates are per 100,000

Children <9

2010-2013
I 2014-Sep 2015

Source: Colorado Hospital Association 2011-Sep 2015 as reported in Monitoring Health Concerns Related to Marijuana in Colorado: 2016, Per 100,000



The increase in marijuana-related emergency room visits includes a growing number of Butane Hash Qil (BHO) burn
victims. BHO is a marijuana concentrate that yields a THC potency of 70-99% and is highly lucrative. Production
involves forcing raw marijuana and butane into a reaction chamber, which creates a highly combustible liquid that easily
explodes when introduced to an ignition source. According to the Oregon Burn Center, BHO explosions have resulted
in at least 30 burn victims between July 2015 to July 2016, costing about $5,154,202 in total treatment costs (OSPDES,
2017). In 2018, the U.S. Attorney in Oregon reported that Oregon production of BHO resulted in six separate lab
explosions in the first half of 2017 (Williams, 2018). The Oregon State Police claims that the growth of BHO lab
operations since legalization is “... arguably the most immediate cannabis threat facing the state.” (OSPDES, 2017)




IMPACTS ON YOUTH AND
YOUNG ADULTS

Since Colorado, Washington,
Oregon, Alaska, and the District of
Columbia allowed for marijuana,
past-month use of the drug has
continued to rise above the national
average among youth aged 12-17 in
all four states and Washington, DC.

Legalized states are leading the nation
in past-year marijuana use among youth
aged 12-17 (NSDUH,
Colorado
the top ranking
for  first-time marijuana
use among youth, representing a 65%
increase in the years since legalization.

2006-2016). #
currently holds

NSDUH, 2006-2016). The number
of youth arrested for marijuana
increased from 2015 to 2016 (CBI,
2017), and the percentage of youth
on probation testing positive for
marijuana in Colorado has also

increased each year since legalization
(DPS, 2017).

% of youth ages 10-17 on probation testing positive for marijuana since

legalization in CO

31.91%

28.37%

34.40% 34.83%

33.77%

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016



YOUNG ADULTS

Despite the claims of pot-industry lobbyists that legalization
will not affect young adult and youth use, the data show
people are radically increasing their rate of consumption
(IBH, n.d.). One recent study showed increased use by
14-18 year olds with newer forms of consumption—vaping
and edibles (Borodovsky, Lee, Crosier, Gabrielli, Sargent,

& Budney, 2017). About 62% of Oregon 11th graders have
reported “very easy” access to marijuana, with many of
them reporting marijuana acquisition coming primarily from
friends (OHA, 2016).

Additionally, marijuana dispensary density has been linked
to more use among youth, with 16% of 11th graders
reporting marijuana use in areas with less dispensary density
compared to 23% of the same age group reporting use in
more retail-dense areas (Hatch, 2017).

Another study conducted in Oregon found that as medical
marijuana users and growers increased in a community,
marijuana use among youth also increased, in part because
of social acceptance of the drug (Paschall, Grube, & Biglan,
2017).

The most recognized survey on the prevalence of drug
use among U.S. households is the National Survey on
Drug Use and Health (NSDUH). According to NSDUH
data, marijuana use in all four legalized states and the
District of Columbia has continued to increase since
legalization.

Unfortunately, state studies such as the Healthy Kids
Colorado Survey (HKCS) have muddied the waters.
This particular study has been rejected by the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) due to its
unsound methodology.

The study omits some of the largest counties in the state
(e.g. Jefferson, Douglas, and El Paso counties) and has a
standard of statistical significance set much higher than
average, meaning only differences in use rates far greater
than normal are recognized as significant (Murray, 2016).
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IMPACTS ON YOUTH AND
YOUNG ADULTS

PASTMONTH MARIJUANA USE OF COLLEGE
According to data from the NSDUH, the AGE 18-25 YEARS OLD

average rate of regular teen marijuana use

in the legalized states of Alaska, Colorado,
Oregon, and Washington is 30% higher than
the U.S. rate as a whole (NSDUH, 2006-2017).

Almost a third of all 18-25 year olds in legal
states used marijuana in the past month, up
from around one-fifth 10 years ago.

In Alaska, youth use is up more than 20% since
before legalization. In Colorado, use among

people 18 and over has increased, as well as

) District of
use among yOUng adU|t$. U.S. average Colorado Washington Oregon Alaska Columbia
W 2005-2006 16.42% 21.43% 20.052% 18.568% 19.544% 19.614%
W 2006-2007 16.34% 22.21% 19.055% 18.432% 18.813% 23.974%
|n CO|OradO in 2005_2006 7 é% O.F 12_1 7 W 2007-2008 16.45% 23.44% 17.336% 21.890% 20.278% 23.724%
7.
.. . 2008-2009 % 28% . % . % . % . %
year O|d$ used marljuaﬂa in the paSt month, | 17.42% 24.28% 17.194% 23.871% 25.157% 19.589%
W 2009-2010 18.39% 26.35% 22.740% 23.880% 24.460% 21.140%
compared to 9.1% currently (NSDUH, 2006-
. . . W 2010-2011 18.78% 27.26% 25.560% 25.354% 24.307% 23.076%
2017). While that number is lower than in
W 2011-2012 18.89% 26.81% 23.444% 25.806% 24.774% 24.488%
recent years, we do not know how many
W 2012-2013 18.91% 29.05% 25.555% 23.387% 21.062% 25.529%
of these users are heavy users. In Oregon,
X X m 2013-2014 19.32% 31.24% 24.468% 24.853% 21.301% 24.722%
monthly useby yOUth IS up Slnce |aSt year’ M 2014-2015 19.70% 31.75% 21.867% 26.294% 25.020% 26.194%
and In WaShlngton It IS up since 2008_2009 M 2015-2016 20.30% 32.20% 23.30% 30.60% 27.65% 32.39%

(NSDUH, 2006-2017).

W 2005-2006 W 2006-2007 W 2007-2008 m 2008-2009 m 2009-2010 m 2010-2011
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18-25 Year-Old Monthly Marijuana Use
IMPACTS ON

Legal vs. Non-Legal State Averages
YOUTH AND
YO U N G AD U LTS 25 0005% EI\E(ZnZIZezgézlzjezc:I States= 18% increase in use

19.79% 19.89%

20.000%
16.79%
15.000%
Some industry backers also claim that
loosening marijuana laws will decrease 10.000%
alcohol use among consumers. But the
o : ) :
pposite has been observed in legalized 5 000%
states.

30.000% Legalized States+DC= 48% increase in use 29.23%

The gallons of alcohol consumed in Colorado 0.000% -2005-2006 - -2015-2016 -
since marijuana legalization have increased Bl ool sate avrages (IR

8% and the amount of alcohol consumed Source: NSDUH. 2017

in Washington, Oregon, and Alaska has ' '

either remained constant or increased since

legalization (Haughwout & Slater, 2017; CDR, GALLONS OF ALCOHOL CONSUMED IN CO, 2010-2016
201 7). 147,488,339

143,468,372
142,970,403

Furthermore, researchers from Oregon State
University found that college students who
are binge drinkers under the age of 21 have
been one of the primary groups of marijuana
users after legalization (Darling, 2017).

141,184,231

136,778438 434 189 856

135,824,179
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Source: Colorado Department of Revenue, Colorado Liquor Excise Tax
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BLACK MARKET ACTIVITY

Commercialization advocates have long argued that legalization will reduce black market marijuana activity in legalized states.
However, criminal activity has only been amplified as highway interdiction seizures and confiscation of illegal marijuana growing
operations become increasingly common. A special media investigation revealed in 2018 that a record number of packages were
mailed to or from Colorado through the U.S. Postal Service, up to 934 from 805 (Larson, 2018). The number was 234 in 2012.

In 2016 alone, Colorado law enforcement confiscated 7,116 pounds of marijuana, carried out 252 felony arrests, and made
346 highway interdictions of marijuana headed to 36 different U.S. states (RMHIDTA, 2017). The U.S. mail system has also
been affected by the black market, seeing an 844% increase in postal marijuana seizures (RMHIDTA, 2017). Narcotics officers in

Colorado have been busy responding to the 50% increase in illegal growing operations across rural areas in the state (Stewart,
2017).

Legalization has made it easier for the black market to thrive in rural areas due to the difficulties involved in distinguishing
between legal and criminal marijuana farms. About $6.5 million worth of illegal marijuana was confiscated by federal agencies
in the White River National Forest in Aspen, Colorado, and 9,200 illegal marijuana plants were found growing on islands in the
middle of the Colorado River (Associated Press, September 29, 2017; Roy, 2017). The ability to hide black market activity in
legalized states has encouraged drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) and Mexican cartels to begin growing marijuana illegally
within the United States and there is now a strong presence of cartel activity in Alaska (ADPS, 2016).

Oregon has been a hub of black market activity since legalization. A leaked police report in Oregon revealed that at least 70% of
marijuana sales in 2016 were on the black market and around three to five times the amount of marijuana consumed in Oregon
leaves the state for illegal sales (Hughes, 2017; Associated Press, 2017, August 14; OSPDES, 2017). The U.S. Attorney in Oregon
reported in 2018 that “Oregon has a massive marijuana overproduction problem,” with 2,644 pounds of marijuana in outbound
postal parcels and over $1.2 million in cash seized in 2017 alone (Williams, 2018). In the last half of 2017, $1 million in cash linked
to marijuana transactions was seized at Portland International Airport. Law enforcement across 16 states have reported marijuana
seizures coming from Oregon (Williams, 2018). Lancaster County sheriff's deputies in Nebraska arrested a licensed marijuana
processor from Oregon who was intending to distribute the 110 pounds of raw marijuana and 25 pounds of shatter (super high
potency THC wax) in his vehicle (R. Johnson, 2017).



BLACK MARKET ACTIVITY
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TRENDS IN CRIME SINCE
LEGALIZATION

Apart from black market activity, legalization has potentially exacerbated other crimes as well. Though

it cannot be said that crime has increased because of legalization, some trends are worth noting.

The crime rate in Colorado has increased 11 times faster than the rest of the nation since legalization
(Mitchell, 2017), with the Colorado Bureau of Investigation reporting an 8.3% increase in property crimes
and 18.6% increase in violent crimes (CBI, 2017).

Along with the increase in property crimes, the Boulder Police Department has reported a 54% increase
in marijuana public consumption citations since legalization (BPD, 2017).

According to Alaska law enforcement reports, misdemeanor and vehicle thefts have dramatically
increased since legalization. Alaska’s national ranking for property crimes moved from 21st to 3rd and
burglaries from 31st to 14th after legalization. Alaska’s national ranking for larcenies also moved up from
16th to 2nd and vehicle thefts from 16th to 5th after marijuana became legal (ADPS, 2016).

Since legalization in 2014 to 2016, Oregon’s national ranking went from 17th to 11th for property crime,
12th to 7th for larceny, and 13th to 8th for motor vehicle theft (Disaster Center, n.d.).
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MARIJUANA-RELATED
CRIME AND OFFENSES
SINCE LEGALIZATION

A link between looser laws and crime has been explored in the
scientific literature. A study funded by the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) showed that the density of marijuana dispensaries
was linked to increased property crimes in nearby areas.
Researchers found that Denver, Colorado, neighborhoods
adjacent to marijuana businesses saw 84 more property crimes
each year than neighborhoods without a marijuana shop nearby
(Freisthler et al., 2017).

Many young people hear the message that “pot is legal,” but are
unaware (or unconcerned) that public use is not. In Anchorage,
school suspensions for marijuana increased more than 141% from
2015 to 2017, after legalization was implemented. “Because it's
legal in the community, | think, the stigma around marijuana use is
decreasing,” said Joe Zawodny, director of secondary education
for the school district. “The data would seem to say there is
increasing use” (Wohlforth, 2018).

Since 2012, the percentage of Colorado suspensions for
marijuana has risen from 17% to 23%, and marijuana remains the
top offense in school (Munoz et al., 2017).

% OF TOTAL STUDENT
OFFENSES THAT ARE
MARIJUANA-RELATED BY
ACADEMIC YEARIN CO

*Data encompasses all marijuana-related elementary,
middle, and high school offenses occurring on school
property or at school sponsored events.

-2012-2014 - -2014-2016 -

Source: Munoz E, Flick P, Lucero L, English K. Summary of Law Enforcement and District Attorney Reports of Student Contacts: 2012-2014,
2014-2015, 2015-2016. Colorado Department of Public Safety.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ARRESTS FOR
PUBLIC MARIJUANA USE &
MARIJUANA DISTRIBUTION, 2015-2016

400
ARRESTS

220
ARRESTS
142
ARRESTS

80
ARRESTS

Arrests for marijuana distribution

Arrests for public marijuana use

.2015 .2016

Source: Moyer JW. D.C. arrests for public use of marijuana nearly tripled last year. The Washington Post. July 11, 2017.

IMPACTS OF
LEGALIZATION

ON COMMUNITIES
OF COLOR

As pro-marijuana lobbyists argue that marijuana
legalization will increase social justice in
legalized states, disparities among use and
criminal offense rates continue among race,
ethnicity, and income levels. The District

of Columbia saw public consumption and
distribution arrests nearly triple between the
years 2015 and 2016, and a disproportionate
number of those marijuana-related arrests
occur among African-Americans (Moyer, 2017;
DCMPD, 2016).

Colorado has seen a similar trend among

its student population with the number of
marijuana-related offenses in schools linked
to the proportion of youth of color enrolled.
Colorado schools that had 25% or fewer
youth of color had 313 marijuana-related
suspensions compared to 658 marijuana-
related suspensions for schools comprised of
populations with 76% or more youth of color
(CDPS, 2016).




IMPACTS OF LEGALIZATION ON
COMMUNITIES OF COLOR

Furthermore, juvenile marijuana-related arrests have increased among African-American and Hispanic teens in Colorado
after legalization. Between 2012 and 2014, the percentage of Hispanic and African-American arrests for teens under

18 years old increased 29% and 58%, respectivtely (CDPS, 2016). With the advent of legalization, communities of

color are subject to disproportionate targeting by marijuana facilities. In Los Angeles, the majority of dispensaries have
opened primarily in African-American communities (Thomas & Freisthler, 2017). An overlay of socioeconomic data

with the geographic location of pot shops in Denver shows marijuana stores are located primarily in disadvantaged

neighborhoods.

3,400
3,234

MARIJUANA-RELATED
JUVENILE ARRESTS IN CO BY
RACE/ETHNICITY, 2012-2014

Source: Colorado Department of Public Safety (March 2016)

2012 2014 2012 2014 2012 2014 2012 2014

+5% -8% +29% +58%

Total junvenile pot- Whites Hispanics Blacks
related arrests
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IMPACTS OF LEGALIZATION ON
COMMUNITIES OF COLOR
AND LOW INCOME POPULATIONS

Marijuana legalization has touched on issues Another study by the American College of
related to income. In Colorado, those with Obstetricians and Gynecologists reported

a household income below $25,000 had a that young women from lower income

20% current-use rate compared to a 11% levels have a 15-28% rate of marijuana use
rate among households with income levels of ~ during pregnancy. Up to 60% of these young
$50,000 or greater (CDPS, 2016). women continue marijuana use throughout

pregnancy due to a decreased perception
The National Survey on Drug Use and Health  of risk and stigma (American College of
found that 28% of women living in low-income  Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 2017).
areas tested positive for marijuana use during
pregnancy (Foeller & Lyell, 2017).




IMPACT OF
LEGALIZATION
ON HOMELESSNESS

The easy availability of marijuana after legalization also
appears to have a possible link to Colorado’s growing
homeless population. While overall U.S. homelessness
decreased between 2013 and 2014 as the country moved
out of the recession, Colorado was one of 17 states that
saw homeless numbers increase during that time.

Perhaps not coincidentally, it was also when Colorado
legalized “recreational-use” marijuana and allowed
retail sales to begin. The U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development reported a 13% increase in
Colorado’s homeless population from 2015 and 2016
(Acuna, 2017). That number may be low, as the rate of
homelessness among Colorado children has increased
50% (Zubrzycki, 2016).

Business owners and officials in Durango, Colorado,
testify that the resort town “suddenly became a haven for
recreational pot users, drawing in transients, panhandlers,
and a large number of homeless drug addicts” (Kolb,
2017).
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IMPACT OF
LEGALIZATION ON THE
ENVIRONMENT

Legalization and the industry it has created have caused irreparable
damage to rainforests and other elements of the ecosystem. In California,
farms generating marijuana crops have polluted plants and other natural
life to the point of being hazardous to surrounding communities (Bernstein,
2017). Additionally, pollution caused by illegal grow sites has inflicted
animal casualties. The poison used to reduce rodent population at farms
has in turn killed large numbers of spotted owls, a species marked as
“threatened” according to the Endangered Species Act (Chua, 2018).

The full effects of the industry on the natural environment are only
beginning to be recognized. These impacts occur even under a so-called
“regulated” environment, as the vast amounts of water and electricity
needed to power marijuana farms are damaging to the environment.

Because the black market for marijuana in legalized states like Colorado
has not abated, abuse and degradation of public lands from illegal grows
has continued (Colorado Springs Gazette, 2015). For example, in 2015 the
DOJ announced a wave of prosecutions on federal land resulting in seizure
of 20,000 marijuana plants and over 300 kilograms of dried marijuana in
Colorado. Suspects included Mexican nationals with ties to transnational
criminal groups (U.S. Attorney’s Office, 2015).

In 2017, four years after Colorado legalized pot, officials found more than
7,000 illegal plants on federal land in the San Isabel National Forest. It was
the fifth illegal grow found in that area since the year legalization passed
(Nicholson, 2017).




IMPACT OF
LEGALIZATION ON THE
ENVIRONMENT

Power consumption is a similar story. In 2012,
marijuana growing consumed 1% of the nation’s
electricity, and since that time marijuana cultivation
has expanded significantly. That is six times the
amount of power the entire U.S. pharmaceutical
industry uses and it can be expected to rise if
cultivation and consumption continues to escalate
due to legalization (Mills, 2012).

The energy to produce a single joint emits 3 pounds
of carbon dioxide, which is comparable to leaving

a TV on for over 15 hours (Agence France-Presse,
2015). This enormous energy use derives from

both the quantity of marijuana grown and the large
amount of energy it demands. Marijuana is almost

four times more energy intensive than oil or coal
(Mills, 2012).

It uses so much power that indoor marijuana
production in Colorado is responsible for 2% of the
state’s electrical load and 45% of all new electricity
demand coming online (Crombie, 2016). In fact,
Mother Jones magazine indicated that the marijuana
market “has placed a huge burden on the grid that
distributes electricity throughout the state” (Mock,
2015).
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IMPACT OF
LEGALIZATION ON THE
WORKFORCE

Marijuana legalization has had serious ramifications
for businesses across legalized states. Increased
marijuana availability and use has also increased the
number of employees testing positive for marijuana
in the workforce. In the 3-year period following
legalization in Colorado and Washington (2013-
2016), positive oral-fluid test results for marijuana
use increased almost 75%, from 5.1 to 8.9 percent
(Quest Diagnostics, 2016). Marijuana urine test
results in Washington and Colorado are now double
the national average (Quest Diagnostics, 2016).

This growing demand for marijuana has made
it difficult to find employees who can pass a
preemployment drug test. Colorado construction

company GE Johnson was forced to hire out-of-state

construction workers because too many Coloradans
were failing preemployment drug tests (“Drug use a
problem,” 2015).

A study conducted in Washington during 2011-2014

found that the percentage of work-related injuries
and illnesses was significantly higher (8.9%) among
marijuana users than non-users (Marcum, Chin,
Anderson, & Bonauto, 2017).

Insurance claims have become a growing concern

among companies in legalized states because if
marijuana use is allowed or drug testing ignored,
employers are at risk of liability claims when a
marijuana-related injury or illness occurs onsite (Hlavac
et al., 2016).

The issue is further complicated by pro-marijuana
advocates who are pushing to eliminate workplace
drug testing policies—essentially stating that regardless
of the outcome, employees should be permitted

to use marijuana without the risk of professional
consequences.

% INCREASE IN POSITIVITY RATE FOR
WORKPLACE MJ URINE TESTS

Source: Quest Diagnostics. Drug Testing Index.
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DRUGGED DRIVING

Drugged driving and motor vehicle fatalities have increased in states that have legalized
recreational marijuana. According to a 2014 report by the Fatality Analysis Reporting System
(FARS), about 50% of fatal crashes nationally involved drivers whose blood tests were
positive for THC (WTSC, 2016). In states where marijuana is legalized, collision claims have
also increased: the number of drivers in Colorado intoxicated with marijuana and involved

in fatal traffic crashes increased 88% from 2013-2015 and marijuana-related traffic deaths
increased 66% between the four-year averages before and after legalization (Highway Loss
Data Institute, 2017; Migoya, 2017; National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), Colorado Department of Transportation, 2017).

According to AAA, Washington experienced a doubling in drugged-driving fatalities in the
years following legalization (Johnson, 2016).

The percentage of marijuana offenses among those driving under the influence of drugs
(DUIDs) have also risen in Colorado, with 76% of statewide DUIDs involving marijuana (CSP,
2017). When alcohol is added, the percentage number is 17%, a 25% increase since 2012.

In Oregon, 50% of all drivers assessed by DREs in 2015 tested positive for THC. Toxicology
reports show that the rate of drivers testing positive for THC has increased at a consistent
rate, resulting in an increase in THC-related impaired driving (OLCC, 2016). Unfortunatley,
Alaska does not have reliable DUID data available.

While many factors contribute to pedestrian fatalities, it turns out that states that legalized
marijuana for medical and/or recreational use saw a 16.4 percent surge in such deaths in the
first six months of 2017 compared to the first six months of 2016, while nonlegal states saw a
drop of 5.8 percent in pedestrian fatalities over the same time (Boudette, 2018).
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DRUGGED DRIVING
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Source: Colorado State Patrol, CSP Citations for Drug
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Policy makers and the public need real-time data on both the consequences of legalization and the
related monetary costs. Meanwhile, the industry’s influence on policy should be significantly curtailed.
SAM recommends research efforts and data collection focus on the following categories:

Emergency room and hospital admissions related to marijuana.

Marijuana potency and price trends in the legal and illegal markets.

School incidents related to marijuana, including representative data sets.

Extent of marijuana advertising toward youth and its impact.

Marijuana-related car crashes, including THC levels even when testing positive for alcohol.
Mental health effects of marijuana.

Admissions to treatment and counseling intervention programs.

Cost of implementing legalization from law enforcement to regulators.

Cost of mental health and addiction treatment related to increased marijuana use.
Cost of needing but not receiving treatment.

Effect on the market for alcohol and other drugs.

Cost to workplace and employers, and impact on employee productivity.

Smart
Approaches to
Marijuana

preventing another big tobacco




ABOUT SMART APPROACHES
TO MARIJUANA (SAM)

Comprising the top scientists and thinkers in the marijuana research and practice field, SAM works to bridge the gap
between the public’s understanding of marijuana and what science tells us about the drug. At the local, state, tribal,
and federal levels, SAM seeks to align marijuana policy and attitudes about the drug with 21st-century science, which
continues to show how marijuana use harms the mind and body. SAM argues against extremes in marijuana policy and
opposes both incarceration for low-level use and blanket legalization, favoring instead a health-based approach to
marijuana. Learn more at www.learnaboutsam.org.

SAM SCIENCE ADVISORS:
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Hoover Adger, MD—Professor of Pediatrics and
Director of Adolescent Medicine, Johns Hopkins
University

Judge Arthur Burnett—National Executive
Director, National African American Drug Policy
Coalition

Eden Evins, MD, MPH—Associate Professor of
Psychiatry, Harvard Medical School

Stuart Gitlow, MD, MPH, MBA—Past President,
American Society of Addiction Medicine

Sion Harris, PhD—Center for Adolescent
Substance Abuse Research at Boston Children’s
Hospital

Marilyn Huestis, PhD—Adjunct Professor,
University of Maryland School of Medicine

Yifrah Kaminer, MD—Professor of Psychiatry

and Pediatrics, University of Connecticut and
Injury Prevention Center at Connecticut Children’s
Medical Center

Sharon Levy, MD, MPH—Assistant Professor of
Pediatrics, Harvard Medical School

Kimber Richter, MD, PhD—Professor of
Preventive Medicine and Public Health, University
of Kansas

Paula Riggs, MD—Associate Professor of
Psychiatry, University of Colorado Denver

Christine Miller, PhD—Retired Neuroscientist,
MillerBio and Johns Hopkins University

Christian Thurstone, MD—Associate Professor of
Psychiatry, University of Colorado

Krishna Upadhya, MD, MPH—Assistant Professor
of Pediatrics, Children’s National Health System,
Washington, D.C.

Kathryn Wells, MD—Associate Professor of
Pediatrics, University of Colorado Denver

Aaron Weiner, PhD—Director of Addiction
Services, Linden Oaks Behavioral Healthcenter,
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Crystal Acker

From: Sharon Church <vicki-sharon@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: July 18, 2018 6:18 PM

To: Crystal Acker

Subject: UPC17-0094 Proposed Cannabis Dispensary at Arnold Drive/Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA

Dear Ms. Acker,

| am a 25-year resident of Marty Drive in Glen Ellen. The former fire station site currently
proposed for a cannabis dispensary is at the entrance to our residential neighborhood. Although |
voted to legalize marijuana, a residential neighborhood is not the appropriate location for a

dispensary. | think this is obvious, but since it is not obvious to the applicant and perhaps others,
my reasoning is below:

e Sonoma County requires a cannabis dispensary be 100 feet from a residential lot. The adjacent property at
15465 Arnold Drive is a single-family home. The adjacent property on Madrone Road is Rancho Market and apartments
surround the market and the aforementioned single-family home. Across Madrone Road and Arnold Drive are single
family homes.

o The application states that the apartment upstairs will no longer be rented due to the cannabis

dispensary. This supports the fact that the dispensary should be located elsewhere. It eliminates a housing unit at a
time when all know there is the need for more, a problem exacerbated by the 2017 fires. The existing office use of
the property and the residential rental unit have coexisted nicely with the neighborhood, but a cannabis dispensary
requires upgraded security and exterior lighting, and poses risks due to the cash nature of the business. Crime could be
drawn to our remote residential neighborhood due to perceived large amounts of cash and the availability of processed
cannabis products as well as plant starts.

¢ The parking is inadequate. The application states on page 41 that the business will use 1,891 square feet on the
ground/mezzanine floors. The building totals 3,847 square feet, but the dispensary, which claims it will use 49% of
the square footage, will use ALL of the parking as shown on the parking site plan (A1.01) included with the
application. Are we to believe that nearly 2,000 square feet of space will remain unused? That is simply unrealistic.

o The visitor parking area of 11 spaces plus one handicap space could be inadequate at peak times. The
application forecasts an average of 150 patients per day during the first year, with business hours of 10-7 Monday —
Saturday. That equates to an average of 17 cars per hour (150/9 = 16.67). More than 17 cars per hour can be expected
during peak times in a lot which accommodates no more than 12 vehicles.

o The proposed six-foot opaque fence along Madrone Road will eliminate critical lines of site and will be visually
forbidding and unattractive. It is placed right up against the sidewalk and violates County set-back

ordinances. Patrons backing out of the parking spaces at Rancho Market will not be able to see pedestrians or
eastbound vehicles that may be waiting to turn left into the market parking area.

¢ The electronic gate to access the proposed Madrone Road fenced area for employee parking and deliveries
will create traffic and safety issues as westbound vehicles will need to stop in the lane to wait for the gate to open. If
an effort is made by eastbound vehicles to turn left into the driveway, the Madrone/Arnold intersection traffic will be
impacted and accidents will be likely.

¢ The application consistently refers to the Madrone Road side of the building as “the back of the building”. It is
not the back and in fact, it presents as the front. This is important since a six-foot fence at the back of a property
would not seem to be a problem, but this will be like placing a six-foot fence at the sidewalk in front of a structure. Totally
unacceptable and will cause others to think they can do the same. | do not want our neighborhood to look like a slum with
the message that it is necessary to hide behind a fence. Clearly the dispensary belongs in a large retail area.

e Applicant has another application pending at Eighth Street East/Fremont Drive in Sonoma. Since plant starts
will be sold at the proposed Arnold Drive/Madrone Road site, | wonder if she has another application for a growing
facility. The total impact of the applicant’s various applications should be analyzed since segmenting them individually
could be misleading. In addition, | am concerned that the unused 2,000 square feet of space at the Arnold Drive/Madrone
Road facility could ultimately be used as a grow facility to produce the plant starts from seed.



There are too many significant issues at this site which cannot be mitigated and the project should

Sharon Church

15241 Marty Drive

Glen Ellen, CA 95442
707-287-5299
vicki-sharon@sbcglobal.net
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DocuSign Envelope |ID: 382EF6A6-AB5B-4DA6-BEA9-14F98A033BA3

August 2018

To: Sonoma County Planning & Resource Management and Board of Zoning Adjustments

I’m offering my support for Apothevert, the Glen Ellen medical cannabis dispensary due
for permit approval. | agree that Apothevert management has met all the county’s
requirements, including zoning, and should be granted their permit.

Thank you.
DocuSigned by:
WH S(/\MA/\M Matt Sevenau
. ~——421252E66C634F7... R
Signature Printed Name

Local Address for Resident Verification Only (address will not be published or shared)

Email (optional and will not be published or shared)

Phone (optional and will not be published or shared)

A

APOTHEVERT



August 2013

To: Sonoma County Planning & Resource Management and Board of Zoning Adjustments

I’'m offering m

; Y support for Apothevert, the Glen Ellen medical cannabis dispensary due

or pgrmit approval. | agree that Apothevert management has met all the county’s
requirements, including zoning, and should be granted their permit.

Thank you.
A Zw T Ve
Signature

Printed Name

I —————————

Local Address for Resident Verification bnly (address will not be published or sharevd) )

Email (optional and will not be published or shared)

Phone (optional and will not be published or shared)
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Crystal Acker

From: Paul Morrison <pmorrison@marinwater.org>

Sent: August 13, 2018 11:27 AM

To: Crystal Acker

Cc: 'Ricardo Capretta'; Karla Noyes (Karla@KarlaNoyes.com); dave.palmgren1@gmail.com

Subject: FW: Community Message: 3 men arrested after tying up, attempting to shoot victim at SR Pot
Farm.

Hi Crystal, please add this most recent cannabis crime to the list of complaints from the local residents. Also, please
send me the updated traffic study that was sent in by the applicant and an update on when this item will be reviewed by
the BOZ.

Thanks,

Paul Morrison
Engineering Support Services Manager

Serving Marin since 1912

Marin Municipal Water District
220 Nellen Avenue

Corte Madera, CA 94925
415-945-1535 Fax 415-945-1599
pmorrison@marinwater.org

From: Ricardo Capretta [mailto:rcapretta@capretta.com]

Sent: Monday, August 13, 2018 10:49 AM

To: Paul Morrison

Subject: FW: Community Message: 3 men arrested after tying up, attempting to shoot victim at SR Pot Farm.

Lot of violent crimes right now related to cannabis. FYI.

You will not receive text messages until you enable delivery. On your phone, text "YES" to the number 415-702-
0993 to opt in. If 416-699-8242 is not your mobile phone, please login to update your settings.

Message sent via Nixle | Go to nixle.com | Unsubscribe

Sonoma County Sheriff's Office







Community: 3 men arrested after tying up, attempting to shoot victim at SR Pot
Farm.

Dear Lisa Capretta,

Deputies from the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office arrested three men after they beat, tied up and attempted to
shoot a former coworker at a marijuana farm. The call came out yesterday at about 7:30 AM in the 6500 block
of St. Helena Rd in Santa Rosa. The caller, Moises Calvillo-Chavez, who later turned out to be one of three
suspects, called the Sheriff’s Office stating the former head grower for their marijuana farm was going crazy
and had been tied up to a chair but he let him go.

Deputies responded to the area and found the victim walking barefoot in the road nearby. The victim, a 43-
year-old Santa Rosa man had a broken wooden chair arm taped to his arm with duct tape. He also had
abrasions on his arms and ankles from what appeared to be duct tape.

The victim told deputies that he was the former head marijuana grower on the farm at this location but was
recently replaced by one of the suspects, 34-year-old Moises Calvillo-Chavez of El Cajon. They have had
ongoing disagreements over the past week as the victim taught Calvillo-Chavez the business. The victim had
originally been living on the property but due to the disagreements, he has been staying at a neighbor’s home.

At about 2:00 AM yesterday, the victim and Calvilo-Chavez had a phone conversation and a disagreement broke
out where verbal mutual threats were exchanged. Calvillo-Chavez soon after showed up in a truck with two of
his friends, Chad Canup, 32 of Garberville and Salvador Martinez, 22 of Lakeside, CA.

Calvilllo-Chavez had a .22 caliber rifle with him as he exited the truck. Calvillo-Chavez pointed the rifle at the
victim and tried to shoot him several times but the gun malfunctioned and did not fire. Calvillo-Chavez then hit
the victim on the back of the head with the stock of the gun. When the victim fell to the ground, all three
suspects repeatedly hit and kicked him in the head.

They tied up the victim’s hands and ankles with a thin rope and threw him in a the victim’s truck and drove to
the main house on the property where they duct taped him to a chair and held him for several hours as they
interrogated him.

When the suspects left the victim alone, the victim was able to break the chair and escape, running barefoot
out of the house and to the street. The victim was treated by paramedics at the scene for a contusion to the
back of his head but did not require hospitalization.

All three suspects were located near the home on the property and were arrested without incident. At the
scene, detectives later found the broken chair, duct tape, an axe and a .22 caliber rifle, all consistent with the
victim’s statement. Ultimately all three suspects were booked into the Sonoma County Jail on charges of
attempted murder, robbery, kidnapping, burglary, conspiracy, false imprisonment and vehicle theft. They
remain in custody on $1.2 million bail.

The cultivators of the marijuana grow have filed for a county permit and any violations will be handled through
Permit Sonoma.

Pictured in order is Calvillo-Chavez, Canup, Martinez.



Prepared by: Sgt. Spencer Crum
Media Inquiries: 707-565-3941
CR: 170812008

For full details, view this message on the web.

Sent by Sonoma County Sheriff's Office
2796 Ventura Ave, Santa Rosa, CA 95403

To manage your email settings, click here. To update your account settings, login here.
If you prefer not to receive future emails, unsubscribe here.

Powered by Nixle
© 2018 Everbridge, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Crystal Acker

From: Karla Noyes <Karla@KarlaNoyes.com>

Sent: December 20, 2018 9:57 AM

To: Crystal Acker; Susan Gorin

Cc: Pat Gilardi

Subject: RE: UPC17-0094; 15499 Arnold Drive - pot dispensary in neighborhood

Happy Holidays, Susan, Crystal and Pat!

Crystal, please print this article and attach it to the ‘neighbors complaint’ stack for the proposed project.
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/marijuana-store-leicester-massachusetts-causes-headaches-residents/?ftag=CNM-00-

10aag7e

This article, while not completely parallel to our situation is very close. Because the county has a limit of 9 dispensaries,
and cities in the county are strictly limiting the number of dispensaries, we truly believe our peaceful neighborhood will
become a high-traffic destination. Our streets and intersections will be heavily, and negatively, impacted. (End of rant,
don’t get me started ©: traffic, pedestrians, school bus stop right outside the front door of the dispensary, nearby
apartment building with lots of kids... sorry, I’'m trying to restrain myself.)

Basically, we still don’t want that business in our neighborhood.

Many of us think that the Siesta Shopping Center (at the corner of Hwy. 12 and Siesta) would be an ideal location:
PLENTY of parking, a major intersection with a traffic light to moderate and manage traffic; and its zoned C2. Perfect.
And it has vacancies. And then there’s the additional benefits of a movie theater and a restaurant in the same center. It
sounds like a perfect date-night location to me. Plus the increased circulation of local money through local businesses
for a multiplier effect. What’s not to love? Siesta it is!

Thank you for your consideration.
Best wishes for the holiday season!
Karla Noyes

15549 Brookview Drive
Sonoma, CA 95476
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Community leaders in Leicester, Massachusetts, where one of the state's two legal Callfornia

pot shops opened last week, called an emergency town meeting Monday night to

address the customer traffic that's flooding the small town and frustrating Holiday forecast: East coast

residents. storm to slam Christmas
travelers

Legal marijuana sales in the state are already booming with the two stores

reporting more than $2.2 million in sales — over 56,000 marijuana products — Homecoming: sailors reunite

during their first five days of business. At Cultivate in Leicester, people line up with loved ones

outside hours before the shop even opens and cars jam the street outside.

Tensions ran high at Monday's meeting where Leicester residents fumed over how El Chapo trial: Jury hears

the success of the Cultivate marijuana shop has turned their quiet neighborhood Guzman bargain for heroin in

into busy shopping hub. secretly recorded phone calls

"We have cars outside our house 77 days a week, 12 hours a day," one woman said.
Added another, "I can't even get out of my driveway! It took me 20 minutes to get
out of my driveway today alone!"

Follow Us

"We did not anticipate the thousands of vehicles that come here on a daily basis,"
said Leicester Police Chief James Hurley. He said customers can wait for hours in
lines that wrap around the block. "We're also getting what I call 'cannabis tourism'
and there are hundreds of people coming out to see what's going on and that adds
pressure to the system."

Representatives of Cultivate are working to address the concerns of the
community and said they've already added 80 more parking spaces and extra

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/marijuana-store-leicester-massachusetts-causes-headaches-residents/?ftag=CNM-00-10aag7e 1/4
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police detail to keep traffic moving.

The store served about 1,000 customers on opening day and according to the
Cannabis Control Commission, the Friday after Thanksgiving was the busiest for
both locations in the state, reporting nearly $480,000 in gross sales.

Some residents like John Shoick came to show support for the financial benefits
Cultivate brings to Leicester, a small town of 11,000 residents.

"I'm not saying this is going to be a cure-all solution, but this is what a small town
like Leicester needs," Shoick said. "The guy's overly successful. You want to punish
him for that. I'm sorry that's just not the American way."

The Leicester town manager told CBS News the police chief plans to institute
emergency measures this weekend to make traffic more manageable.

There may be some additional relief in the coming months as recreational
marijuana stores in Salem, Wareham, and Easthampton have all reportedly been
issued final licenses from the state and hope to open soon.

© 2018 CBS Interactive Inc. All Rights Reserved.
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Legalization invites debate about how the drug will be dosed and marketed. Nlustration by Javier Jaén
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Audio: Listen to this article. To hear more, download the Audm iPhone app.

few years ago, the National Academy of Medicine convened a panel of sixteen

leading medical experts to analyze the scientific literature on cannabis. The
report they prepared, which came out in January of 2017, runs to four hundred and
sixty-eight pages. It contains no bombshells or surprises, which perhaps explains why it
went largely unnoticed. It simply stated, over and over again, that a drug North

Americans have become enthusiastic about remains a mystery.

For example, smoking pot is widely supposed to diminish the nausea associated with
chemotherapy. But, the panel pointed out, “there are no good-quality randomized trials
investigating this option.” We have evidence for marijuana as a treatment for pain, but
“very little is known about the efficacy, dose, routes of administration, or side effects of
commonly used and commercially available cannabis products in the United States.”
The caveats continue. Is it good for epilepsy? “Insufficient evidence.” Tourette’s
syndrome? Limited evidence. A.L.S., Huntington’s, and Parkinson’s? Insufficient
evidence. Irritable-bowel syndrome? Insufficient evidence. Dementia and glaucoma?

Probably not. Anxiety? Maybe. Depression? Probably not.

Then come Chapters 5 through 13, the heart of the report, which concern marijuana’s
potential risks. The haze of uncertainty continues. Does the use of cannabis increase
the likelihood of fatal car accidents? Yes. By how much? Unclear. Does it affect
motivation and cognition? Hard to say, but probably. Does it affect employment
prospects? Probably. Will it impair academic achievement? Limited evidence. This goes

on for pages.

We need proper studies, the panel concluded, on the health effects of cannabis on
children and teen-agers and pregnant women and breast-feeding mothers and “older
populations” and “heavy cannabis users”; in other words, on everyone except the college
student who smokes a joint once a month. The panel also called for investigation into

“the pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic properties of cannabis, modes of delivery,



different concentrations, in various populations, including the dose-response

relationships of cannabis and THC or other cannabinoids.”

Figuring out the “dose-response relationship” of a new compound is something a
pharmaceutical company does from the start of trials in human subjects, as it prepares a
new drug application for the F.D.A. Too little of a powerful drug means that it won't
work. Too much means that it might do more harm than good. The amount of active
ingredient in a pill and the metabolic path that the ingredient takes after it enters your
body—these are things that drugmakers will have painstakingly mapped out before the

product comes on the market, with a tractor-trailer full of supporting documentation.

With marijuana, apparently, we're still waiting for this information. It’s hard to study a
substance that until very recently has been almost universally illegal. And the few
studies we do have were done mostly in the nineteen-eighties and nineties, when
cannabis was not nearly as potent as it is now. Because of recent developments in plant
breeding and growing techniques, the typical concentration of THC, the psychoactive
ingredient in marijuana, has gone from the low single digits to more than twenty per

cent—from a swig of near-beer to a tequila shot.

Get the best of The New Yorker every day, in your in-box.

Enter your e-mail

Are users smoking less, to compensate for the drug’s new potency? Or simply getting
more stoned, more quickly? Is high-potency cannabis more of a problem for younger
users or for older ones? For some drugs, the dose-response curve is linear: twice the
dose creates twice the effect. For other drugs, it’s nonlinear: twice the dose can increase
the effect tenfold, or hardly at all. Which is true for cannabis? It also matters, of course,
how cannabis is consumed. It can be smoked, vaped, eaten, or applied to the skin. How

are absorption patterns affected?

Last May, not long before Canada legalized the recreational use of marijuana, Beau
Kilmer, a drug-policy expert with the RanD Corporation, testified before the Canadian

Parliament. He warned that the fastest-growing segment of the legal market in



Wiashington State was extracts for inhalation, and that the mean THC concentration
for those products was more than sixty-five per cent. “We know little about the health
consequences—risks and benefits—of many of the cannabis products likely to be sold
in nonmedical markets,” he said. Nor did we know how higher-potency products would

affect THC consumption.

When it comes to cannabis, the best-case scenario is that we will muddle through,
learning more about its true effects as we go along and adapting as needed—the way,
say, the once extraordinarily lethal innovation of the automobile has been gradually
tamed in the course of its history. For those curious about the worst-case scenario, Alex
Berenson has written a short manifesto, “Tell Your Children: The Truth About

Marijuana, Mental Illness, and Violence.”

VIDEO FROM THE NEW YORKER

Iraq’s Post-ISIS Campaign of Revenge

B erenson begins his book with an account of a conversation he had with his wife, a
psychiatrist who specializes in treating mentally ill criminals. They were

discussing one of the many grim cases that cross her desk—*“the usual horror story,



somebody whod cut up his grandmother or set fire to his apartment.” Then his wife

said something like “Of course, he was high, been smoking pot his whole life.”
Of course? I said.
Yeah, they all smoke.
Well . . . other things too, right?

Sometimes. But they all smoke.

Berenson used to be an investigative reporter for the 7imes, where he covered, among
other things, health care and the pharmaceutical industry. Then he left the paper to
write a popular series of thrillers. At the time of his conversation with his wife, he had
the typical layman’s view of cannabis, which is that it is largely benign. His wife’s
remark alarmed him, and he set out to educate himself. Berenson is constrained by the
same problem the National Academy of Medicine faced—that, when it comes to
marijuana, we really don’t know very much. But he has a reporter’s tenacity, a novelist’s
imagination, and an outsider’s knack for asking intemperate questions. The result is

disturbing.

The first of Berenson’s questions concerns what has long been the most worrisome
point about cannabis: its association with mental illness. Many people with serious
psychiatric illness smoke lots of pot. The marijuana lobby typically responds to this fact
by saying that pot-smoking is a response to mental illness, not the cause of it—that
people with psychiatric issues use marijuana to self-medicate. That is only partly true.
In some cases, heavy cannabis use does seem to cause mental illness. As the National
Academy panel declared, in one of its few unequivocal conclusions, “Cannabis use is
likely to increase the risk of developing schizophrenia and other psychoses; the higher
the use, the greater the risk.”
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Berenson thinks that we are far too sanguine about this link. He wonders how large the
risk is, and what might be behind it. In one of the most fascinating sections of “Tell
Your Children,” he sits down with Erik Messamore, a psychiatrist who specializes in
neuropharmacology and in the treatment of schizophrenia. Messamore reports that,
following the recent rise in marijuana use in the U.S. (it has almost doubled in the past
two decades, not necessarily as the result of legal reforms), he has begun to see a new
kind of patient: older, and not from the marginalized communities that his patients
usually come from. These are otherwise stable middle-class professionals. Berenson
writes, “A surprising number of them seemed to have used only cannabis and no other
drugs before their breaks. The disease they'd developed looked like schizophrenia, but it
had developed later—and their prognosis seemed to be worse. Their delusions and

paranoia hardly responded to antipsychotics.”

Messamore theorizes that THC may interfere with the brain’s anti-inflammatory
mechanisms, resulting in damage to nerve cells and blood vessels. Is this the reason,
Berenson wonders, for the rising incidence of schizophrenia in the developed world,
where cannabis use has also increased? In the northern parts of Finland, incidence of
the disease has nearly doubled since 1993. In Denmark, cases have risen twenty-five
per cent since 2000. In the United States, hospital emergency rooms have seen a fifty-

per-cent increase in schizophrenia admissions since 2006. If you include cases where



schizophrenia was a secondary diagnosis, annual admissions in the past decade have

increased from 1.26 million to 2.1 million.

Berenson’s second question derives from the first. The delusions and paranoia that
often accompany psychoses can sometimes trigger violent behavior. If cannabis is
implicated in a rise in psychoses, should we expect the increased use of marijuana to be
accompanied by a rise in violent crime, as Berenson’s wife suggested? Once again, there
is no definitive answer, so Berenson has collected bits and pieces of evidence. For
example, in a 2013 paper in the Journal of Interpersonal Violence, researchers looked at
the results of a survey of more than twelve thousand American high-school students.
The authors assumed that alcohol use among students would be a predictor of violent
behavior, and that marijuana use would predict the opposite. In fact, those who used
only marijuana were three times more likely to be physically aggressive than abstainers
were; those who used only alcohol were 2.7 times more likely to be aggressive.
Observational studies like these don't establish causation. But they invite the sort of

research that could.

Berenson looks, too, at the early results from the state of Washington, which, in 2014,
became the first U.S. jurisdiction to legalize recreational marijuana. Between 2013 and
2017, the state’s murder and aggravated-assault rates rose forty per cent—twice the
national homicide increase and four times the national aggravated-assault increase. We
don’t know that an increase in cannabis use was responsible for that surge in violence.
Berenson, though, finds it strange that, at a time when Washington may have exposed
its population to higher levels of what is widely assumed to be a calming substance, its

citizens began turning on one another with increased aggression.

His third question is whether cannabis serves as a gateway drug. There are two
possibilities. The first is that marijuana activates certain behavioral and neurological
pathways that ease the onset of more serious addictions. The second possibility is that
marijuana offers a safer alternative to other drugs: that if you start smoking pot to deal

with chronic pain you never graduate to opioids.

Which is it? This is a very hard question to answer. We're only a decade or so into the
widespread recreational use of high-potency marijuana. Maybe cannabis opens the
door to other drugs, but only after prolonged use. Or maybe the low-potency marijuana

of years past wasn't a gateway, but today’s high-potency marijuana is. Methodologically,



Berenson points out, the issue is complicated by the fact that the first wave of
marijuana legalization took place on the West Coast, while the first serious wave of
opioid addiction took place in the middle of the country. So, if all you do is eyeball the
numbers, it looks as if opioid overdoses are lowest in cannabis states and highest in

non-cannabis states.

Not surprisingly, the data we have are messy. Berenson, in his role as devil’s advocate,
emphasizes the research that sees cannabis as opening the door to opioid use. For
example, two studies of identical twins—in the Netherlands and in Australia—show
that, in cases where one twin used cannabis before the age of seventeen and the other
didn't, the cannabis user was several times more likely to develop an addiction to
opioids. Berenson also enlists a statistician at N.Y.U. to help him sort through state-
level overdose data, and what he finds is not encouraging: “States where more people

used cannabis tended to have more overdoses.”

The National Academy panel is more judicious. Its conclusion is that we simply don’t
know enough, because there haven't been any “systematic” studies. But the panel’s
uncertainty is scarcely more reassuring than Berenson’s alarmism. Seventy-two
thousand Americans died in 2017 of drug overdoses. Should you embark on a pro-
cannabis crusade without knowing whether it will add to or subtract from that

number?

Drug policy is always clearest at the fringes. Illegal opioids are at one end. They are
dangerous. Manufacturers and distributors belong in prison, and users belong in drug-
treatment programs. The cannabis industry would have us believe that its product, like
coffee, belongs at the other end of the continuum. “Flow Kana partners with
independent multi-generational farmers who cultivate under full sun, sustainably, and
in small batches,” the promotional literature for one California cannabis brand reads.
“Using only organic methods, these stewards of the land have spent their lives
balancing a unique and harmonious relationship between the farm, the genetics and the
terroir.” But cannabis is not coffee. It’s somewhere in the middle. The experience of
most users is relatively benign and predictable; the experience of a few, at the margins,
is not. Products or behaviors that have that kind of muddled risk profile are confusing,
because it is very difficult for those in the benign middle to appreciate the experiences

of those at the statistical tails. Low-frequency risks also take longer and are far harder



to quantify, and the lesson of “Tell Your Children” and the National Academy report is
that we aren't yet in a position to do so. For the moment, cannabis probably belongs in
the category of substances that society permits but simultaneously discourages.
Cigarettes are heavily taxed, and smoking is prohibited in most workplaces and public
spaces. Alcohol can’t be sold without a license and is kept out of the hands of children.
Prescription drugs have rules about dosages, labels that describe their risks, and policies
that govern their availability. The advice that seasoned potheads sometimes give new
users— ‘start low and go slow”—is probably good advice for society as a whole, at least

until we better understand what we are dealing with.

ate last year, the commissioner of the Food and Drug Administration, Scott

Gottlieb, announced a federal crackdown on e-cigarettes. He had seen the data on
soaring use among teen-agers, and, he said, “it shocked my conscience.” He announced
that the F.D.A. would ban many kinds of flavored e-cigarettes, which are especially
popular with teens, and would restrict the retail outlets where e-cigarettes were

available.

In the dozen years since e-cigarettes were introduced into the marketplace, they have
attracted an enormous amount of attention. There are scores of studies and papers on
the subject in the medical and legal literature, grappling with the questions raised by
the new technology. Vaping is clearly popular among kids. Is it a gateway to traditional
tobacco use? Some public-health experts worry that we’re grooming a younger
generation for a lifetime of dangerous addiction. Yet other people see e-cigarettes as a
much safer alternative for adult smokers looking to satisfy their nicotine addiction.
That’s the British perspective. Last year, a Parliamentary committee recommended
cutting taxes on e-cigarettes and allowing vaping in areas where it had previously been
banned. Since e-cigarettes are as much as ninety-five per cent less harmful than regular
cigarettes, the committee argued, why not promote them? Gottlieb said that he was
splitting the difference between the two positions—giving adults “opportunities to
transition to non-combustible products,” while upholding the F.D.A.’s “solemn
mandate to make nicotine products less accessible and less appealing to children.” He

was immediately criticized.

“Somehow, we have completely lost all sense of public-health perspective,” Michael
Siegel, a public-health researcher at Boston University, wrote after the F.D.A.



announcement:

Every argument that the F.D.A. is
making in justifying a ban on the
sale of electronic cigarettes in
convenience stores and gas stations
applies even more strongly for real
tobacco cigarettes: you know, the
ones that kill hundreds of
thousands of Americans each year.
Something is terribly wrong with
our sense of perspective when we
take the e-cigarettes off the shelf
but allow the old-fashioned ones

to remain.

Among members of the public-health community, it is impossible to spend five
minutes on the e-cigarette question without getting into an argument. And this is
nicotine they are arguing about, a drug that has been exhaustively studied by
generations of scientists. We don't worry that e-cigarettes increase the number of fatal
car accidents, diminish motivation and cognition, or impair academic achievement. The
drugs through the gateway that we worry about with e-cigarettes are Marlboros, not
opioids. There are no enormous scientific question marks over nicotine’s dosing and
bio-availability. Yet we still proceed cautiously and carefully with nicotine, because it is
a powerful drug, and when powerful drugs are consumed by lots of people in new and

untested ways we have an obligation to try to figure out what will happen.

A week after Gottlieb announced his crackdown on e-cigarettes, on the ground that
they are too enticing to children, Siegel visited the first recreational-marijuana facility
in Massachusetts. Here is what he found on the menu, each offering laced with large

amounts of a drug, THC, that no one knows much about:

Strawberry-flavored chewy bites
Large, citrus gummy bears
Delectable Belgian dark chocolate
bars

Assorted fruit-flavored chews



Assorted fruit-flavored cubes
Raspberry flavored confection
Raspberry flavored lozenges
Chewy, cocoa caramel bite-sized
treats

Raspberry & watermelon flavored
lozenges

Chocolate-chip brownies.
He concludes, “This is public health in 2018?” ¢

This article appears in the print edition of the January 14, 2019, issue, with the headline
“‘Unwatched Pot.”

Malcolm Gladwell has been a staff writer for the The New Yorker since 1996. Read more »
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January 20, 2019

Crystal Acker
Planner

County of Sonoma
PRMD

Dear Ms. Acker,

Kindly allow me to introduce myself as the president on GlobalMed Technologies as well as
the property owner at 15499 Arnold Drive, Glen Ellen, CA 95442. A group associated with the
cannabis dispensary application on this property have had an option to buy my property since
February 3, 2017. Their Use Permit Application number is UPC-17-0094.

I am writing to respectfully request prompt scheduling of the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s
review and issuance of the permit.

I have extended the group’s option to buy three times and the delays are expensive. | also need
to move my business to Napa but have been delayed over and over again. This application has
been in process for close to a year and a half. John and Jani have kept me up to date on the
milestones. But after all of the delays there is still not a scheduled BZA meeting to grant the
permit. My understanding is that the delays have been blamed on staffing issues and
overwhelmed employees in the department. However, that is costing us all money and time. |
feel it is unjust that we have to wait so long at our expense.

I am expecting that the permit will be granted due to the clear land use code. All the boxes
have been checked, at great expense.

My sense is that the locals want this dispensary. There are hundreds of signatures in support so
far. The opposition is small and that is par for the course.

I am rooting for this dispensary team. | appreciate how hard they have been working through
this enduring, extremely expensive process. It is a tremendous financial burden for them to
incur additional expenses for each month that goes by waiting for this unreasonably long
process. These are regular folks - and this process is causing them to burn through their
personal savings. It is such a waste and it is difficult to see them go through these
overwhelmingly expensive delays.

I want to make it clear that there are many stakeholders being adversely affected by the
unreasonable delays and long timeline. Delays are extremely costly to the dispensary group,
my business, and me.

I request a written response from PRMD with a scheduled a BZA hearing date.

Thank you for your understanding — and your time.
Sanders Ergas

15499 Arnold Drive e Glen Ellen, CA 95442-9661 e Tel: 707-939-8442 ¢ Fax: 707-935-8454






THE TRUE FACTS ABOUT THE PROPOSED
APOTHEVERT CANNABIS DISPENSARY

at Madrone Road and Arnold Drive, Glen Ellen

PROJECT SIZE

What the Applicant has been Stating: The community has been misled by the December
12, 2017 PRMD postcard which stated that the application was “for an 1,891 square foot
Cannabis Dispensary in an existing 3,000 square foot building”. The Applicant stated on
page 41 of their application that “they are only planning to use 1,891 square feet for all
uses and that they are not planning to use the remaining 1,956 square feet,” The
Applicant’s stated on page 55 of their application that “this application is for an 1,891
square foot facility in a 3,847 square foot project”. That equates to 49% of the building,
(See Attachment “A™)

The True Fact: PRMD has confirmed this application is for a 3,847 square foot cannabis
dispensary — 103.5% larger. This 3,847 square foot size equates to 100% of the building.

100 FOOT RESIDENTIAL SETBACK

A cannabis dispensary must be at least 100 feet from a residentially zoned property unless a

“physical separation” exists between land uses or parcels such that no offsite impacts could
occur. Five residential properties are within 100 feet of the proposed dispensary No
physwal separation of any kind exists between these five residential parcels and the
proposed cannabis dispensary.

What the Applicant has been Stating: In the applicant’s Apothevert Flyer (See Attachment
“B”), the Applicant stated: “Physical separation of our property and neighborhoods via
fences, satisfied by PRMD”. Atthe May 23, 2018 Citizens Advisory Council meeting, the
applicant stated: “The Apothevert dispensary is located within one hundred feet (100°) of a
residential zoning district, however with our proposed fencing along Madrone Road, we
hope to convince the PRMD that an actual physical separation exists between land uses or
parcels such that no off-site impacts could occur.” Fences to be used for physical
separation was not accepted by PRMD. In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August
15, 2018 (See Attachment “C”), they now have changed their position and are stating
“There are existing physical separations on all four sides of the parcel — two by other
commercial properties, and two by major roadways, a precedent set by PRMD throughout
Sonoma County.”

The True Facts: PRMD initially stated to the community that “a public street” represents
physical separation. A “public street” is actually the direct opposite of “physical separation”
— it is “public access”. When it was pointed out to PRMD that the 121-unit apartment
project is 57 feet from the dispensary location — and not separated by a “public street” -
PRMD then opined in June 2018 that the market/burrito store in between the two properties
represented “physical separation” even though you can walk directly on Madrone Road
from one property to the other. These arguments make no sense and clearly do not meet the
intent of the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances. Fortunately, in the newly proposed



Cannabis Cultivation Ordinance Resolution 18-003, the County has now defined physical
separation as follows in Sections 26-88-254 £ (6) and f (8): "“Physical equivalent separation
exists due to topography, vegetation or slope.” That is now the County standard for the
term “physical separation™. There is no topography, vegetation or slope between the
proposed cannabis dispensary and the five residential properties.

INSUFFICIENT PARKING

The Applicant has proposed 18 spaces on their site plan but two spaces do not meet County
Code. PRMD has confirmed that that the cannabis dispensary is legally only providing 16
parking spaces.

What the Applicant has been Stating: In the Apothevert Flyer, the applicant stated: “We
have 50% more parking than required by Section 26-86-010.” Based on their proposed 18
spaces, that means Apothevert believes they are only required to provide 12 parking spaces.

The True Facts: The applicant has arbitrarily not allocated any parking requirements to the
remaining 1,956 square feet of the building — which is not how the code is written. Based
on the new information from PRMI} in June 2018 that this dispensary is 3,847 square feet,
the parking calculation is 100% clear per Sonoma County Code 26-88-010 which states:
“Required Parking. All uses permitted in_Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code shall
provide parking according to the following formulas....” For a Medical Cannabis
Dispensary, the required parking is “2 spaces, including at least 1 van-accessible space;
plus 1 additional space for every 200 square feet of gross floor area, plus | additional
space for each employee on maximum shifi; but in no case less than 5 off-street parking
spaces”. It clearly says parking must be calculated on the “gross floor area”. There is no
carveout for any space within a medical cannabis dispensary business. Every square foot
counts and it should as a medical cannabis dispensary is a much more intensive use than the

~current office use or a typical retail use. Therefore, this use requires 2 + 20 + 5 = 27 spaces.
That is equivalent to a 7.02 space per 1000 square foet ratio. The property can only
accommodate 16 spaces — therefore it is §9% under parked.

ADJACENT TO A PUBLIC BUS STOP& SCHOOL BUS STOP

What the Applicant has been Stating: In the Apothevert Flyer, the applicant stated: “No
significant traffic impacts expected; professional traffic study being done for $10,000.” In
their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant stated: “There will
be no significant impact on local traffic or corner visibility, per W-Trans, iraffic
engineering consultant.”

The True Facis: The current use is office which requires 4.0 parking spaces per 1,000
square feet. Retail use requires 5.0 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet. The proposed
Apothevert cannabis dispensary requires 7.02 spaces per 1,000 square feet, That is a 76%
increase over the existing office parking use. It is statistically impossible to state “There
will be no significant impacts on local traffic... ” The Sonoma County Code of Crdinanccs
appropriately defines necessary parking for a high demand cannabis dispensary use. The
community has asked PRMD for a copy of this traffic study but it has not been provided to
us. Finally, increasing traffic adjacent to a public bus stop and a children’s school bus stop

3



(on the east side of Arnold Avenue and just north of Madrone Road) is highly
inappropriate.

NO INTERACTION WITH NEIGHBORS

What the Applicant kas been Stating: In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August
15, 2018, the applicant stated: “The permit process does not require an applicant to
provide evidence of community support, although we have taken extra steps to gain such
support.”’

The True Facts: The applicant has made no effort to present this proposed cannabis
dispensary to the community. Instead, they have been trying to slip this project through the
approval process while disseminating false information. Here is how the community has
responded to the applicant.

- At the May 23, 2018 Citizen Advisory Council meeting, the project was not
recommended for approval and some Advisory Council members stated their concern to
the applicant about not presenting their project to the community. A petition with 167
signatures of neighbor opposition was presented at the meeting.

- At the July 10, 2018 Glen Ellen Forum applicant presentation, over 50 persons spoke
against the Project and the applicant stated she was surprised by the feedback.

- None of the five residential neighbors within 100 feet of the Project have been
contacted by the Applicant. The three largest properties — including the 121-unit
apartment project - are all vehemently opposed against the proposed dispensary.

CRIME BROUGHT TO OUR NEIGIIBORHOOD

What the Applicant has been Stating: In the Apothevert Flyer, the applicant stated:
“Security staff will enforce all laws, thereby reducing crime.” In their Kenwood Press
Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant stated: “Statistics demonstrate that a
surrounding community is actually safer with a dispensary than without one. Police and
sheriff patrol routes will likely be adjusted”

The True Facts: Statistics actually demonstrate crime increases in residential
neighborhoods near cannabis dispensaries. Property values would decrease — not increase
as the applicant has stated.

- A Sonoma County robbery of a Cannabis Dispensary occurred just 5 months ago on
May 16, 2018 at the Alternatives Health Collective cannabis dispensary in Santa Rosa.
This includes an area police search for suspects.

- More than 12 Home Invasion Robberies occurred in Sonoma County in 2018 directly
related to the cultivation of Marijuana. This includes one homicide, several pistol
whippings, neighbors having to shelter in place, lockdown zones, and house to house
searches.

- Cannabis Dispensaries are illegal per Federal Law. Cannabis dispensaries are a “cash
business” with significant amounts of cash stored at the dispensaries — thus making
them targets for robberies. The Federal L.aw is highly unlikely to change for a
minimum of 3 years.



THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” Intheir Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requiremenis,
meels all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zowning Adiustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those propertics and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances, This dispensary dogs not belong in a residential neighborhood,

¥ This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a viclation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an arca which is 99.9% residential, This dispensary does
not belong adiacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this propesed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert

Cannabi ensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA,
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Detember 12, 2017
Re: Proposed Planning Application in your Neighborhood

File No.: UPC17-0094
Address; 15499 Arnodd Dr,, Glen tllen
APN- 054-130-024

Dear Property Dwner;

As the Project Planner for Pasmit Sonoma | am natifying you of a racently recelvad apnlication for a Use
Permit for 8 1,851 square foot Cannabis Dispensary in an existing 3,000 square foot affice building en a
0.33 acre parcel lacated at the abave referenced address.

We are very early In the application review process and no action has heen taken on this application,
However, the purpsse of this communication is to pravide you early natiflcation and an opportunity to
review, comment, or ask questions about the proposed project.

You can contach the peojuct applicant directly Janeite Friedman/415-955-8446/ Janid@ apothevert.com, or
you can revigw ihe project application inrmore detail a3 Permit Seroma Racards Lounter focatad st 2550
Yentura Avenue. Ganta Rosa Altarpaivety, pleass fee! free (o contact me at 707-505-8357 or at
Crystal Acker@soncina-county.org if 1ean be of assistance. Please refor to the file number UPC17-0094
and site address when making inquirias.

Mo response is necassary at s thme unless you nead additional information on the project. Pleass be
advisad that you will receive a separate public notice refoted to action to be taken an the project.

Thank you for your input.
Sinrer’efy

U=

Cifs al}\:ker T (. f-\-
Project Planner

:ch

o File vie ‘t: L1094
janetie Frizdman
Srgas Proparties LLC

2540 Ventura Avenua Sanla Ross CA, 95403-7859 {707} 565-1900
wyow. ParmilSonama.arg

ATTACHMENT A ;



APOTHEVERT

GLEN ELLEN MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY _

- [

APOTHEVERT

Dear Neighbaors and Glen Ellen Residents -
We look forward to becoming a welcomed neighbor and are doing everything possible to meat our stated ohjectives:

® Eievate the patient exparience

. Ensure safe product is distributed to patients currently underserved througheui Sonoma

4 Follow all county and state laws and ordinances to protect the cammunity, staff and patients
. Force the black market out of Sonoema

. Promote safety and security to the property and neighborhood

. Give back to the community including donations te Calfornia Human Development, Senoma County
Qur Plan includes:

» "Physical Separation” of our preperty and neighborhoods via fences, satisfied by PRMD

- Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 5189 including LC zoning, setbacks

¢ Hiring local talent including Vets, discounts for Senicrs and Vets

o Seurcing product locally angd ensuring testing compliance

o Sound business practices given 18 months of planning with PRMD, at significant expense
We're available to educatad the public on local concerns and adapt as we evelve:

v Sacurity staff will enforce all laws, thereby reducing crime {statistics available upon request)

A professional caninabis dispensary is Jess of a danger to children than beer, wine, firearms or prescription drug
dispensaries {including CVS, BeviMo, wing tasting rooms, Rancho Market & Deli, angd Dick's Sporting Goods)

. Children are not allowed on the premises or inside the frant door g
‘ No one {3 allowed to use product on or near the pramises " Frank

. No significant traffic impact expected; professional traffic study being done for $10,000 - you!

. We have 50% more parking spaces than required by Section 26-86-010 Y A

. Zera odor from a dispensary - everything is pre-packaged by law Forp &
J Local home values expected to increase 6-21% above average, using relevant data sets Senmntliet
. State required double-iockad entrance, child-proof packaging & bags for il patient purchases '

. we'll hold far less cash than a kank or bar, and they have open doors

ATTACHMENT B



Guest Editorial

august 15,2018 kenwood prass

Apothevert should be granted a use parmit

By Jani friedman

» e propricios of Apo-

thevert, which has ap.

plied fov a permil t op-

erpea medical canpabis
ispensary near the village of Glen
Ellen, I wish te apprise our com-
munity of information about the
business plans and address con-
cerns thal have been raised.

The application complies with
Sonoma County Limited Commer-
ciad zening reguirements, meets ail
reguiations tssucd by the Sonoma
County Board of Zoning Adjust-
mentsand the Permitand Resovrce
Managerment Department {(PRMDY
stipulations as decumented in Or-
dinance No, 6189, and adhures to
California state law, The permit
process dpes not

out one, Police and sherifT patrol
routes will ikely be adjusted.

In choosing a lecation {or a
medical cannabisdispensaryinun-
incorporated Sonoma County, near
the city of Sonoma, two Hmiations
played a determining role - the
toning ordinance and the eurrenl
commiervial redl estate murket.

The property is within 100
feel of 3 residential zoning dis-
trict, however, an actual physical
separation exists betwean land uses
such that no ofl-site impacts coukd
occur, There are existing physical
sepurations on all four sides of the
parcel - two by other commercial
properties, and hwa by major road-
witys, o precedent set by PRMD
throughou! So-

require an ap-
plicain lo pro-
vide evidence of
community sup-
port, although we
have taken extra

noraq Cotinty.

The Apothevert appiication is lor he busi-

a standard use permit for 0 fegal
Californfa Business entty, This is not o
oning change or special use axeeption.

ness requires a
location that is
appropriately

zoned and a sell-

sleps to gain such
support,

In the November 2016 ¢lec-
lion, 68,2 percent of the Glen Blien
precinet voted in favor oflegaling
medical cannabis; 59 pereent of
preater Sonoma County voted in
faver of Legalization. The people
have spoken: the Jaw has been
established and Apothevertisin
camphiance,

Operating information

Codes require exhaust and
ventitation systems, accessibilily,
and security, inciuding ontdoor
lighting, cumeras, and alarms,
Security staff will be an added
precaution.

Legal operating hours are 7
am. to 7 pan,, hawever in consid-
eration of our neighbors morising
cammuies, the buginess will open
a1 am.

Nu signs will advertise the
availability of cannabis; no win-
daws are on the ground floor,

There will be no significant
lmpact an [ocal traffic or corner
visibilily, per W-"Trans, 1raffic en-
ginecring consuitants.

Creditcards can be used; Jim-
ited cash will be o hand.

‘The existing tcanic frchouse
exteriorand visually pleasing land-
scuplng will remain,

Statistics demonstrate that a
surrouncing community is nctually
safer with a dispensary than wilh-

er who is willtng
to sell or lease. Commescial reat
estate agents in Sonoma County
can attest that there are very few
of these opportunities that meet
borh parameters at any given time,
regardless of cost, One was found
that meets the zoning requirements
and the owner was able to provide
anoptien-lo-purchase that allowed
for an unpredictable and lengthy
permit upproval pracess.

T summiary, the Apothevert
application is for a standard use
permit for a legal Califoraia busi-
ness entity, This is not a zoning
change or speciat uge exception,
This application is dependent on
adherenca to state and local laws,
regulations, codes and ordinances
and, therefore, Apolhavert should
be granted 3 use permit,

We have undertzken exten-
sive eorts to ensurs our business
is prafessional, welcoming, sale,
upscale, and will positively impagt
our surroundings, We look forward
ta joining the community as a vital
congributing business partner and
necessary support for medical can-
nabis paticits, providing local jobs
and tax revenue,

Readers raay submit articles of
approximately 800 waords on topics
of focal interest for The Guest Ediior
calivien. Email info@kenwouodpress.
vont. Alihougltwe intand to print ail
submissions, we do resarve the right
1o refuse to publish any article,

ATTACHMENT C



THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistentiy spread false information to the Community. Inthe Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence ‘o all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
prover parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.5% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adiacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into 2 residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential nejghborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma Couniy Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Giem Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence fo all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustmenis and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMID has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information o the Community. Inthe Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence {0 all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15,2018, the applicant
stated: “The application compiies with Sonoma Couniy Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.
» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those propertics and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.
» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belone adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback._This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Caunnabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence fo all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does pot belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of ¢hildren.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback, This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the propesed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arneld Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. Inthe Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence fo all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commerclal Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma Couniy Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMID has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical- -
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numeraus challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is $9.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of chitdren.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crimie ina residential neighborhood.,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County. .

I approve of this Memorandum stating the Tiue Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elfen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. inthe Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: "Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Liditorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements.
meets all reguldations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD.."

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of {ive residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation ol the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

~ This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation ol the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small 1o provide
proper parking.

~ This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

+ This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a [00-loot residential
setback, This dispensary would increase erime in a residentia] neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma Counly Code of Ordinances.
this application should not be processed by the County.

1 approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer. the applicant stated: “Adherence to ull Sonomea County laves and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Comnercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Bocard of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMI) has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 [eet of [ive residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code ol Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent (o a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensarv does

nol belone adiacenl to a residential neighborhood with hundreds ol children.,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code ol Ordinances has established a 100-[oo¢ residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances.
this application should not be processed by the County.

[ approve of this Memoranduin stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannahis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Cemmunity. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRIVID has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residentidgl neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small te provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

1 approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the cerner of Arneld Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Appflicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...” '

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not.belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
prapér parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood -~ this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a tesidential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is riot in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise informatien to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: "“The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adfustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking,
» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is niot in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has censistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonema County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meels all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong In a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too smal! to provide

proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. Thig dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application sheuld not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Cornmunity. Inthe Apotheveri
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” Intheir Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: ““The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjusiments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD,..”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. Thiis dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
praper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dis ensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

[ approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.

U, Divgle—’

Sign Name ~
LUl Vaugihn
Print Name -

PO ok Dou B Gn CA AsUys-

Address

g

Date



THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are faise. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper patking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.
» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not.belong in a residential neighborhood.

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensarvy would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliaﬁce with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. Thig dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County,

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighbothood.

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a regidential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: "The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong, in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase erime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Read, Gien Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets gll regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking. .

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback._This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County, :

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even precessed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.

;(Qv \:\ (C;\ @/A’w

lﬁim/x/ «é,,/"(m

f
/Prmt Name™™

S 0 Donne ! Lons Gl g//f‘m/,KA

Address
Da

[ [201%

t



THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. Inthe Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Cede of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase eritne in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposéd dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Armold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no phyé;ical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is oo small to provide
proper parking.

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback._This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Eillen, CA,
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistentfy spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated; “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board aof Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhoaod.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the S8onoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small te provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandumn stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.

Oplionre Y/ yara Aallons

Sign Mame _
Iulieane A Wichelenq
Print Name
5230 Aenold DR gt T (A
Address

' 72 -2.3 K,,,j 8 c’\\SLN 2

Date




THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community, In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

_These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does. not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a properiy ihat is oo simall to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “‘The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback._This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the-proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community, In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is notin compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County,

Fapprove of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apeothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dis y does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too smali to provide
proper parking.
> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not betong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.
> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has estabtished a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliaﬁce with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnoid Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjusiments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residiential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is ot in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County

Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential netghborhood.
» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code

i 11 e

of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too smali to provide
praper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.
» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

[ approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: "“The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adfustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

% This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

% This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County,

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjusiments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not.belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a propetty that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a schootl

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arneld Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community, In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

> This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code

of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false infermation to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: "Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too smail to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and ingreasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is

exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.,

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “‘The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

> This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

% This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not betong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordmances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispens

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adfustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

> This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not.belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residentiai
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliahce with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary ~ a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does. not.belong in a residential neighborhood,

% This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code

of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential

setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

> This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small te provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

[ approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are talse. PRMI has not even processed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County

Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in 2 residential neighborhood.
» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

¥ This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in cdmpliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information teo the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” Intheir Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...” ’

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

7 iv‘ This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
; separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

% This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code

of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential, This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnoid Drive and Madrone Read, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

* % This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

-* » This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.
» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

% This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

[ approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustmenis and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback, This dispensary would increase ¢rime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.
» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
sethack. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Cede of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjusiments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRVID has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
*  separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.
» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.,

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corncer of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant hay conyistently spresd fakse information to the Community. In the \pothesen
Eovr the apphivant stated. "ddberence mo gl Sorome County San ond Osdinga e ARY cinding
LU poming, cethacks  in their Kenwood Press Guest Editerial on August 15, 2018, the applican:
staivds e applicatio camplicy with Sonoma County Limited Compercial Zonmg requiremenis,
sl ecwndotiomns sied By the Semoma County Bourd of Zoning Adivstments ond the

FRAY

Fhese siatements are false. PRMD hay not even processed the application yeL
- ib

ST

s prepeeed dispensary g within 100 feet af five rendential propertias wih 2o pavsicds
it helween those properties and the dispensary - a0 viomtion o the Hlmum & enny
Code o Urdinances. Phis dispensary does not belong in aresidential peighborhood.

# Thiz proposed iw\x.nur» ks under parked by 69%5 - a vielation of the Sonoma Counn Code
ol Ordimanees This dispensary is heing proposed on a property hat is o small o provide
o parking

IE

» This pr. pmg\J dispensary hag other numerous chalenges such i bei ‘::, .uimuni to 3 schos
hus step and ineredsing radfie i an area which i 99,97, residennial, This :l;.»‘ Setisdry dovs

nei by Ix cng adiacent o @ residential nefabborbood vk iwmn;m ol du Ledren,

- upmu! J SPEDSIATY W] id bring erime into a residentiat n2ighborhood - ihs is
vowhie e Sonemag Courty O ﬁdd‘ of Ordinances has estabiished 4 100-foot residensi
stk This dbmnmr\ would tncreass crime in 4 resideniial nelghborhood.

siree s proposad dispensary s rotin comphiance with the Seanm County Code o3 Osdinances,
this application shoald rel be precessed by the County.

Fapprove of this Wemor‘mtium stating the True Facts about the proposed \pnthcwn
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Brive and Madrone Road. Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOMLINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faize information to the Comnunity, Tn the Apotheven
Fiver the .1'.\'\2%\:;1:*{ stated: “Adherence o all Sonoma U ounsy faws and Qcdinice S0V inchuding
LS zeming serbackx. In their Kenwood Press Guest Editoriai on August 15, 2018, the applivant
stared: " The appdication compites with Sonoma County Limsted Commercial Zoning reEquirements,
woely Gl regudations fssued by te Sonama Cauare Board of Zoning Adiwstments and the

PRV

Fhese statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This propesed dispensary is within 100 feel of five residential prop “':m. wilh no phisical
soparalion bobween those propertios and the dispensary - asieiian of the Sonoma Con ny
Code er Ordinawes iy dispensary gocs et belong i a residenuad neighborhood,

# s prepesed dispensary is under parkad By 6995 - 2 vielation of the Sonoama Comnn Code
o trdinanees. This d;:«.mnsdn i3 being proposed on a properiv that is oo small to provide
DRepST Parking,

# Lhis propesed dispensany bas other numerots chalenges such us being adiacent to g schiool
Pus stop and mncreasing traffic in an area which i 992,97 residential._his dispensary does
et Belonp adiavent to a residential pelgnborbood with hundreds of ohitdren.

# thiz proposed dispensasy would bring erime inte a residential aeighborhood - this is
wxantis why e Sapoma County Code of Ordinanees has esabiished a 100-foat residential
setack il dispensary would increage erime in a residential neiehborhood,

Rimew s proposed dispensary is nol in compiiance with the Sonnma Counts Code of Ordinances.
thiz wpl cation should not be processed by the Couny.,

Papprove of this Memorandum stating the I'rue Facts ahout the proposed Apothes ert
Cannabis Dispensary at the coraer of Arnold Deive and Madrone Roead, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

‘The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant staied: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordirance 6189 including
L.C zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjusiments and the
PRMD..”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

3 This proposcd dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physicai
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Qrdinances. This dispensary does not belong in g residential neighborhood.

% This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper_parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numercus challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an arca which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent Lo a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

% This proposed dispensary would bring crime inte a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100~foot residential
setback. This dispensary would ingrease crinmie in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

1 approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Commmunity. Inihe Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 0189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “‘The application complies with Soncma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments 6 wid the
PRMD...” o

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties wi:
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the ol
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not helong in a residential neighbo

propéx parking. _

% This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential, This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

% This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
sctback. This dispcr_xsa;;y_ﬁould increase erime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application shouid not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the Troe Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Prive and Madrene Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant bas consistentiy spread false information to the Commumnity. Inthe Apothevert
Fiyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to oll Sonoma County laws and Ordinunce 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zonigg’requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments d the
PRMD..." e

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties w
scparation between thase properties and the dispensary - a violation of the S
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not.belong in & residential neig

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma
of Ordinances. This dispensary I8 being proposed. on.a property that is too small 1o provide
proper parking.

5 This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential, This dispensary does

not belong adiacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonema County Code-of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would ingrease erime in a residential neighborhgod.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer. the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zaning, sethucks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: "The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the

FPRMD.. "

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

# This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
scparation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. 1his dispensary does not belone in. o residential neighhorhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 68% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Grdinances. This dispensary is being preposed on o properiv that is oo small 1o provide

proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous chalienges such as being adjaceni o a school
bus stop and increasing traflic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborbeod witk hundreds of children,

# This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential ncighhorhood - this is
exactly why the Sonona County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
sctback. 'This dispensary would increase vrime in a residential neighbarhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in comphance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

Tapprove of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arneld Drive and Madrone Reoad, Gien Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Communmnity. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

»

This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those propertzes and the dlspensary a Violatlon of the Sonoma County

Code of Ordinances. "This dist ¢ does no al neighborhood,

This proposed dlspemary is under parked by 69% -4 violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances, This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too simall to provide
propey parking.

This proposed dispensary has other nuunerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

'This proposed dispensary would bring crime info a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase grimg in g residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compfiance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINK

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks,” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Senoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..”

These statements are false. PRMI has not even processed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dlspensary a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. "This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed d;spensary is under parked by 69% - a v&o}dtxon of t.he Sonoma County Codc
of Ordinances. This disbefisary is being mo;;gaed on.a property that is too s .
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent fo a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordmanoes has estabhshed a 100-~foot residential

setback. This dispensary al neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance Wlth the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances, -
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrene Road, Glen Eilen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community, In the Apothevert
Flyer, the epplicant stated: "ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
L.C zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the

PRMD.. "

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the applicition yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 fect of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances, This dispénsary dooes not.belopg in a residential neighbortiood,

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too-small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numetous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99,9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback, This dispensary would increase ¢rime in a residential neighborhood,

_ Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County,

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facis about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. [n the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meels all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRVID has not even processed the application yet,

»

>

This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances, This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.
This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

F approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the propesed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Cede of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. [n the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the

PRMD...”
These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed disp;ensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “"Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks,” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD.."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even proeessed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
scparation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does nol belong in a residential neighberhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This cispensary is being proposed on a property that is 1oo small o provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99,9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
cxactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foct residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the eorner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma Couniy Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD.."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a viclation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime inte a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Gleu Fllen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Appiicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editarial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commmercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD.."
These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.
¥ This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with na physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Senoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.
» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
nroper parking.

> Thig proposed dispensary has other nurnerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traftic in an area which is 99,9% residential._This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

¥ This proposed dispensary would bring erime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exaclly why the Sonorma County Code of Ordinances has established a 1 00-foot residential

setbacle. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborheod.
Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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- THE, BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are faise. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dis would increase crime in a residential peighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County. , ‘

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the co__rwf Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA,
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant bas consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adfustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are faise. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.
» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical

separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential, This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community, In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Qrdinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to proyide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase ¢rime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false infermation to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma Couniy Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meels all regulations issued by the Sonoma Counly Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..”

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the appiication yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dlspensary is under parked by 69% - a wolatlon of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed _ y that is too ]
proper parking.

» This proposed mspensm'y has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and mcreasmg trafﬁc in an area wluch is 99 9% res:dentlal m,dxgggp_sg_rx__g_

el ial neig f

» This proposed dispensa.ry would brmg crime into a res:dentlal neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residentiel
setback. This di would increase crime in a residential nej rhoad.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.,
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T TOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet.
» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical

separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma Couaty
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neigh

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code

of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback, This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborho

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Gien Eilen, CA,

Sigh Name
Corzsm s [0 Er 10/ ron)
Print Name _
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THE BOTTOM LINE
The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flver, the applicant siated: “ddherence to all Sonoma Couniy tenys and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018. the applicant
stated: ' The application complies with Sonoma Cownty Limited Commercial Zoning requiremens,
meets alf regulations issued by the Sonoma County Boaird of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD.. "
These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application vet,

~ This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five vesidential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - 4 violation ot the Sonoma County
(Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Oudinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that s too small 1o provide
propet parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent t0 a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 9.9% residentinl._Fhis dispensary does
not belong adiacent to a residential neighhorhood with hundreds of children.

o

~ I'his proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has cstablished a 100-foct residential
sethack. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County,

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts abouat the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis !)ispensm*)% the corner of Arnokd Drive and Madrane Road, Glen Elten, CA.,
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD..”

These statements are false, PRMD has not even processed the application yet,

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
pIoper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99,9% residential. This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residentiai
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances.
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Elien, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requiremenis,
meets all regulations Issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are faise. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County

Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code

of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential, This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential

setback, This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.,

I approve of this Memerandum stating the True Facts about the propesed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the

PRMD...”
These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being propoesed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback, This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Dirive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.

Sign Nagfe

Robert Duste
Print Name

3350 Morningside Mountain, Glen Ellen, CA 95442
Address
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Date




THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the

PRMD..”
These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

> This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

¥ This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Gler Ellen, CA,

Sign Name

Sharon Duste
Print Name

3350 Morningside Mountain, Glen Ellen, CA 95442
Address
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “ddherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks,” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County

Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood.

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper parking,

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispe would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the propesed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA,
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the
PRMD...”

These statementys are false. PRIVID has not even processed the application yet.

» This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County

Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does not belong in a residential neighborhood,

» This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper. parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous chailenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential. This dispensary does

not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

¥ This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback._This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood.

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.

M“:"'H p
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence io all Sonoma County laws and Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning requirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjusiments and the
PRMD..."

These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.

> This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those propertics and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispen does not belong in a residential nei

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide
proper. parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school

bus stop and increasing traffic in an area which is 99.9% residential, Tins dispensary does
not belong adjacent to & residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

> This proposed dispensary would bring crime into & residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback._This dispensary would increase crime in a residential nei

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread faise information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Flyer, the applicant stated: "ddherence to all Sonoma County laws arnd Ordinance 6189 including
LC zoning, sethacks.” In thelr Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma Couney Limued Commercial Zoning requirements,
mests alf regulations tssued by the Sonoma County Board of Zaning Adjustments and the

PRMD..."
These statements are false. PRMD has not even processed the application yet.
# This proposed dispensary is within 100 feet of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properties and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary docs not belong in a residential neighbothood.

» T'his proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances. This dispensary is.being proposed on a property that is toe small to provide
proper parking.

> This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a school
bus stop and increasing trallic in an arca which is 99.9% residential. i his dispensacy does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children,

» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential

Since this proposed dispensary is net in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,
this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnold Dyive and Madrone Road, Glen Elten, CA.
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THE BOTTOM LINE

The Applicant has consistently spread false information to the Community. In the Apothevert
Fiyer, the applicant stated: “Adherence to all Sonoma County laws and Ovdinance 6189 including
LC zoning, setbacks.” In their Kenwood Press Guest Editorial on August 15, 2018, the applicant
stated: “The application complies with Sonoma County Limited Commercial Zoning reguirements,
meets all regulations issued by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the

FPRMD..."

These statements are aise, PRMD has not even processed the application yet,
¥ This proposed dispensary is within 100 feef of five residential properties with no physical
separation between those properiies and the dispensary - a violation of the Sonoma County
Code of Ordinances. This dispensary does nos belong in a residential neighborhood,

> This proposed dispensary is under parked by 69% - a violation of the Sonoma County Code
of Ordinances, This dispensary is being proposed on a property that is too small to provide

proper parking.

» This proposed dispensary has other numerous challenges such as being adjacent to a schooi
bus stop and increasing traftic in an area which is 99.9% residential. _This dispensary does
not belong adjacent to a residential neighborhood with hundreds of children.

#» This proposed dispensary would bring crime into a residential neighborhood - this is
exactly why the Sonema County Code ot Ordinances has established a 100-foot residential
setback. This dispensary would increase crime in a residential neighborhood,

Since this proposed dispensary is not in compliance with the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances,

this application should not be processed by the County.

I approve of this Memorandum stating the True Facts about the proposed Apothevert
Cannabis Dispensary at the corner of Arnoid Drive and Madrone Road, Glen Flien, CA,
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First name|

# Last name Comment

1 Karla Noyes

2 Dave Palmgren

3 Pamela Palmgren

4 Pat Olson Wrong location- next to apartment buildings with lots of children, I five right here! The traffic is crazy here some days and cars are parked solidly up and down the street

5 Moriah, Dunning

6 Kristina  |Reguero GarrisoniFor reasons 1,2 and 3 I am opposed to & pot dispensary in our neighborhood. This is my home and I shars the concerns that the business wili negatively impact the families and
quality of life in the neighborhood. Sincersly, KRG .

7 Beverly  jAsbjerg

8 Kathryn  [Deusterman

9 Josh Holtzman

10 Deborzh  ;Nitasaka 1 am in complete agreement with all points made herein. An additional point, this property, as a surplus government property, was sold to a Hap Armold relative in 1997 - in
violation of state surplus property law. Perhaps it might now revert to a locel noaprofit for the benefit of the community!

11 Lorena Reinhardt

12 Elias Casolla

13 Avelina Casolla

14 Maribeth  [Byerley

15 Kim Balchinas

16 |Jennifer Hardister

17 Tim Arensmeier

18 Anea Kamahele

19 Geri Ruonavaara

20 Conn Bunning

21 Diana Booker

22 Loralee Wellington

23 [Joshua Palmgren

24 Judy Condon

25 Jan Arengmeier Mot good in a residential neighborhood.

26 {Tuanita Cisneros

27 R Clsneros

28 Kate Eagles 1 live immediately across Madrone on Glenwood Drive and we already have parking and Madrone / Glenwood intersection safety issues due to current traffic flows, plus
apartment and market overflow parking, With the SDC / Eldridge property also undergoing yet-to-be-determined changes over the next few yeers, a dispensary is not an
appropriate use for this site.

28 Sarah Rafanelli I am a supervisor of The Grove at Glen Ellen and ! oppose the proposed location of a marijuana dispensary.

30 ljohn sImery this neighborhood is all of young children apd family's...no

31 deborah  jemery A very wrong decision for so many reasons...just because someone want to huy a building, doesn't mean i truely serves the purpose desired)....what a way to disrupt a beautiful
neighborhood.., this is a major commercial projest that needs to be closer to 2 town.

32 Gregory  |Silvi

33 Dulce Silvi

34 Robert Goerzen The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrane & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for these reasons: 1.) The sale of
marfjuara is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, inciuding a school bus stop. 2.) The additional traffic at that intarsection including the Madrone
Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and goirg of the dispensary's customers {both medical and recreational users} into their parking lot and their overflow
parking on the street, would make an elready busy intersection much mere dangerous. [4-11-18 note: there will bs a traffic study.} 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site.
Employees and customers will be forced o park on the street which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking. [4-11-18 note: the use permit
applicant witl have the legally required parking spaces for customers (12) and employees (5).] We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the
proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the industrielly-zoned area on 8th Street Fast which has no residents nearby, relatively litile traffic and plenty of parking.

Powered by GoPetition




# First name]Last name Comment

35 Jaquie Kerkechian

36 jason White

37 Christine  |Coffland Not the place to put this business!

38 Maribeth |Byerley

39 Gary Coffland Put it in a business park, out on 12, on the square but NOT in a residential zone.

40 jalie McClelland

41 jesse Lasley

42 Ligia Booker

43 Loralee  ;Wellington

44 Alison Lasley 1 am strongly opposed to a pot dispensary in this neighborhood.

£5 Paul Morrison

46 Natalie Palmgren

47 Tadashi Nitasaka I am in complete agresment with all poinis mads herein. An additional point, this property, as a suwrplus government property, was sold to a Hap Arnold relative in 1997 -in
violation of state surplus property law. Perkaps it might now revert 1o a local nenprofit for the bensiit of the community!

Powered by GoPetition




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the comer of Madrone & Amold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the strest
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

Name Emait Zip No Email? Signature E‘*
Please print Please print Code Full Address Please celve
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Please retumn petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brockview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Cormunission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold

No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Amold]

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail

business for these reasons: 1

school bus stop.

.} The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary's customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lof and their overflow parking on the street, would make an
already busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to
park on the street which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the swner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION
perhaps the industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

Name
Please print

Email Zip Code
Please print

No Email?
Full Address Please

Signature
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476 )
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valiey Citizens Advisory. Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold

No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrohé & Ar;mrld!v

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail
businesbs for these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a
school bus stop. '

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an
already busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to
park on the street which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION
perhaps the industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476 ‘
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Goerin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITiIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the cormer of Madrone & Amold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already

busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

Name Email Zip No Email? Signature ;l'icrk
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Please retum petition signatures to: Karia Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marjuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.
2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary's customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deptive apariment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industriaily-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold

No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!
TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a
TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not
appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and
customers, and the coming and going of the dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational
users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already busy
intersection much more dangerous. 3.} There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and
customers will be forced to park on the street which would deprive apartment residents of their
much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed
business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East
which has no residents nearby, relatively littie traffic and plenty of parking.

Name Email Zip No Email? Signature Tick
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15548 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 85476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory
Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin
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No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP., SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Amold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers wiil be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

Name Email Zip No Emaii? Signature t“"r';_
Please print Please print Code Full Address Please - :eh,e
Info*
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Please return petition signatures fo: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No io a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold

'No to a pfdposed marij‘uan'a" dispénsary at Madmné & Amoid!:.

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Amold is a
TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retaill business for these reasons: 1.) The sale of manjuana is not
appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.
2.} The additicnal traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers,
and the coming and going of the dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their
sarking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already busy intersection much more
dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on
the street which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business
to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no
residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission
and Supervisor Susan Gorin
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No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the comner of Madrone & Amold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additiohal traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already

busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recornmend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrialiy-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Piease retum petition signafures to: Karla Moyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Superviser Susan Gorin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.
2.} The additional traffic at that infersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There s inadequate parking on the site. Empioyees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which wouid deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrialiy-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and pienty of parking.
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Please return pstition signatures to: Kari Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Soncma, CA 85476
* We will not pass your information to anvone except the Soncma Vaiiey Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin
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No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnoid!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a schoot bus stop.
2.) The edditional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) inte their parking fot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already

busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers wili be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and pienty of parking.
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Please return petition signaiures fo: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonema Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorm




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reascns: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreationai users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, wouid make an already

busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of thelr much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

Name . ) Email Zip No Email? Signature ;"i°k
Please print ~ o | Please print Code Full Address Please o

ceive
info*

: [/
Dol ddenlnrr 1) e Ve
Ewa \ !i/Qz,a;S m.}) AU N coriocd /

O horish Groz 9| weess |\ Rded &
i%wé;/dx\//m | 72 | ﬁc@e&&
fhac 0L ey Wocie E il
Mn‘ﬂ {jﬁésfwz | 959726 | VA7 J@c@"y, )

2=
Va7
Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15548 Brookview Dr., Scnoma, CA 95476
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No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the comer of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's defivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking fot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an aiready
busy intersection much more dangerous, 3,) There is inadequate parking on the site, Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrialfy-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No fo a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP, SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a schoo! bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an aiready
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures {o: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 85476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin
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No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Armold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.} The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (boih medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relccate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15548 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 85476
* We will not pass your inrformation to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ABVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the cormer of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to; Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 25476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnoid!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corr:er of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The agditional traffic at that intersection inciuding the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and thelr overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on &th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petifion signatures to: Karle Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marifjuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the comer of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus siop.

2.) The additional fraffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnoid is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residentiai neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already

busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.} There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the cwner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Schoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin



No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONQMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the comer of Madrone & Amold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection inciuding the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the strest, would make an already

busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relccate the proposed business to ANOTHER LCCATION perhaps the
industrialiy-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively littie traffic and plenty of parking.
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* We will not pass your information {o anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin




No to a propesed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnoldl

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Arnold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.} The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.
2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an already
busy intersection much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers wiil be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANCTHER LOGATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

S I L;/

Please retum petition signatures io; Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Superviscr Susan Gorin

m_zss_m ﬂmﬁm iigde I':ISHE::::"ZSS Please Signature E‘:’,:,:Ee
ﬁiﬁz@wﬁf Ozrrz Ny U554 L?t%;p!“;"gb R eplica s
it D02 | g (ki P PV il s
SHAR D i oz h ey oniiilalal

CAO Cx\m&?}mﬁr&z. Aj / A EHYR l?[ii S;;;é

?:@&w@mwkz /"//fﬁ- Gy 2] /[5{0251/\0 “RCEE\{ o QCL{P

S uneun H H“H b){ N/f?’ 954 76 gﬁ%ﬁwa ‘,\{\(iia iﬁfn@?mg £,




No to a proposed marijuana dispensary at Madrone & Arnold!

TO: THE SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION AND SUP. SUSAN GORIN

The proposed marijuana dispensary in the old Fire House at the corner of Madrone & Armold is a TERRIBLE LOCATION for this retail business for
these reasons: 1.) The sale of marijuana is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood with children nearby, including a school bus stop.

2.) The additional traffic at that intersection including the Madrone Market's delivery trucks and customers, and the coming and going of the
dispensary’s customers (both medical and recreational users) into their parking lot and their overflow parking on the street, would make an aiready

busy intersectiont much more dangerous. 3.) There is inadequate parking on the site. Employees and customers will be forced to park on the street
which would deprive apartment residents of their much needed off-street parking.

We, the undersigned, recommend that the owner of this business relocate the proposed business to ANOTHER LOCATION perhaps the
industrially-zoned area on 8th Street East which has no residents nearby, relatively little traffic and plenty of parking.

Name Email Zip No Email? Signature ;'::cr';_
Please print Please print Code Full Address Please
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Please return petition signatures to: Karla Noyes, 15549 Brookview Dr., Sonoma, CA 95476
* We will not pass your information to anyone except the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission and Supervisor Susan Gorin
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l l"ﬁ\\\ S O N O M A Permit & Resource ManagemZnt Department

February 1, 2019

Paul Morrison

Elizabeth Morrison

976 Glenwood Drive
Sonoma, California 95476

Re: UPC17-0094; 15499 Arnold Drive, Glen Ellen

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Morrison,

| am the planner assigned to the use permit application for a cannabis dispensary for property located at
15499 Arnold Drive in Glen Ellen (UPC17-0094). Supervisor Gorin forwarded your comment letter dated
January 30, 2018, and related protests and petitions to me, and | am reviewing them.

As a courtesy, this letter provides information regarding the status of the subject application, how
applications are concluded, notice of public hearings, and opportunities for participation in the public
review process, which you may find useful.

Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code (Zoning Code) identifies the land uses that are allowed in each
zoning district with a permit, and identifies additional requirements and standards that are applicable to
certain land uses. The Permit and Resource Management Department (Department) provides a list of
the information required to be submitted by an applicant for an application. When an applicant submits
all of the required materials the application is deemed complete for processing. Your letter alternately
request that the County stop processing application UPC17-0094 or deny it.

Applications for use permits are typically concluded in one of three ways: (1) the applicant withdraws his
or her application; (2) the County approves or conditionally approves the application; or (3) the County
denies the application. The County holds a public hearing on applications that are not withdrawn by the
applicant, unless the Planning Director has waived the requirement for a public hearing and no timely,
written, and signed request for a public hearing is received. At the public hearing, the decision-making
body receives and considers the applicant’s request, a report and other material prepared by staff
analyzing the request, staff's recommended action on the application, and all written and oral
comments received from the public prior to the close of the public hearing. The decision-making body
then deliberates and makes a decision on the application. In general, decisions made by the Planning
Director are appealable to the Board of Zoning Adjustments (BZA); decisions of the BZA are appealable
to the Board of Supervisors (Board); and decisions of the Board are appealable to court.

2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa CA 95403-2859 (707) 565-1900
www.PermitSonoma.org




File No. UPC17-0094
February 1, 2019

Department staff monitor applications for completeness. When an application is deemed complete for
processing staff evaluate its merits, prepares a report, and ultimately present a recommended action to
the decision-maker. Application UPC17-0094 has been deemed complete. Department staff are in the
process of evaluating its merits. While the Director has not waived the requirement for a public
hearing, the application has nevertheless not yet been scheduled or noticed for a public hearing.

For this application, in addition to posting notice of proposed actions at the subject property, the County
will automatically send notice of a scheduled public hearing to properties within 1,000 feet of the
proposed project. The notice is sent to the addresses on file with the Assessor’s Office for properties
within this 1,000 foot radius. Other interested persons can request placement on the Department’s
notice list by emailing me at the address indicated below.

The Department is committed to ensuring the integrity of the public review process. | understand from
the public comments and protest letters you submitted to the Department that there is interest in and
opposition to the application. The County invites public participation in land use matters. All interested
parties are encouraged to submit comments on the merits of the application. Comments are best
directed to me via email at the address indicated below. Please identify the application number or
property address in submitted comments.

While the Department does not yet have an estimated date for when a public hearing will be held for
this application, please understand that the County takes all comments seriously and they will be given
full consideration during the public review process. We ask for your patience as staff completes its
review and analysis of the applicant’s request and all submitted public comments.

If you have questions or additional comments related to this letter or UPC17-0094 generally, please
contact me at 707-565-8357 or at Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org.

Sincerely,

(jr;;#ft¢1 NAcke——
Crystal Acker
Planner llI

Cc:

Supervisor Susan Gorin, First District

Director Tennis Wick, Permit and Resource Management Department
Bruce Goldstein, County Counsel

Jani Friedman, Project Applicant

Z&fﬂ: Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
N 2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa CA 95403-2859 (707) 565-1900
permit www.PermitSonoma.org
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	January 20, 2019 
	 
	 
	Crystal Acker 
	Planner  
	County of Sonoma 
	PRMD 
	 
	Dear Ms. Acker,  
	 
	Kindly allow me to introduce myself as the president on GlobalMed Technologies as well as the property owner at 15499 Arnold Drive, Glen Ellen, CA 95442. A group associated with the  cannabis dispensary application on this property have had an option to buy my property since February 3, 2017.  Their Use Permit Application number is UPC-17-0094. 
	 
	I am writing to respectfully request prompt scheduling of the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s review and issuance of the permit.  
	 
	I have extended the group’s option to buy three times and the delays are expensive.  I also need to move my business to Napa but have been delayed over and over again. This application has been in process for close to a year and a half. John and Jani have kept me up to date on the milestones. But after all of the delays there is still not a scheduled BZA meeting to grant the permit.  My understanding is that the delays have been blamed on staffing issues and overwhelmed employees in the department. However,
	 
	I am expecting that the permit will be granted due to the clear land use code.  All the boxes have been checked, at great expense.  
	 
	My sense is that the locals want this dispensary. There are hundreds of signatures in support so far. The opposition is small and that is par for the course. 
	 
	I am rooting for this dispensary team. I appreciate how hard they have been working through this enduring, extremely expensive process. It is a tremendous financial burden for them to incur additional expenses for each month that goes by waiting for this unreasonably long process. These are regular folks - and this process is causing them to burn through their personal savings. It is such a waste and it is difficult to see them go through these overwhelmingly expensive delays.  
	 
	I want to make it clear that there are many stakeholders being adversely affected by the unreasonable delays and long timeline. Delays are extremely costly to the dispensary group, my business, and me. 
	 
	I request a written response from PRMD with a scheduled a BZA hearing date.  
	 
	Thank you for your understanding – and your time.  
	Sanders Ergas 

	Crystal AckerSent:To:Subject:1From:Sharon Church <vicki-sharon@sbcglobal.net>July 18, 2018 6:18 PMCrystal AckerUPC17-0094  Proposed Cannabis Dispensary at Arnold Drive/Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CADear Ms. Acker, I am a 25‐year resident of Marty Drive in Glen Ellen.  The former fire station site currently proposed for a cannabis dispensary is at the entrance to our residential neighborhood.  Although I voted to legalize marijuana, a residential neighborhood is not the appropriate location for a dispensary.  
	Crystal AckerSent:To:Subject:1From:Sharon Church <vicki-sharon@sbcglobal.net>July 18, 2018 6:18 PMCrystal AckerUPC17-0094  Proposed Cannabis Dispensary at Arnold Drive/Madrone Road, Glen Ellen, CADear Ms. Acker, I am a 25‐year resident of Marty Drive in Glen Ellen.  The former fire station site currently proposed for a cannabis dispensary is at the entrance to our residential neighborhood.  Although I voted to legalize marijuana, a residential neighborhood is not the appropriate location for a dispensary.  
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	August 2018 To: Sonoma County Planning & Resource Management and Board of Zoning AdjustmentsI’m offering my support for Apothevert, the Glen Ellen medical cannabis dispensary due for permit approval. I agree that Apothevert management has met all the county’s requirements, including zoning, and should be granted their permit. Thank you. ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________SignaturePrinted Name________________
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	February 1, 2019 
	 
	 
	Paul Morrison  
	Elizabeth Morrison 
	976 Glenwood Drive 
	Sonoma, California  95476 
	 
	 
	 Re: UPC17-0094; 15499 Arnold Drive, Glen Ellen 
	 
	 
	Dear Mr. and Mrs. Morrison, 
	I am the planner assigned to the use permit application for a cannabis dispensary for property located at 15499 Arnold Drive in Glen Ellen (UPC17-0094). Supervisor Gorin forwarded your comment letter dated January 30, 2018, and related protests and petitions to me, and I am reviewing them.    
	As a courtesy, this letter provides information regarding the status of the subject application, how applications are concluded, notice of public hearings, and opportunities for participation in the public review process, which you may find useful.     
	Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code (Zoning Code) identifies the land uses that are allowed in each zoning district with a permit, and identifies additional requirements and standards that are applicable to certain land uses. The Permit and Resource Management Department (Department) provides a list of the information required to be submitted by an applicant for an application. When an applicant submits all of the required materials the application is deemed complete for processing.   Your letter alternate
	Applications for use permits are typically concluded in one of three ways: (1) the applicant withdraws his or her application; (2) the County approves or conditionally approves the application; or (3) the County denies the application.  The County holds a public hearing on applications that are not withdrawn by the applicant, unless the Planning Director has waived the requirement for a public hearing and no timely, written, and signed request for a public hearing is received.  At the public hearing, the de

	Attachment 10. Public Comments Early Comments received prior to publication of Negative Declaration (prior to 2/26/2021) 
	TT
	Crystal AckerSent:To:Subject:Hi Crystal and Janette, My name is Paul Morrison, and I live in close proximity to the proposed Cannabis Dispensary.  My family and the neighbors that I have discussed this potential use change are adamantly against this type of use for this building in our residential neighborhood.  We all believe that this use will increase the traffic, impact the limited on street parking, increase crime, lower our property values, and change the entire neighborhood in a negative irreversable
	From:
	Paul Morrison <pmorrison@marinwater.org> January 12, 2018 3:56 PMCrystal Acker; jani@apothevert.com UPC17-0094. 15499 Arnold Dr Use Permit
	Crystal AckerSent:To:Subject:Hello Ms. Acker,   I called and left you a voicemail today to see if I could get a little more information on a proposed planning application for a cannabis dispensary at 15499 Arnold Drive, file number UPC17-0094.  I am a local resident very close to this site (across Madrone Road on Glenwood Drive). I am curious as to whether this is intended as a retail establishment and what sort of customer traffic patterns are anticipated. This is a residential area with limited parking, a
	Crystal AckerSent:To:Subject:Dear Crystal ‐ We live on Morningside Mt Drive in Glen Ellen and have become aware of the application that has been filed to open a cannabis facility at the foot of our street.  This is a quiet residential neighborhood with many families with young children living in close proximity to the property at 15499 Arnold Drive.  We strongly object to the idea of a cannabis facility operating at this location.  Traffic in the area is already a problem with the Highway Patrol often parke
	Crystal AckerSent:To:Cc:Subject:Dear Crystal, I am writing to you to share my concerns over the application of a proposed cannabis dispensary application (UPC17-0094). I have read my neighbor Ricardo Capretta’ s letter to you and feel that he does a good job of highlighting the areas where this application does not comply with the law. Your consideration from another standpoint would be appreciated. The entire “cannabis law” is brand new to our state. There is no precedence for us to consider. The future ma
	From:
	Steve Rosenblatt <steve@sonomastone.com> February 08, 2018 9:22 AMCrystal AckerSusan GorinProposed Cannabis Dispensary
	Crystal AckerMark Davidow and I are fully in agreement with Steve Rosenblatt and Ricardo Capretta. There is no place for a commercial endeavor like this in our residential community. We have enough issues in our County with drug and alcohol use causing road issues, degradation of neighborhoods, loss of property value, etc. Adding this to the mix will only harm our fragile community further. The place to test this sort of business is in a commercial district, and there are plenty of places in the County that
	Thank you for your consideration of this personal concern.  Steve Rosenblatt 1741 Morningside Mountain Road Glen Ellen, CA 95442 ----------------------------------------- This electronic communication and any files transmitted with it, or attached to it, are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to who it is addressed and may contain information that is confidential, legally privileged, protected by privacy laws, or otherwise restricted from disclosure to anyone else. 
	Crystal Acker
	1
	From:Moriah Dunning <moriahdunning@yahoo.com> Sent:March 02, 2018 11:29 AMTo:Crystal AckerSubject:File Number UPC17-0094
	Crystal AckerHi Crystal My name is Judy Condon and I live half a block from the proposed pot dispensary on the corner of Madrone Rd and Arnold Dr.  This is a residential neighborhood surrounded by vineyards, not the place for a pot dispensary.  There are plenty of vacant businesses in Sonoma and Boyes Springs.  Those areas are zoned for commerce and have parking.  This quiet neighborhood does not need more traffic, nor the potential for criminal activity that would be attracted to this business. THIS EMAIL 
	From:Judy Condon <glenellenjudy@gmail.com> Sent:March 07, 2018 8:31 AMTo:Crystal AckerSubject:pot dispensary on Arnold
	Crystal AckerI am writing to protest allowing a pot dispensary to open in my residential neighborhood.  I live half a block from the old firehouse on the corner of Arnold Drive and Madrone Road and do not want this sort of business in our neighborhood.  There are many vacant buildings in Boyes Springs and Sonoma in commercially zoned areas, this is a neighborhood. 
	From:Judy Condon <glenellenjudy@gmail.com> Sent:March 09, 2018 5:55 PMTo:Crystal AckerSubject:pot dispensary in residential neighborhood
	Crystal AckerFrom:Dave Palmgren <dave.palmgren1@gmail.com>Sent:March 10, 2018 4:08 PMTo:Paul MorrisonCc:Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt; Shirlee Zane; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins; Crystal Acker; steve.levin@pressdemocrat.com; Liz Morrison; Judy Condon; Elias CasollaSubject:Re: Cannabis Dispensary proposed in neighborhood surrounded by childrenPaul,   Thanks for your letter. I just posted a copy of this on Nextdoor.com so that our neighborhood is aware:  Re: Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17-0094 15499 A
	Crystal AckerFrom:Karla Noyes <Karla@KarlaNoyes.com>Sent:March 11, 2018 12:38 PMTo:Susan GorinCc:Crystal AckerSubject:Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17-0094Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17‐0094                15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA                APN: 054‐130‐024  Dear Supervisor Gorin,  I live in the Rancho Madrone subdivision outside of the mandatory notification limit for the proposed Cannabis Dispensary at 15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA, and was late to learn of this
	Sonoma, CA 95476  
	 3/12/18 via email Crystal.Acker@sonoma‐county.org 707‐565‐1900   County of Sonoma, Permit & Resource Management Department Crystal Acker, Project Planner 2550 Ventura Ave.   Santa Rosa, CA 95403‐2859  Re:  Proposed Cannabis Dispensary, File No. UPC17‐0094  15499 Arnold Drive Glen Ellen, CA  APN: 054‐130‐024  Dear Crystal,  I have become aware of the application for this permit and I wanted to take this opportunity to provide my initial comments for your consideration.  We live approximately 1.8 miles from 
	Crystal Acker
	From:Sarah Rafanelli <s_rafanelli@yahoo.com>Sent:March 14, 2018 3:39 PMTo:Crystal AckerCc:Glen Ellen; Gina RafanelliSubject:Neighbor Opposed to proposed cannabis dispensary in Glen EllenDear Ms. Crystal Acker,  We represent the owners of The Grove at Glen Ellen at 909-913 Madrone Road. We recently learned of the proposed cannabis dispensary to be located right around the corner from our property. As a community filled with families and kids, we do not support this proposed cannabis dispensary. The location 
	Crystal Acker
	From:Stephen Brett <stephennoelbrett@gmail.com>Sent:March 15, 2018 8:15 PMTo:Crystal AckerSubject:Proposed Marijuana Dispensary
	Ms. Acker: The Kenwood Press article mentioned that you are inviting comments regarding the Permit Request for a medical marijuana dispensary at 15499 Arnold Drive. I live in Glen Ellen .We bought our home 25 years ago. I am 71, retired from 45 years in the insurance industry . Held many titles including CEO f a major company ( 1,400 employees world-wide). I am not a naïve person and hold a graduate degree in finance. I mention this not to toot my horn but to add some gravitas to what opinions I hold about 
	Crystal Acker
	To:Crystal AckerSubject:RE: Medical Cannabis Dispensary in Glen Ellen- UPC17-0094; 15499 Arnold DrFrom: Leslie Vaughn [mailto:leslie_vaughn@att.net]  Sent: March 15, 2018 6:40 PM To: Crystal Acker <Crystal.Acker@sonoma‐county.org> Subject: Re: Medical Cannabis Dispensary in Glen Ellen‐ UPC17‐0094; 15499 Arnold Dr  Dear Crystal,  I actually had the foresight to download the 100+ page application in PDF format, and found it a short while ago. So I’m good with that now. I would like to submit a comment that “A
	Crystal AckerFrom:Elias Casolla <elias80@sbcglobal.net>Sent:April 18, 2018 11:49 AMTo:Crystal AckerSubject:Proposed dispensary Crystal and Janette,     My name is Elias Casolla, and I live in close proximity to the proposed Cannabis Dispensary.  My family and the neighbors that I have discussed this potential use are against this type of use for this building in a residential neighborhood.  You have a public bus stop that stops right in front of the proposed dispensary. How can you control who and how many 
	Crystal AckerFrom:Karla Noyes <Karla@KarlaNoyes.com>Sent:April 19, 2018 8:44 AMTo:Susan Gorin; Pat GilardiCc:Crystal AckerSubject:No Marijuana Dispensary at old Fire House at Madrone & ArnoldDear Supervisor Gorin and District Director Gilard,  You should know that the residents of the Rancho Madrone subdivision, directly across from the proposed retail marijuana drug store at Madrone and Arnold, are adamantly opposed to the approval of the use permit for this business in that location.  In a little over a w
	Karla Noyes  P.S. Crystal, would you please distribute this email to the applicant, no one deserves to be blind‐sided. Thank you.  
	Crystal AckerFrom:Pat GilardiSent:May 23, 2018 10:32 AMCc:'Jani Friedman'; Crystal AckerSubject:FW: Cannabis Dispensary at Madrone and Arnold in Glen EllenFYI ‐ Public comment on UPC17‐0094  on tonight's agenda.  This has been forwarded to the SVCAC commissioners as well.  Best regards,  Pat Gilardi District Director, Supervisor Susan Gorin First District, County of Sonoma  575 Administration Drive, Room 100A Santa Rosa, CA 95403 pat.gilardi@sonoma‐county.org phone: 707‐565‐2241   ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
	Crystal Acker
	From:Pat GilardiSent:May 23, 2018 1:25 PMCc:'Jani Friedman'; Crystal AckerSubject:FW: Constituent Matter: proposed medical marijuana dispensary at Arnold and Madrone RdCommissioners ‐ 
	 Please see below comment on UPC17‐0091 on tonight's agenda.  Best regards,  Pat Gilardi District Director, Supervisor Susan Gorin First District, County of Sonoma  575 Administration Drive, Room 100A Santa Rosa, CA 95403 pat.gilardi@sonoma‐county.org phone: 707‐565‐2241    ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ From: no‐reply@sonoma‐county.org [mailto:no‐reply@sonoma‐county.org] On Behalf Of Meridith Mace Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 12:48 PM To: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma‐county.org> Subject: Constituent Matter
	businesses servicing us locally. A dispensary expecting 900 customers/week is clearly not focused on serving the local population of roughly 1000 people.  Unfortunately, I'm not able to attend the public meeting this evening. I have a commitment with the Mentor Alliance. I hope you will fight to stop this permit from being approved. Thank you for your time.  Meridith Mace  Sender's Name:  Meridith Mace Sender's Email:  write2meri@yahoo.com Sender's Address:  820 Cecelia Dr Glen Ellen, CA 95442  
	Crystal AckerFrom:Paul Morrison <pmorrison@marinwater.org>Sent:June 11, 2018 1:03 PMTo:Crystal AckerCc:Karla Noyes (Karla@KarlaNoyes.com); 'Ricardo Capretta'; dave.palmgren1@gmail.com; 'Pam Palmgren'; Liz Morrison (lmorewalk@gmail.com); elias80@sbcglobal.net; Judy Condon (glenellenjudy@gmail.com); Moriah Dunning (moriahdunning@yahoo.com); Reinhardt.lorena@gmail.com; connjd@hotmail.com; ronjudysmalley@yahoo.com; 'write2meri@yahoo.com'Subject:RE: Follow-Up; UPC17-0094Crystal, this is why I don’t want this bro
	Sign Up to receive our daily newsletter, breaking news alerts and moreArmed robbers steal cash, drugs from Sebastopol-areahome in latest Sonoma County robberyROBERT DIGITALE    THE PRESS DEMOCRAT | June 9, 2018, 3:21PMA group of armed robbers invaded a Sebastopol-area home early Saturday morning and red shots as they ed with anundisclosed amount of cash, drugs and personal property, according to the Sonoma County Sheri’s Oce.The case appears to involve marijuana, a Sheri’s Oce spokesman said, making it th
	From:Karla NoyesTo:Crystal AckerCc:Susan Gorin; Pat Gilardi; Jani@Apothevert.comSubject:UPC17-0094 - Fire House marijuana dispensaryDate:July 11, 2018 12:29:04 PMHello Crystal, Please print these 44 pages and include them in the Board of Zoning Adjustment packet for themarijuana dispensary at the Fire House in Glen Ellen.https://learnaboutsam.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/SAM-Lessons-Learned-From-Marijuana-Legalization-Digital.pdf This document puts scientific facts to our legitimate concerns about safety 
	preventing another big tobaccoWACOORAKDCReviewed by researchers from: University of Colorado at Denver Harvard Medical SchoolBoston Children’s Hospital University of ConnecticutYale University University of Kansas and morewww.learnaboutsam.org
	LESSONS LEARNEDFROM MARIJUANALEGALIZATION IN FOUR U.S. STATES AND D.C.MARCH 2018
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	YOUTH AND Since Colorado, WSCHOOL IMPashington, Oregon, Alaska, and the District ACTSof Columbia (Washington, DC) legalized marijuana, past-month use of the drug has continued to rise above the national average among youth aged 12–17 in all five jurisdictions (National Survey on Drug Use and Health [NSDUH], 2006-2017).Alaska and Oregon are leading the nation in past-year marijuana use among youth aged 12–17 (NSDUH, 2006-2017). Colorado currently holds the top ranking for first-time marijuana use among youth
	EXECUTIVE HIGHLIGHTSColorado and Washington legalized marijuana in 2012, followed by Alaska and Oregon in 2014. The District of Columbia legalized cultivation and possession in 2014. Today’s highly potent marijuana represents a growing and significant threat to public health and safety, a threat that is amplified by a new marijuana industry intent on profiting from heavy use. State laws allowing marijuana have, in direct contradiction to federal law, permitted this industry to flourish, influencing both pol
	P
	SELLING TO MINORS
	• Washington state law enforcement has documented a total of 424 violations among licensed marijuana businesses. Of these, 288 violations pertained to selling marijuana to minors and 136 violations were for allowing minors access to a restricted area (Washington State Liquor and Cannabis Board [WSLCB], 2017). 
	P
	• Washington, DC, saw public consumption and distribution arrests nearly triple between the years 2015 and 2016. A disproportionate number of those marijuana-related arrests occurred among African-Americans (Moyer, 2017; District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Department [DCMPD], 2016).• Colorado marijuana arrests for young African-American and Hispanic youth have increased since legalization (Colorado Department of Public Safety [CDPS], 2016). 
	• Colorado schools that had 25% or fewer youth of color had 313 marijuana-related suspensions compared to 658 marijuana-related suspensions for schools comprised of populations with 76% or more youth of color (CDPS, 2016). 
	COSTS RELATED TO HIGHLY POTENT TETRAHYDROCANNABINOL (THC) BURNSAccording to the Oregon Burn Center, Butane Hash Oil explosions have resulted in at least 30 burn victims between July 2015 to July 2016, costing about $5,154,202 in total treatment costs (Oregon State Police-Drug Enforcement Section [OSPDES], 2017).
	THE BLACK MARKET• Narcotics officers in Colorado have been busy responding to the 50% increase in illegal grow operations across rural areas in the state (Stewart, 2017).• In 2016 alone, Colorado law enforcement confiscated 7,116 pounds of marijuana, carried out 252 felony arrests, and made 346 highway interdictions of marijuana headed to 36 different U.S. states (RMHIDTA, 2017). • The U.S. mail system has also been affected by the black market, seeing an 844% increase in marijuana seizures (RMHIDTA, 2017).
	CRIME•The crime rate in Colorado has increased 11 timesfaster than the rest of the nation since legalization(Mitchell, 2017), with the Colorado Bureau ofInvestigation reporting an 8.3% increase in propertycrimes and an 18.6% increase in violent crimes(Colorado Bureau of Investigation [CBI], 2017).•A study funded by the National Institutes of Healthshowed that the density of marijuana dispensarieswas linked to increased property crimes innearby areas (Freisthler, Gaidus, Tam, Ponicki, &Gruenewald, 2017).•The
	THE WORKPLACE•Marijuana urine test results in Washington and Coloradoare now double the national average (Quest Diagnostics,2016).•Insurance claims have become a growing concern amongcompanies in legalized states (Hlavac & Easterly, 2016).
	IMPAIRED DRIVING•The number of drivers in Colorado intoxicated with marijuana and involved in fatal traffic crashes increased 88% from 2013 to 2015 (Migoya, 2017). Marijuana-r elatedtraffic deaths increased 66% between the four -year averagesbefore and after legalization (National Highway Traffic Safety Administration [NHTSA], 2017).•Driving under the influence of drugs (DUIDs) havealso risen in Colorado, with 76% of statewide DUIDs involving marijuana (Colorado State Patrol [CSP], 2017).•Washington State e
	In 2012, Colorado and Washington voters passed referendums legalizing marijuana, accelerating the growth of a multibillion dollar, addiction-for-profit industry, and causing negative impacts both inside and outside of those states. We now have five years of data, lessons learned, and negative impacts affecting both families and communities. The goal of the industry is to successfully convert young, casual users into heavy, more frequent users. Given this nation’s addiction epidemic—deaths driven largely by 
	0100200300400500600108110132137137151218240305286340269379377402468472504536-2017--2016--2015--2014--2013--2012--2011--2010--2009--2008--2007--2006--2005--2004--2003--2002--2001--2000--1999-Medicalized MarijuanaCommercialized MarijuanaFully Legalized MarijuanaOPIOID DEATHS HAVE INCREASED, NOT DECREASED, SINCE COLORADO LEGALIZED MARIJUANAFOR MEDICAL USE IN 2000Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE)
	Although the full picture resulting from legalization will not be clear for decades, we need not wait that long to understand some key consequences. The states that have legalized marijuana have among the highest rates of marijuana use in the country. Other data show: • Higher rates of marijuana-related driving fatalities.• More marijuana-related emergency room visits, hospitalizations, and accidental exposures.• Expansion of a lucrative criminal market.• Increases in marijuana-related crimes and juvenile o
	However, public health and safety departments and law enforcement agencies in the states where legalization has been in place the longest have produced primary data and impact reports that shine a light on how current marijuana policies are failing to protect the health of the general population (Northwest High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area [NHIDTA], 2016; RMHIDTA, 2017; WSOFM, 2017; Oregon Health Authority [OHA], 2016; Alaska Department of Public Safety [ADPS], 2016; Washington Traffic Safety Commission 
	ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HEALTH OUTCOMES
	As commercialization increases in legalized states, false advertising of marijuana products as being “natural” and “healthier than alcohol and tobacco” have greatly decreased the perceived risk of harm related to marijuana use. The main psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, THC, 
	has now been observed to cause many different types of mental and physiological health problems—especially in children and youth. Direct associations have been made between the frequency of marijuana use and higher THC potency with the development of mental health issues (psychosis, depression, anxiety, suicidality, reshaping of brain matter, and addiction) (Miller, in press; Fischer et al., 2017). Links to lung damage and serious cardiovascular problems have also been found (hypertension, myocardial infarc
	and cardiac arrest) (Pacher, Steffens, Hasko, Schindler, & Kunos, 2017; Hall & Lynskey, 2016). Marijuana use during pregnancy has also been shown to negatively affect the cognitive development of children by increasing their risk of hyperactivity, impulsivity, and inability to focus (Wang et al., 2017; Huizink & Mulder, 2006). 
	Chronic adolescent marijuana use has been correlated with cognitive impairment and a decreased ability to do well in work or school (Finn, 2015; Meier, Hill, Small, & Luthar, 2015; Arria, Caldeira, Bugbee, Vincent, & O’Grady, 2015; Meier et al., 2012). 
	Marijuana has a variety of other interactions with mental health. While the popular view holds that marijuana is not addictive, brain scans of marijuana users show changes in the structure of the brain’s reward center to be consistent with addiction (Gilman et al., 2014). Heavy users have also been clearly observed to have withdrawal symptoms (Hasin, Keyes, Alderson, Wang, Aharonovich, & Grant, 2008). In Colorado, marijuana is the second drug most often implicated in addiction treatment admissions, after al
	abuse prescription opioids (Olfson et al., 2017). Colorado toxicology reports show the percentage of adolescent suicide victims testing positive for marijuana has increased (CDPHE, 2017).  This is not terribly surprising, as daily marijuana use among youth who begin before the age of 17 significantly increases the risk of suicide attempts (Silins et al., 2014).
	ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HEALTH OUTCOMES
	AVERAGE TOXICOLOGY OF SUICIDES AMONG ADOLESCENTS AGES 10-19 YEARS OLD (WITH KNOWN TOXICOLOGY)SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Colorado Violent Death Reporting System 11
	BUSINESS COMPARISON2017SOURCE: Colorado Department of Revenue; Starbucks Coffee Company, Corporate Office Headquarters; McDonalds Corporation, Corporate Office Headquarters; Washington State Liquor & Cannabis Board. Licensing. February 26, 2018. Information obtained from https://lcb.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Public_Records/2017/MarijuanaApplicants.xls; Oregon Liquor Control Commission. http://www.oregon.gov/olcc/marijuana/Documents/Approved_Retail_Licenses.pdf1,014392208478634297523326209
	COMMERCIALIZATION: A GROWING CONCERN
	The rise of commercialization has inundated legalized communities with marijuana companies and paraphernalia. In Colorado, this has led to more marijuana stores than McDonald’s and Starbucks combined (1,014 retail marijuana outlets, with 394 of them being located with medical marijuana outlets, versus 600 McDonald’s and Starbucks) (RMHIDTA, 2017; RMHIDTA, personal communication, January 25, 2018). Although marijuana industry lobbyists claim that the mass commercialization of marijuana poses little threat to
	COMMERCIALIZATION: A GROWING CONCERN
	The industry has prospered in selling marijuana-infused “edibles” that come in the form of cookies, candy, ice cream, sodas, and other sweet treats that are particularly appealing to children. These edibles comprise approximately 20 to 50% of the market in legalized states (where data is available), thereby increasing their availability to children and youth who are normally unaware of consumption serving sizes and consequences (Colorado Department of Revenue, 2015; O’Connor, Danelo, Fukano, Johnson, Law, &
	marijuana flower hybrids and concentrates continues to rise with the increase in demand for products with higher THC 
	potency levels. In Seattle, Washington, the average THC potency level far exceeds the national average at 21.24% for marijuana flowers and 72.76% for marijuana concentrates (NHIDTA, 2016). And mislabeling is not uncommon. According to Soldotna, Alaska, Police Chief Peter Mlynarik, testing of marijuana products revealed discrepancies “… of up to 77% difference in THC potency in the samples provided” (P. Mlynarik, personal communication, January 19, 2018). All legal states have had numerous recalls due to poo
	MARIJUANA-RELATED POISON CONTROL CALLS, HOSPITALIZATIONS, AND ER VISITS
	The increase in marijuana availability due to legalization has led to increasing numbers of marijuana-related poison control calls, hospitalizations, and ER visits.
	Emergency Marijuana-Related Poison Control Calls in COAll AgesAges 0-18Source: Rocky Mountain Poison and Drug Center Report, Colorado Marijuana Statistics for 2016, as reported by HIDTA100150200250300286273245158162146-2016--2015--2014--2013--2012--2011-050100150200250224231223127110869544627045101117926750394527262621-2016--2015--2014--2013--2012--2011--2010--2009--2008--2007--2006-Emergency Marijuana-Related Poison Control Calls in WASource: Source: Washington Poison Control Center, Washington Poison Cent
	Marijuana-related emergency room visits have also surged since legalization. According to the ColoradoDepartment of Public Health and Environment, the annual rate of marijuana-related emergency room visits increased 35% between the years 2011 and 2015 (CDPHE, 2016). The burden on the emergency departments stemming from the type of patient care required and the resulting financial implications have been large for hospitals in Colorado (Finn, 2015). 
	500100015002000250030003500302524431779141713131260963911818810Jan-Sept. 2015-2014--2013--2012--2011--2010--2009--2008--2007--2006-Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Monitoring Health Concerns Related to Marijuana in Colorado: 2016COLORADO HOSPITALIZATION RATES RELATED TO MARIJUANA
	MARIJUANA EMERGENCY ROOM VISITS HAVE ALSO INCREASED AMONG CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS (CHA, 2016). 
	Unknown Age0-8 Years9-17 Years18-24 Years25 years and Older496325792292229231424427161929161816191719262118237516192354176022237519671874441865176144203218163086933018353623361271102000200120022003200420052006200720082009201020112012201320142015050100150200250COLORADO POISON CENTER CALLS, 2000-2015________________________________________Source: Wang et al., 2017Annual regional poison center human exposure calls related to marijuana from January 1, 2000 through December 31, 2015, divided by age groups. *Coun
	Central Oregon hospitals saw a nearly 2,000% increase in emergency room visits due to marijuana poisoning, with 434 marijuana-related emergency visits in January 2016 alone, compared to a maximum of 32 visits per month prior to legalization (Kent, 2016). One hospital in Bend, Oregon, had an increase in marijuana-related emergency room visits from 229 in 2012 to 2,251 visits in 2015, while the average number of marijuana-related emergency room visits per month in the same hospital in 2016 was 552 cases (Hawr
	Adolescents 9-17Children <91,5761,8931,0111,055Source: Colorado Hospital Association 2011-Sep 2015 as reported in Monitoring Health Concerns Related to Marijuana in Colorado: 2016, Per 100,000MARIJUANA RELATED EMERGENCY ROOM VISITS IN CO BY AGE*Rates are per 100,000 2010-20132014-Sep 201516 
	OREGON BURN CENTER VICTIMS WITH COST FROM BUTANE HASH OIL PRODUCTIONSource: Oregon Health Authority-Public Health Division as reported by the Oregon State Police Drug Enforcement Section-2012-2013--2013-2014--2014-2015--2015-2016-3$1.613$2.67$1.1$5.230JULY 1, 2015RECREATIONALLEGALIZATION# of burn victimsCost in millions17
	The increase in marijuana-related emergency room visits includes a growing number of Butane Hash Oil (BHO) burn victims. BHO is a marijuana concentrate that yields a THC potency of 70–99% and is highly lucrative. Production involves forcing raw marijuana and butane into a reaction chamber, which creates a highly combustible liquid that easily explodes when introduced to an ignition source. According to the Oregon Burn Center, BHO explosions have resulted in at least 30 burn victims between July 2015 to July
	11731261Marijuana-related arrest rates in CO, ages 10-202015201628.37%% of youth ages 10-17 on probation testing positive for marijuana since legalization in CO201231.91%201333.77%201434.40%201534.83%2016
	Since Colorado, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, and the District of Columbia allowed for marijuana, past-month use of the drug has continued to rise above the national average among youth aged 12–17 in all four states and Washington, DC. 
	Legalized states are leading the nation in past-year marijuana use among youth aged 12–17 (NSDUH,2006-2016). Colorado currently holds the top ranking for first-time #1marijuana use among youth, representing a 65% increase in the years since legalization.
	NSDUH, 2006-2016). The number f youth arrested for marijuana ncreased from 2015 to 2016 (CBI, 017), and the percentage of youth n probation testing positive for arijuana in Colorado has also ncreased each year since legalization DPS, 2017).
	Despite the claims of pot-industry lobbyists that legalization will not affect young adult and youth use, the data show people are radically increasing their rate of consumption (IBH, n.d.). One recent study showed increased use by 14–18 year olds with newer forms of consumption—vaping and edibles (Borodovsky, Lee, Crosier, Gabrielli, Sargent, & Budney, 2017). About 62% of Oregon 11th graders have reported “very easy” access to marijuana, with many of them reporting marijuana acquisition coming primarily fr
	The most recognized survey on the prevalence of drug use among U.S. households is the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH). According to NSDUH data, marijuana use in all four legalized states and the District of Columbia has continued to increase since legalization. Unfortunately, state studies such as the Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (HKCS) have muddied the waters. This particular study has been rejected by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) due to its unsound methodology. The s
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	Crystal AckerFrom:Paul Morrison <pmorrison@marinwater.org>Sent:August 13, 2018 11:27 AMTo:Crystal AckerCc:'Ricardo Capretta'; Karla Noyes (Karla@K arlaNoyes.com); dave.palmgren1@gmail.comSubject:FW: Community Message: 3 men arrested after tying up, attempting to shoot victim at SR Pot Farm. Hi Crystal, please add this most recent cannabis crime to the list of complaints from the local residents.  Also, please send me the updated traffic study that was sent in by the applicant and an update on when this item
	2         
	Community: 3 men arrested after tying up, attempting to shoot victim at SR Pot Farm.  Dear Lisa Capretta, Deputies from the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office arrested three men after they beat, tied up and attempted to shoot a former coworker at a marijuana farm. The call came out yesterday at about 7:30 AM in the 6500 block of St. Helena Rd in Santa Rosa. The caller, Moises Calvillo‐Chavez, who later turned out to be one of three suspects, called the Sheriff’s Office stating the former head grower for their m
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