From: Kk

To: Cannabis
Subject: Cannabis permits in West County
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 3:37:04 PM

As a longtime resident and taxpaying homeowner in West County, let me add my voice to
those opposing granting additional cannabis permits.

In the midst of our now-chronic drought, it is environmentally unsound to encourage such a
water-dependent industryin a region of the county with tiny water systems and wells that are
often not even up to code.

There also are safety concerns about organized thefts, armed grower disputes, and drugged
driving by cannabis tourists if they become problems in neighborhoods that lack local police
and rely on distant sheriff substations.

Thank you.
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From:
To:

Scott Orr
Crystal Acker; Cannabis

Subject: FW: Cannabis visioning process

Date:

Monday, August 16, 2021 3:49:49 PM

Attachments: ~WRDO000.ipa

From: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 3:48 PM

To: Gail Cafferata <revgailc@gmail.com>

Cc: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Re: Cannabis visioning process
Thanks so much for your comments on the proposed EIR.

Susan Gorin

1st District Supervisor

County of Sonoma

Be #SonomaSmart — Wash hands, wear masks, keep the distance.
It’s all about community.

575 Administration Drive, Room 100A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
WWW.sonoma-county.org
susan.gorin(@sonoma-county.org
Direct 707-565-2982

Cell 707-321-2788

I

On Aug 16, 2021, at 3:36 PM, Gail Cafferata <revgailc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Sonoma County Supervisors and County Staff,

As a pastor, I believe in the Golden Rule, of doing unto others as you would have others do
unto you, or in the words of Confucius, “What you do not want done to yourself, do not do
unto others.” I can’t imagine any of our elected County Supervisors or staff welcoming a
commercial marijuana grow, a processing plant or a dispensary moving next door to them
or their neighborhood, visible to them as they sit in their backyard or drive to and from
their home, or air smelling like pot 24/7 harming children, the elderly and homebound,
people with respiratory issues, visiting friends, even County tourists. If you wouldn’t accept
these burdens, why would you accept them for the citizens you are elected to represent? A
July PD poll of Sonoma County found only 21% of residents would feel “comfortable
living next to” such a farm; that leaves 80% who are not. Nearly half said they “would not
feel safe with a cannabis farm within any proximity of their residence.” I have lived in
Sonoma County for over 20 years and love to hike and drive through our beautiful



countryside, to show it off to relatives and out of town friends. I value the preservation of
open lands that could be overrun by unsightly commercial marijuana grows.

Sonoma county needs to protect our verdant and historic visual landscape. It is a source of
our thriving tourism and agricultural economies. Commercial marijuana grows in hoop
houses are abhorrent, and would make Sonoma County look like the industrial ag of
southern CA as in Santa Barbara. As well, hoop houses require plastic sheeting that must be
disposed of every 2-3 years, and CANNOT be recycled; a new EIR will have to evaluate
the costs of this since the plastic cannot go in landfills. Hoop houses are a huge polluter and
greenhouse gas generator with the hydrocarbons of the plastic.

Outdoor farms require high security fences, night lighting to discourage theft, and appear
clearly industrial in nature, inappropriate and incompatible with our bucolic landscape.
They will be patrolled by armed security guards, that our children and families will
encounter as they walk, ride bikes or drive by on. Cannabis is NOT like other agricultural
cultivation. Because of necessary security fencing, lighting, etc., it is industrial in nature,
and should not be part of our otherwise bucolic landscape. Visual impacts of both open and
hooped cannabis operations will affect both public and private views, will affect voter
protected Community Separator lands, Scenic Landscape Units, Greenbelts, Greenways
and Expanded Greenbelts, in addition to Scenic Corridors, none of which have been
considered or evaluated in granting extant permits.

The EIR for the General Plan was completed in 2000. Given the current drought and the
UN’s changing climate report,
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wgl/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6 WGI Headline Statements.pdf.

it is clear that any policy decisions about marijuana commercial cultivation in Sonoma
County need a NEW EIR reflecting these realities. The UN Report states unequivocally
that precipitation will decrease in CA and soil moisture will decrease as well (p.23).

Visioning sessions for Sonoma County’s Cannabis “Program” County staff repeatedly
asked participants for their “ideal” commercial marijuana grow site, processing plan or
dispensary plan for rural agricultural and residential neighborhoods. Just transcribe the
videotapes and you’ll see the repeated request for “ideal” operations.This question is
“leading the witness.” There are none, nor should there ever be! The “ideal” is restriction of
marijuana commercial operations—growing, processing, sale—to zoned commercial areas
geographically close to police supervision, the cost of which needs to be considered by the
county. The financial, criminal and ecological burdens of any commercial marijuana grow
and processing are sufficient to lead neighboring Marin and Napa counties to ban
cultivation and processing altogether, to limit dispensary county numbers to zero or fewer
than 10, and to radically restrict zones in which dispensaries can operate. Sonoma County’s
negligent hearing process well as its permitting processes for all commercial marijuana
activities trample the Golden Rule.

Allowing any new permits for commercial marijuana cultivation, tasting and dispensaries
in this county is outrageous given climate change to our water table and supply, the
increasing risk of catastrophic county fires, the absence of any valid and reliable test for
marijuana intoxication, and proven criminal activities associated with dispensaries in
Denver and elsewhere (see studies cited in the Q&A and in the comments submitted for the
record). If this process doesn’t result in an immediate moratorium on commercial
cultivation, tasting and dispensary permits in Sonoma County, this process is not OPEN,
but biased in favor of the marijuana industry. The financial power of the industry to
successfully “buy” the support of elected officials and consultants in this way is a disgrace.
The Rev. Dr. Gail Cafferata

Santa Rosa, CA
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Ascent Environmental Air Quality and Odors

3.3 AIR QUALITY AND ODORS

This section includes a discussion of existing air quality conditions, a summary of applicable air
quality regulations, and an analysis of potential short-term and long-term air quality impacts
(including odors) that could result from adoption and implementation of the proposed CLUO, including
issuance of subsequent Cannabis Use Permits pursuant to the adopted CLUO.

Comments were received on the NOP pertaining to air quality and odor impacts from cannabis uses.
The Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, a tribal nation; concerned residents; and members of the public who
attended the Scoping Meeting on September 13, 2019, noted concerns regarding the potential for
odor emissions from cultivation. Yolo County Farm Bureau expressed concerns over dust emissions
from travel on unpaved roads as well as odor impacts. These issues are considered below. The reader
is referred to Appendix A for NOP comment letters.

3.3.1 Environmental Setting

The project area is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). The SVAB includes all of Butte,
Colusa, Glenn, Sacramento, Shasta, Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, and Yuba Counties; the western portion of
Placer County; and the eastern portion of Solano County. The ambient concentrations of air pollutant
emissions are determined by the amount of emissions released by the sources of air pollutants and
the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute such emissions. Natural factors that affect transport
and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and sunlight. Therefore, existing air quality and
odor conditions in the area are determined by such natural factors as topography, meteorology, and
climate, in addition to the amount of emissions released by existing air pollutant sources, as discussed
separately below.

CLIMATE, METEOROLOGY, AND TOPOGRAPHY

The SVAB is a relatively flat area bordered by the north Coast Ranges to the west and the northern
Sierra Nevada to the east. Air flows into the SVAB through the Carquinez Strait, the only breach in the
western mountain barrier, and moves across the Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta (Delta) from the San
Francisco Bay Area.

The Mediterranean climate type of the SVAB is characterized by hot, dry summers and cool, rainy
winters. During the summer, daily temperatures range from 50 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to more than
100°F. The inland location and surrounding mountains shelter the area from much of the ocean
breezes that keep the coastal regions moderate in temperature. Most precipitation in the area results
from air masses that move in from the Pacific Ocean, usually from the west or northwest, during the
winter months. More than half the total annual precipitation falls during the winter rainy season
(November through February); the average winter temperature is a moderate 49°F. Also characteristic
of SVAB winters are periods of dense and persistent low-level fog, which are most prevalent between
storms. The prevailing winds are moderate in speed and vary from moisture-laden breezes from the
south to dry land flows from the north.

The mountains surrounding the SVAB create a barrier to airflow, which leads to the entrapment of air
pollutants when meteorological conditions are unfavorable for transport and dilution. The highest
frequency of poor air movement occurs in the fall and winter when high-pressure cells are often present
over the SVAB. The lack of surface wind during these periods, combined with the reduced vertical flow
caused by a decline in surface heating, reduces the influx of air and leads to the concentration of air



pollutants under stable metrological conditions. Surface concentrations of air pollutant emissions are
highest when these conditions occur in combination with agricultural burning activities or with
temperature inversions, which hamper dispersion by creating a ceiling over the area and trapping air
pollutants near the ground.

Yolo County
Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Draft EIR 3.3-1
Air Quality and Odors Ascent Environmental

Elevated levels of ozone typically occur May through October in the SVAB. This period is characterized by
poor air movement in the mornings with the arrival of the Delta sea breeze from the southwest in the
afternoons. In addition, longer daylight hours provide a plentiful amount of sunlight to fuel
photochemical reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which
result in ozone formation. Typically, the Delta breeze transports air pollutants northward out of the
SVAB; however, a phenomenon known as the Schultz Eddy prevents this from occurring during
approximately half of the time from July to September. The Schultz Eddy phenomenon causes the wind
to shift southward and blow air pollutants back into the SVAB. This phenomenon exacerbates the
concentration of air pollutant emissions in the area and contributes to the area violating the ambient
air quality standards.

The local meteorology of the project area is represented by measurements recorded at the Western
Regional Climate Center Woodland 1 WNW station. The normal annual precipitation is approximately
18.5 inches. January temperatures range from a normal minimum of 37.6°F to a normal maximum of
54.1°F. July temperatures range from a normal minimum of 57.9°F to a normal maximum of 96.3°F
(WRCC 2016). The prevailing wind direction is from the south southwest, as measured at the Vacaville
Airport station (WRCC 2019).

CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS

Concentrations of criteria air pollutants are used to indicate the quality of the ambient air. A brief
description of key criteria air pollutants in the SVAB and their health effects are provided below. Criteria
air pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NOz), sulfur dioxide (SO2),
respirable particulate matter (PMuo), fine particulate matter (PMzs), and lead. However, ozone, PM 10,
and PMz.s are the criteria air pollutants of primary concern in this analysis due to their nonattainment
status with respect to the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and/or California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The attainment status of criteria air pollutants with respect to
the NAAQS and CAAQS in Yolo County are shown in Table 3.3-1. Monitoring data representative of
ambient air concentrations in Yolo County are summarized in Table 3.3-2.

Table 3.3-1 Attainment Status Designations for Yolo County

National Ambient Air Quality Standard

Nonattainment (1-hour)

Nonattainment (8-hour)*

Nonattainment (8-hour)?

Attainment (24-hour)

Nonattainment (24-hour)

Attainment (Annual)




Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (Annual)

Attainment (1-Hour)

Attainment (3-month rolling avg.)

No Federal Standard

Pollutant California Ambient Air Quality Standard Nonattainment (1-hour)

Ozone

Nonattainment (8-hour)

Respirable particulate matter (PMiO) Nonattainment (24-hour) Nonattainment (Annual)
Fine particulate matter (PMz.s) (No state standard for 24-Hour) Attainment (Annual)
Carbon monoxide (CO) Attainment (1-hour) Attainment (8-hour)

Nitrogen dioxide (NOz) Attainment (1-hour) Attainment (Annual)

Sulfur dioxide (SOz) Attainment (1-hour) Attainment (24-hour)
Lead (Particulate) Attainment (30-day average) Hydrogen SulfideUnclassified (1-hour) Sulfates Attainment (24-hour)
Visibly Reducing Particles Unclassified (8-hour) Vinyl Chloride Unclassified (24-hour) * 1997 Standard.

22008 Standard.
Sources: YSAQMD 2016a; CARB 2015
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Table 3.3-2 Summary of Annual Data on Ambient Air Quality (2015-2017)*
2015 2016
2017
Ozone
0.086/0.072 0.095/0.076
0/4 1/4
3 4

Maximum concentration (1-hr/8-hr avg, ppm) 0.089/0.074 Number of days state standard exceeded (1-hr/8-hr) 0/2
Number of days national standard exceeded (8-hr) 2 Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)



29.4 16.4

Maximum concentration (24-hour pg/m?) 60.1 Number of days national standard exceeded (24-hour measured?) 12.3
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

69.4 68.7
12.2 12.2
0 0

Maximum concentration (ug/m?) 130.8 Number of days state standard exceeded 18.4 Number of days national
standard exceeded O Notes: pg/m?® = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million

* Measurements from the Woodland-Gibson Road station.

Source: CARB 2019

Ozone

Ground-level ozone is not emitted directly into the air but is created by chemical reactions between ROG
and NOx. This happens when pollutants emitted by cars, power plants, industrial boilers, refineries,
chemical plants, and other sources chemically react in the presence of sunlight. Ozone at ground level
is a harmful air pollutant, because of its effects on people and the environment, and is the main
ingredient in smog (EPA 2018).

Acute health effects of ozone exposure include increased respiratory and pulmonary resistance, cough,
pain, shortness of breath, and lung inflammation. Chronic health effects include permeability of
respiratory epithelia and possibility of permanent lung impairment (EPA 2018). Emissions of the ozone
precursors ROG and NOx have decreased over the past two decades because of more stringent motor
vehicle standards and cleaner burning fuels (CARB 2014).

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban environments. The major human-made
sources of NOz2 are combustion devices, such as boilers, gas turbines, and mobile and stationary
reciprocating internal combustion engines. Combustion devices emit primarily nitric oxide (NO), which
reacts through oxidation in the atmosphere to form NO2. The combined emissions of NO and NO2z are
referred to as nitrogen oxide (NOx) and are reported as equivalent NOz2. Because NO2zis formed and
depleted by reactions associated with photochemical smog (ozone), the NO2 concentration in a
particular geographical area may not be representative of the local sources of NOx emissions (EPA
2012).

Acute health effects of exposure to NOxincludes coughing, difficulty breathing, vomiting, headache, eye
irritation, chemical pneumonitis, or pulmonary edema, breathing abnormalities, cough, cyanosis, chest
pain, rapid heartbeat, and death. Chronic health effects include chronic bronchitis and decreased lung
function (EPA 2018).

Particulate Matter

“Particulate matter” is the term used to describe a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found
in the air (EPA 2018). Respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers
or less is referred to as PMio. PMio consists of particulate matter emitted directly into the air, such as
fugitive dust, soot, and smoke from mobile and stationary sources, construction operations, fires and
natural windblown dust, as well as particulate matter formed in the atmosphere by reaction of gaseous



precursors (CARB 2014). PMao particles are often large or dark enough to see with the naked eye (EPA
2018). Fine particulate matter (PMz.5) includes a subgroup of smaller particles that have an
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less. PMz.s particles are so small that they can only be
detected using an electron microscope (EPA 2018). PMio emissions in the SVAB are dominated by
emissions from area sources,
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primarily fugitive dust from vehicle travel on unpaved and paved roads, farming operations, construction
and demolition, and particles from residential fuel combustion. Direct emissions of PMio are projected
to remain relatively constant through 2035. Direct emissions of PMz.s have steadily declined in the
SVAB between 2000 and 2010 and then are projected to increase very slightly through 2035.
Emissions of PM2.sin the SVAB are primarily generated by the same sources as emissions of PMio
(CARB 2014).

Acute health effects of PMio exposure include breathing and respiratory symptoms, aggravation of
existing respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and premature death. Chronic health effects include
alternations to the immune system and carcinogenesis (EPA 2018).

ATTAINMENT DESIGNATIONS AND MONITORING STATION DATA

Criteria air pollutant concentrations are measured at several monitoring stations in the SVAB. There are
two monitoring stations in Yolo County: Woodland-Gibson Road station and the UC Davis station. The
Woodland Gibson Road station was used for consideration in this EIR of all pollutants because it is
most representative of air quality in unincorporated Yolo County. Table 3.3-2 summarizes the air quality
data measured at monitoring stations near the project area during the last 3 years (2015-2017).

Both the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) use
monitoring data to designate areas according to their attainment status for criteria air pollutants
(attainment designations are summarized below in Table 3.3-1).

EMISSIONS INVENTORY

Exhibit 3.3-1 summarizes an estimated emissions inventory of criteria air pollutants projected for Yolo
County for various source categories in 2015 based on the 2016 State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Emissions Projection Data from CARB. According to the emissions inventory, mobile sources are the
largest contributor to the estimated daily air pollutant levels of ROG and NOx, accounting for
approximately 33 percent and 76 percent of the total daily emissions, respectively. Area-wide source
(i.e., sources that occur over a large area rather than at a point source [e.g., smokestack] or a mobile
source [e.g., tailpipe]) account for approximately 89 percent and 73 percent of the County’s PMioand
PM2z.5 emissions, respectively (CARB 2016a), due in part to the agricultural and semi-rural conditions in
Yolo County. This is the most current emissions inventory available for Yolo County.
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ROG NOx PM1o PM.5 Areawide Sources Stationary

Other Mobile Sources

On-Road

Source: CARB 2016a; data compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018.
Exhibit 3.3-1 Yolo County 2015 Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory
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TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

According to the California Alimanac of Emissions and Air Quality, the majority of the estimated health
risks from toxic air contaminants (TACs) can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most
important being particulate matter (PM) exhaust from diesel engines (diesel PM) (CARB 2014:5-2 to
5-4). Diesel PM differs from other TACs in that it is not a single substance, but rather a complex
mixture of hundreds of substances. Although diesel PM is emitted by diesel-fueled internal combustion
engines, the composition of the emissions varies depending on engine type, operating conditions, fuel
composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emissions control system is being used. Unlike the other
TACs, no ambient monitoring data are available for diesel PM because no routine measurement method
currently exists. However, CARB has made preliminary concentration estimates based on a PM
exposure method. This method uses the CARB emissions inventory’s PMio database, ambient PMio
monitoring data, and the results from several studies to estimate concentrations of diesel PM. In
addition to diesel PM, the TACs for which data are available that pose the greatest existing ambient risk
in California are benzene, 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium,
para-dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde, methylene chloride, and perchloroethylene.

Diesel PM poses the greatest health risk among these 10 TACs mentioned. Based on receptor
modeling techniques, CARB estimated the average cancer risk associated with diesel PM
concentrations in the SVAB to be 360 excess cancer cases per million people in the year 2000 (CARB
2010:5-83). Overall, statewide emissions of diesel PM are forecasted to decline by 71 percent
between 2000 and 2035 (CARB 2014:3-8) due to more stringent emissions standards and the
introduction of cleaner burning diesel fuel.

NATURALLY OCCURRING ASBESTOS

Asbestos is the common name for a group of naturally occurring fibrous silicate minerals that can
separate into thin but strong and durable fibers. Naturally occurring asbestos, which was identified as
a TAC by CARB in 1986, is located in many parts of California and is commonly associated with
serpentine soils and rocks. According to the U.S. Geological Survey, Yolo County is not likely to contain
naturally occurring asbestos

(USGS 2011).

ODORS

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However, a person’s
reaction to foul odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological



(e.g., increase in blood pressure, nausea, vomiting, and headache).
Environmental odor quantification is inherently challenging for several reasons including: 1. Odor
usually results from a mixture of substances (as opposed to a single chemical or compound). 2.

Odor is prone to subjectivity and opinion (not everyone agrees on what smells good or bad).

3. Odor is highly influenced by meteorological conditions such as seasonality, wind,
humidity, temperature, cloud cover, precipitation, and time of day.

These challenges are important to recognize and overcome when establishing an odor verification
protocol that is both practical and objective.
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The strength of an odor can be objectively measured with an acceptable degree of precision using an
instrument called an olfactometer. The Nasal Ranger device recently purchased by Yolo County is an
example of a conventional field olfactometer. The field olfactometer provides odor data that is
consistent from location to location by quantifying odor strength in the ambient air. Numerically, the
strength of an odor is identified by how many clean air dilutions are required to no longer detect any
given odor. The more clean air dilutions required, then the stronger the odor — and strong odors are a
good indicator of potential nuisance.

An olfactometer works by controlling the proportion of “clean air” (odor-free or carbon filtered air) to
“odorous” air to which an odor investigator is exposed. As an example, for a given odor, a numeric
value of 60 dilutions of clean air using an olfactometer would objectively be much stronger and likely
much more offensive than a value of 15 dilutions of clean area. In this example, an olfactometer
value of 60 represents a stronger odor than a value of 15 because the tested air simply requires much
more clean air to dilute the sample of odorous air to a level that is undetectable. These values are
known as dilution-to-threshold Or “D/T” values.

While an olfactometer determines the strength of a given odor, it does not identify the character of the
odor (i.e. what does the odor smell like?). Other observable characteristics such as the frequency,
intensity, duration, and offensiveness of the odor are equally as important as measuring the strength.
These parameters are noted alongside the numeric odor strength measurements from the
olfactometer.

It is good practice to apply what is known as the “FIDOL” parameters to odor measurements. FIDOL
is an acronym for the following characteristics or parameters:

Frequency — how often the odor impacts occur
Intensity — the relative odor strength (faint to overwhelming)
Duration — the length of time for a given odor event

Offensiveness — the character or description of the odor



Location — mapping impact and identifying other off-property contributing sources

As part of the odor verification process, the trained odor investigator addresses the FIDOL parameters
on a standardized odor documentation field sheet. For consistency in qualifying the character of a
specific odor, an odor wheel (see Exhibit 3.3-2) is commonly used to define the descriptors of possible
scents and provide investigators a standard set list from which to choose. The numerical values
depicted in the exhibit allow for shorthand recordkeeping of odor descriptors only and are not
indicative of odor strength or offensiveness.

Reliable ambient odor measurement limits require trained odor investigators with tested sensitivity
within an acceptable range for detecting odors, as defined by European Standard EN13725. Competent
investigators are trained to understand the various characteristics and parameters of odor and how to
document them, and also how to assess and document various externalities (such as topography and
meteorology) that might have relevance to the particular odor condition.
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Exhibit 3.3-2 Odor Descriptor Wheel*

Cannabis Odor Research

The typical smell of cannabis originates from roughly 140 different terpenes. A terpene is a volatile,
unsaturated hydrocarbon that is found in essential oils of plants, especially conifers and citrus trees.
Some terpenes are identified explicitly in research (myrcene, pinene, limonene). The “skunk” odor is
primarily volatile thiols? (i.e., commonly offensive odor that vaporizes easily). Cannabis contains
alpha-linolenic acid which may break down under ultraviolet rays of sunlight into methyl and butyl
thiols.

Some researchers define an “odor activity value” (OAV) which is the chemical compound concentration
divided by the chemical compound odor detection threshold (which is a literature-based value). A higher
OAV could mean a more significant odor. One shortcoming of the OAV is the quality of the odor
detection thresholds may be low. Highly odorous compounds in low concentrations which may have
more potent OAV are nonanal, decanol, o-cymene, and benzaldehyde. In other research findings, it is
believed the majority of the odor in the flowers is linked to pinene, limonene, and terpinolene.

1 0dor descriptor wheel obtained from St. Croix Sensory.
2Thiol is an organosulfur compound that can generate offensive odors.
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Terpenes which are either commonly identified and/or thought to warrant further evaluation for odor
impacts include: myrcene, pinene, limonene, b-caryophyllene, terpinolene, nonanal, decanol, o-cymene,
and benzaldehyde. Utilizing published literature-based odor detection thresholds (where available) for
these chemical compounds yields a range of 1 part per billion (ppb) to 3,500 ppb. Literature-based
odor detection thresholds can vary widely (by orders of magnitude) for the same chemical compound.

Dispersion modeling has been conducted by other counties to determine distance that cannabis odor
may be detected. This modeling indicated that specific cannabis compounds may be detectable at a
distance of 2 miles or more depending on weather conditions (Kern County 2017:4.3-66 and 4.3-67).

Cannabis grown in enclosed, indoor environments (buildings and greenhouses) results in a
concentration of odor-causing chemicals which can result in to the generation of significant odors
within the internal air space. It has been reported that greenhouses can generate odor with strengths
ranging from 30,000 to 50,000 odor units (COC, 2018). This implies that the untreated indoor air
would need to be diluted up to 50,000 times with clean air to be reduced to levels which are no longer
detectable to humans with normal odor sensitivity. While containment of cannabis in buildings is an
effective means of addressing odors, unfiltered release of odors from vents or doors do generate
concentrated odors into the surrounding areas that can create nuisances to off-site land uses and
sensitive receptors.

Public Health/Nuisance Issues

In a review of recent scientific publications, there were no studies which evaluated the health effects
associated with exposure to cannabis odors. An evidence brief prepared by Public Health Ontario (Public
Health Ontario, Canada 2018) states that “most substances responsible for odors in the outdoor air
are not present at levels that can cause long-term health effects. However, exposure to unpleasant
odors may affect an individual’s quality of life and sense of well-being.” This statement was in context
to odors in general and not specific to cannabis odors. The City of Denver prepared a Cannabis
Environmental Best Management Practices document (City of Denver, Colorado 2018), which states
that while “the rate of VOC [volatile organic compound] emissions from cannabis cultivation facilities is
relatively unknown.... [Tlhese VOCs from the cannabis industry typically do not pose a direct threat to
human health.” Although research is limited, it is generally agreed that concentrated cannabis odors do
not create a public health concern for receptors. Odor issues are discussed in further detail in Section
3.3.3, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, below.

Examples of Odor Regulations in Other Jurisdictions

There are no numerical odor thresholds (such as a D/T or an intensity rating) established at the local
level by an air district or at the state level in California. As shown in Table 3.3-3, there are other states
that have established numerical thresholds for all odor types along with an established frequency and
receptor location (e.g., property line, off property, sensitive receptor). Compliance with these numerical
odor thresholds is determined off property with tools such as a field olfactometer, dynamic olfactometer
(in an odor laboratory) or through odor dispersion modeling. The sense of smell, like vision and hearing,
is logarithmic. The Nasal Ranger measures 2 D/T, 4 D/T, 7 D/T, 15 D/T, 30 D/T, and 60 D/T odor
strength ratios, essentially doubling the amount of clean air added to the odorous air each test
measurement, to reflect an increment of change that would be perceptible to the human nose.
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24 D/T (industrial
property line)

2 out of 3 pos
determinationjurisdiction
observations
minutes apar

hour with 3 pe ~™®
pordlnance)
team

7D/T

At any time

Colorado® Regulation Number 2

Connecticut Section 22a-174-23 lllinois Title 35, Part 245

Kentucky 401 KAR 53:010 Nevada NAC 445B.22087

North Dakota Chapter 33-15-16

Wyoming WDEQ Chapter 2 Section 11

1 Colorado also has industry specific thresholds for swine, which are not summarized in the table above.

Regulatory Citation (cites to a relevant law, rule or




2 Nevada requires investigation when 30% or more of sample of people are exposed to odor and believe it to be objectionable; sample
must be at least 20 people or 75% of those exposed if sample is less than 20 people exposed.

3 North Dakota has an additional provision for agricultural operations that have been in operation for more than 1 year and the business or
residence making the complaint was built/established after the agricultural operation. There are different thresholds depending on
whether the complainant is in the City or outside of the City. In this situation, for a complainant in the City, measurement must be taken
within 100 ft of established residence rather than the property boundary of the agricultural operation, and the measurement may not be
taken within 500 ft of the property boundary of the agricultural operation. See rule for additional provision for complainants located
outside of the City.

Prepared byTrinity Consultants 2019

As shown above, many states are using 7 D/T as an odor nuisance threshold. Many states require
multiple observations within an hour to establish a nuisance. However, some jurisdictions establish
alternative thresholds or do not allow any odor in excess of 7 D/T (Kentucky and North Dakota). There
is also some variability in where the odor must be observed or measured to constitute a nuisance
(property line vs. receptor location). The 7 D/T standard is based on scientific publications on odor
pollution control that have identified that odors above 7 D/T will often result in complaints (i.e.,
objectionable), with 15 D/T often described as a nuisance, and odors above 30 D/T described as a
serious nuisance (i.e., nauseating) (McGinley 2000 and Huey et al. 1960).

The use of an olfactometer and D/T provides the strength of an odor. Examples of odor types that have
been documented at the 7 D/T standard includes the following:

» Wastewater treatment plant site (on the site): smelled like a musty/musky odor « Compost facility
that accepts biosolids and food waste (across the street): smelled like manure septic odor

Compost facility (adjacent to the site): smelled like an earthy/urine odor
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* Agricultural area (adjacent to the field): smelled like a grassy odor (Wanger 2019)

Recently, the City of Denver updated its odor ordinance. The update focused on specific industry
types, including cannabis (grows and cannabis-infused products). Businesses must develop and
submit an Odor Control Plan (OCP) if they:

« fall within a regulated industry (together, cannabis grows and cannabis-infused products are one of
the regulatory industry categories);

* have received five or more complaints from individuals in separate households/businesses within a
30- day period; or

* emit odorous contaminants that exceed state regulatory standards for odor intensity (7 D/T).

An OCP must include compliance monitoring obligations. If noncompliance is identified, it could lead
to a citation. It is common to see the requirement for an OCP in municipality ordinances. Use of an
OCP and/or establishment of other applicable best practices in addition to numerical limits, are
common methods for regulating odor.

Cannabis Odor Complaints in Yolo County
As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Preferred Alternative and Equal Weight Alternatives,” there
are 78 existing and eligible cannabis cultivation sites operating in the County. The Yolo County



Cannabis Task Force investigates complaints regarding cannabis operations that include the verification
of odor complaints. The process consists of the following:

* Complaint is logged through a geographic information system (automatically for e-complaints; by
County staff for phone complaints).

* County staff contact the reporting party to discuss complaint with them and gather additional

details. < County staff attempt to verify odor complaint in the field.

* County staff investigate to determine if the odor could be coming from a personal or illegal grow.

* If an odor complaint is verified in the field, County staff sends email communication to the party it
believes may have caused odor complaint. This communication requests correction of the odor
nuisance.

* County staff may issue a Notice of Violation pursuant to Yolo County Code Section 5-20.11,
requiring abatement of the odor nuisance within 72 hours.

The County has received 17 odor complaints that consist of multiple contacts between October 2017
and January 2019. The majority of these complaints were received during the summer and fall months
when cannabis is ready for harvest. These complaints were associated with cultivation sites along the
State Route (SR) 16 corridor west of Woodland and sites along SR 128 and Interstate 505 (I-505)
south of SR 16. Weather conditions associated with these complaints generally consisted of calm
weather conditions (light wind and temperatures ranging from 75 to 95°F).

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Sensitive receptors relative to air quality conditions are locations where human populations, especially
children, seniors, and persons with poor health are found, and there is reasonable expectation of
continuous human exposure according to the averaging period for ambient air quality standards.
Sensitive receptors defined by the 2030 Countywide General Plan (General Plan) include residentially
designated land uses, hospitals, schools, hotels and lodgings, and neighborhood parks (Yolo County
2009:C0-83). In general, these
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sensitive receptors are concentrated in the incorporated cities and unincorporated communities in
the County; however, scattered rural residences are also located throughout the undeveloped or
rural lands. Rural residences located in agricultural designated land areas of the County are not
considered sensitive receptors under the General Plan.

3.3.2 Regulatory Setting

FEDERAL

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

EPA has been charged with implementing national air quality programs. EPA’s air quality mandates
are drawn primarily from the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), which was enacted in 1970. The most
recent major amendments made by Congress were in 1990.

Criteria Air Pollutants




The CAA required EPA to establish NAAQS. As shown in Table 3.3-4, EPA has established primary and
secondary NAAQS for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, PM1oand PMzs, and
lead. The primary standards protect public health and the secondary standards protect public welfare.
The CAA also required each state to prepare a SIP for attaining and maintaining the NAAQS. The federal
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) added requirements for states with nonattainment areas to
revise their SIPs to incorporate additional control measures to reduce air pollution. The SIP is modified
periodically to reflect the latest emissions inventories, planning documents, and rules and regulations
of the air basins as reported by their jurisdictional agencies. EPA is responsible for reviewing all SIPs to
determine whether they conform to the mandates of the CAA and its amendments, and whether
implementation will achieve air quality goals. If EPA determines a SIP to be inadequate, a federal
implementation plan that imposes additional control measures may be prepared for the nonattainment
area. If an approvable SIP is not submitted or implemented within the mandated time frame, sanctions
may be applied to transportation funding and stationary air pollution sources in the air basin.

EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) regulate emissions from on-road
vehicles. In 2012, EPA and NHTSA, issued final rules to further reduce emissions and improve
corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards for light-duty vehicles for model years 2017 and
beyond (77 Federal Register [FR] 62624). These rules would increase fuel economy to the equivalent of
54.5 miles per gallon (77 FR 62630). Transportation plans, such as this, rely on steadily cleaner
tailpipe emissions from motor vehicles to achieve federal clean air standards (e.g., Conformity).
However, on April 2, 2018, EPA administrator announced a final determination that the current
standards should be revised. On August 2, 2018, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and EPA
proposed the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient Vehicles Rule (SAFE Rule), which would amend existing
CAFE standards for passenger cars and light trucks, and retaining the current model year 2020
standards through model year 2026, establish new standards covering model years 2021 through
2026. Vehicles operating in the County would be subject to the CAFE standards. However, at the time of
writing this Draft EIR, the SAFE Rule has not been formally adopted by EPA, and 17 states—including
California—have filed a lawsuit against EPA. The timing for ultimate approval of the SAFE Rule and the
outcome of any pending or potential lawsuits (and how such could delay or affect its implementation)
are unknown at this time. The SAFE Rule’s impact on future motor vehicle emissions is also unknown.

Further, though the U.S. Congress preempted states from issuing any standard relating to the control of
emissions from new motor vehicles, an exception was made for California in recognition of California’s
policy leadership and its particular problems with smog caused by vehicles. Congress included a
carve-out for California that is still enshrined in the CAA today. This special exemption allows California
to issue its own vehicle emission standards if it seeks a federal preemption “waiver” from EPA. As long
as California’s vehicle emission standards protect public health and welfare at least as strictly as
federal law and are necessary to meet compelling and extraordinary conditions, the law requires EPA to
grant California’s request for a preemption waiver. Each time California adopts new vehicle emission
standards, the state applies to EPA for
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a preemption waiver for those standards (e.g., over 100 have been approved). However, EPA is also
proposing, in addition to the SAFE Rule but as a separate action, to revoke California’s waiver that would
allow the state to keep the 2021-2025 standards in place. The ultimate revocation of California’s waiver
and the outcome of any related lawsuits (and how such could delay or affects its implementation) is
unknown at this time alongside on how future motor vehicle emissions could be affected. However, if
less strict standards for model years 2021 through 2026 were actually implemented, emissions could
increase.

Table 3.3-4 Ambient Air Quality Standards



Averaging Time

California (CAAQS)™®

Primary®¢
1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?) -°
8-hour 0.070 ppm (137 0.070 ppm (147
ug/m°) ug/m?)
1-hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m®) 35 ppm (40 mg/m®)
8-hour 9 ppm’ (10 mg/m?®) 9 ppm
(10 mg/m°)

Annual arithmetic

0.030 ppm (57 ug/md)

53 ppb (100 pg/m?°)

mean
1-hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m® | 100 ppb (188 pug/m°)
24-hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m°) —
3-hour — —
1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m° | 75 ppb (196 pg/m?)
Annual arithmetic 20 pug/m? —
mean
24-hour 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m?
Annual arithmetic 12 pg/m® 12.0 ug/m®
mean
24-hour — 35 pg/m®
Calendar quarter — 1.5 pyg/m®
30-Day average 1.5 ug/m?® —
Rolling 3-Month - 0.15 pg/m?®
Average
1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)
24-hour 25 ug/m?
24-hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m°)
8-hour Extinction of 0.23 per

km

Pollutant National (NAAQS)°Secondary”*® OzoneSame as primary standard

Carbon monoxide (CO)Same as primary standard

Nitrogen dioxide (NOz) Same as primary standard —



articulate
Sulfur dioxide P

0.5 ppm (1300
pg/m?) —

(S02) Respirable

matter (PMlo)Same as primary standard

Fine particulate matter (PMz2.5) Sulfates
15.0 ug/m*

Same as primary standard Same as primary standard —

Lead .
Same as primary standard No

Hydrogen sulfide

Vinyl chloridef kilometers; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per
T . million (by volume).
Visibilityreducing national standards

particulate matter

Notes: pg/m>= micrograms per cubic meter; km =

@ California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, SOz (1- and 24-hour), NO2, particulate matter, and visibility-reducing particles are values
that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table
of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

® Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference
temperature of 25 degrees Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to
a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of
pollutant per mole of gas.

° National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means) are not to
be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged
over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. The PMio 24- hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per
calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m?®is equal to or less than 1. The PM2.s 24-hour standard is attained
when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.

4 National primary standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

¢ National secondary standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects
of a pollutant.

"The California Air Resources Board has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold of exposure for
adverse health effects determined. This allows for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations
specified for these pollutants.

Source: CARB 2016b
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Toxic Air Contaminants/Hazardous Air Pollutants
TACs (also known as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) for federal purposes), are a defined set of

airborne pollutants that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. A TAC is defined as
an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or that
may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in minute quantities in the ambient air;
however, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat to public health even at low
concentrations.

A wide range of sources, from industrial plants to motor vehicles, emit TACs. The health effects
associated with TACs are quite diverse and generally are assessed locally, rather than regionally.
TACs can cause long term health effects such as cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, asthma,
bronchitis or genetic damage; or short-term acute affects such as eye watering, respiratory irritation
(a cough), running nose, throat pain, and headaches.



For evaluation purposes, TACs are separated into carcinogens and noncarcinogens based on the
nature of the physiological effects associated with exposure to the pollutant. Carcinogens are
assumed to have no safe threshold below which health impacts would not occur. This contrasts with
criteria air pollutants, for which acceptable levels of exposure can be determined and for which
ambient standards have been established (Table 3.3-4). Cancer risk from TACs is expressed as
excess cancer cases per one million exposed individuals, typically over a lifetime of exposure.

EPA and, in California, CARB regulates HAPs and TACs, respectively, through statutes and regulations
that generally require the use of the maximum available control technology or best available control
technology for toxics to limit emissions.

STATE

CARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution
control programs in California and for implementing the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). The
CCAA, which was adopted in 1988, required CARB to establish CAAQS (Table 3.3-4).

Criteria Air Pollutants

CARB has established CAAQS for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, visibility-reducing particulate
matter, and the above-mentioned criteria air pollutants. In most cases the CAAQS are more stringent
than the NAAQS. Differences in the standards are generally explained by the health effects studies
considered during the standard-setting process and the interpretation of the studies. In addition, the
CAAQS incorporate a margin of safety to protect sensitive individuals.

The CCAA requires that all local air districts in the state endeavor to attain and maintain the CAAQS by
the earliest date practical. The CCAA specifies that local air districts should focus particular attention
on reducing the emissions from transportation and area-wide emission sources, and provides air
districts with the authority to regulate indirect emission sources.

Toxic Air Contaminants

TACs in California are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (AB 1807, Chapter 1047,
Statutes of 1983) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (Hot Spots
Act) (AB 2588, Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1987). The Tanner Air Toxics Act sets forth a formal
procedure for CARB to designate substances as TACs. Research, public participation, and scientific
peer review are required before CARB can designate a substance as a TAC. To date, CARB has
identified more than 21 TACs and adopted EPA’s list of HAPs as TACs. Most recently, diesel PM was
added to CARB’s list of TACs.

After a TAC is identified, CARB adopts an airborne toxics control measure for sources that emit
that particular TAC. If a safe threshold exists for a substance at which there is no toxic effect,
the control measure must reduce exposure below that threshold. If no safe threshold exists,
the measure must incorporate best available control technology for toxics to minimize
emissions.
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The Hot Spots Act requires that existing facilities that emit toxic substances above a specified level
prepare an inventory of toxic emissions, prepare a risk assessment if emissions are significant, notify
the public of significant risk levels, and prepare and implement risk reduction measures.

AB 617 (Chapter 136, Statutes of 2017) aims to help protect air quality and public health in
communities around industries subject to the state’s cap-and-trade program for GHG emissions, AB 617



imposes a new state-mandated local program to address nonvehicular sources (e.g., refineries,
manufacturing facilities) of criteria air pollutants and TACs. The law requires CARB to identify
high-pollution areas and directs air districts to focus air quality improvement efforts through adoption of
community emission reduction programs within these identified areas. Currently, air districts review
individual sources and impose emissions limits on emitters based on best available control technology,
pollutant type, and proximity to nearby existing land uses. This law addresses the cumulative and
additive nature of air pollutant health effects by requiring community-wide air quality assessment and
emission reduction planning.

CARB has adopted diesel exhaust control measures and more stringent emissions standards for various
transportation-related mobile sources of emissions, including transit buses, and off-road diesel
equipment (e.g., tractors, generators). Over time, the replacement of older vehicles will result in a
vehicle fleet that produces substantially lower levels of TACs than under current conditions.
Mobile-source emissions of TACs (e.g., benzene, 1-3-butadiene, diesel PM) have been reduced
significantly over the last decade and will be reduced further in California through a progression of
regulatory measures (e.g., Low Emission Vehicle/Clean Fuels and Phase Il reformulated gasoline
regulations) and control technologies. With implementation of CARB’s Risk Reduction Plan, it is
expected that diesel PM concentrations will be 85 percent less in 2020 in comparison to year 2000
(CARB 2000). Adopted regulations are also expected to continue to reduce formaldehyde emissions
emitted by cars and light-duty trucks. As emissions are reduced, it is expected that risks associated
with exposure to the emissions will also be reduced.

California Code of Regulations
The following requirements are included in the CalCannabis regulations, CCR, Title 3, Division 8,
Chapter 1 and pertain to cultivation sites.

Section 8306. Generator Requirements
(a) For the purposes of this section, “generator” is defined as a stationary or portable compression

ignition engine pursuant to title 17, division 3, chapter 1, subchapter 7.5, section 93115.4 of the
California Code of Regulations.

(b) Licensees using generators rated at 50 horsepower and greater shall demonstrate compliance with
either, as applicable, the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for stationary engines pursuant to title 17,
division 3, chapter 1, subchapter 7.5, sections 93115 through 93115.15 of the California Code of
Regulations, or the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for portable engines pursuant to title 17,
division 3, chapter 1, subchapter 7.5, sections 93116 through 93116.5 of the California Code of
Regulations. Compliance shall be demonstrated by providing a copy of one of the following to the
department upon request:

(1) For portable engines, a Portable Equipment Registration Certificate provided by the California
Air Resources Board; or

(2) For portable or stationary engines, a Permit to Operate, or other proof of engine
registration, obtained from the Local Air District with jurisdiction over the licensed
premises.

(c) Licensees using generators rated below 50 horsepower shall comply with the following by

2023: (1) Either (A) or (B):
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(A) Meet the “emergency definition for portable engines in title 17, division 3, chapter 1,
subchapter 7.5, sections 93116.2(a)(12) of the California Code of Regulations, or the
“emergency use” definition for stationary engines in title 17, division 3, chapter 1,
subchapter 7.5, section 93115.4(a)(30); or

(B) Operate 80 hours or less in a calendar year; and
(2) Either (A) or (B):

(A) Meet Tier 3 with Level 3 diesel particulate filter requirements pursuant to title 13,
division 3, chapter 14, sections 2700 through 2711 of the California Code of
Regulations;

(B) Meet Tier 4, or current engines requirements if more stringent, pursuant to title 40,
chapter 1, subchapter U, part 1039, subpart B, section 1039.101 of the Code of Federal
Regulations.

(d) All generators shall be equipped with non-resettable hour-meters. If a generator does not come
equipped with a non-resettable hour-meter an after-market non-resettable hour-meter shall be
installed.

LOCAL

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District

The Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) attains and maintains air quality conditions
in Yolo and Solano Counties through a comprehensive program of planning, regulation, enforcement,
technical innovation, and promotion of the understanding of air quality issues. The clean air strategy of
YSAQMD includes the preparation of plans and programs for the attainment of ambient air quality
standards, adoption and enforcement of rules and regulations, and issuance of permits for stationary
sources. YSAQMD also inspects stationary sources, responds to citizen complaints, monitors ambient
air quality and meteorological conditions, and implements other programs and regulations required by
the CAA, CAAA, and CCAA.

All projects are subject to adopted YSAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of
construction. Specific rules applicable to the construction of the project may include but are not
limited to the following (YSAQMD 2016a):

* Rule R2-3: Ringelmann Chart. This rule prohibits stationary diesel-powered equipment from generating
visible emissions that would exceed the rule’s visibility threshold. This would apply to
diesel-powered off road equipment or generators used at commercial cannabis sites.

* Rule R2-5: Nuisance. This rule prohibits any source from generating air contaminants or other
materials that would cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public; endanger the
comfort, repose, health, or safety of the public; or damage businesses or property. This would
apply to commercial noncultivation cannabis sites such as manufacturing uses.

* Rule R2-6: Additional Exemption. The provisions of Rule 2.5. do not apply to odors emanating
from agricultural operations in the growing of crops or raising of fowl, animals, or bees.

* Rule R2-11: Particulate Matter Concentration. This rule prohibits any source that would emit dust,
fumes, or total suspended particulate matter from generated emissions that would exceed the
rule’s established emission concentration limit. This would apply to diesel-powered off-road



equipment or generators used at commercial cannabis cultivation sites.

* Rule R2-14: Architectural Coatings. This rule establishes volatile organic compound (VOC) content
limits for all architectural coatings supplied, sold, offered for sale, applied, solicited for application,
or manufactured within YSAQMD's jurisdiction. This would apply to all buildings at commercial
cannabis sites.
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* Rule R2-16: Fuel Burning Heat or Power Generators. This rule prohibits operation of non-mobile fuel
burning equipment, such as boilers, generators, and furnaces, that exceed 200 pounds (Ib) per
hour of sulfur compounds, 140 Ib per hour of nitrous oxides (NOx), or 40 Ib per hour of PM
emissions from exhaust. This rule exempts emergency generators. This would apply to generators
used at commercial cultivation cannabis sites.

* Rule R3-1: General Permit Requirements. This rule establishes permitting processes (i.e., Authority to
Construct and Permit to Operate) to review new and modified sources of air pollution. This would
apply to off-road equipment used at commercial cannabis sites.

* Rule R9-9: Asbestos. This rule limits the emission of asbestos to the atmosphere and requires
appropriate work practice standards and waste disposal procedure, applicable to all non-exempt
renovations or demolitions. This would apply to relocated commercial cannabis sites or sites
renovating existing buildings.

YSAQMD’s CEQA Handbook also provides a list of feasible mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust

PMaio emissions from construction activities that is required by all projects (YSAQMD 2007:27). This

list includes the following;:

» Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on the type
of operation, soil, and wind exposure.

* Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.
* Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.

* Apply nontoxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill operations
and hydroseed area.

* Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within
construction projects that are unused for at least 4 consecutive days).

* Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if adjacent to open
land.  Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.

» Cover inactive storage piles.

* Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site.

* Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6- to 12-inch layer of woodchips
or mulch, or

* Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6-inch layer of gravel.



Sriteria Air Poll
The CCAA requires districts to submit air quality plans for areas that do not meet state standards for
ozone, CO, SO2, NO2, PM1o, and PM2.s. YSAQMD has attained all standards with the exception of ozone
and PM (YSAQMD 2016b). The CCAA does not currently require attainment plans for PM. For the
attainment and maintenance of ozone, in July 2016, YSAQMD adopted its 2015 Triennial Plan Update
which examined air quality conditions for 2012-2014 and documents efforts made by YSAQMD to
improve air quality (YSAQMD 2016c¢).
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In addition, as a part of the Sacramento federal ozone nonattainment area, YSAQMD works with the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District to develop a regional air quality management
plan under CAA requirements. The 2017 Sacramento Regional 2008 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and
Further Reasonable Progress Plan was approved by CARB on November 16, 2017. The previous 2013
Update to the 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan was approved and
promulgated by EPA for the 1997 8-Hour Ozone Standard. EPA has not released notice of approval and
promulgation of the 2017 SIP (CARB 2017).

Toxic Air Contaminants

At the local level, air pollution control or management districts may adopt and enforce CARB’s control
measures. Under YSAQMD Rule R3-1 (“General Permit Requirements”), Rule R3-4 (“New Source
Review”), and Rule R3-8 (“Federal Operating Permits”), all sources that may possess the potential to
emit TACs are required to obtain permits from the district. Permits may be granted to these operations
if they are constructed and operated in accordance with applicable regulations, including new source
review standards (see Rule R3-4 above) and air-toxics control measures. YSAQMD limits emissions and
public exposure to TACs through many programs. YSAQMD prioritizes the permitting of TAC-emitting
stationary sources based on the quantity and toxicity of the TAC emissions and the proximity of the
facilities to sensitive receptors and land uses.

Sources that require a permit are analyzed by YSAQMD (e.g., health risk assessment) based on their
potential to emit toxics. If it is determined that the project will emit toxics in excess of YSAQMD’s
threshold of significance for TACs (see Section 3.3.3, below), sources will have to implement BACT for
TACs to reduce emissions. If a source cannot reduce the risk below the threshold of significance even
after BACT has been implemented, YSAQMD will deny the permit required by the source. This helps to
apply new technology when retrofitting with respect to TACs. Although YSAQMD regulates sources that
generate TACs, it does not regulate land uses that may be sited in locations exposed to TACs. The
decision on whether to approve projects in TAC-exposed locations is typically the responsibility of the
lead agency charged with determining whether to approve a project.

Yolo County

Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan
The General Plan includes the following air quality policies that are applicable to the project:

* Policy CC-4.9: Encourage construction and other heavy equipment vehicles (e.g., mining,
agriculture, etc.) to use retrofit control devices.

* Policy CC-4.11.: Site specific information shall be required for each application, subject to site
conditions and available technical information, as determined by the County lead department, in



order to enable informed decision-making and ensure consistency with the General Plan and with
the assumptions of the General Plan EIR. Technical information and surveys requested may
include, but not be limited to, the following: air quality and/or greenhouse gas emissions
calculations, agricultural resource assessment/agricultural and evaluation and site assessment
(LESA), biological resources assessment, cultural resources assessment, fiscal impact analysis,
flood risk analysis, hydrology and water quality analysis, geotechnical/soils study, land use
compatibility analysis, noise analysis, Phase One environmental site assessment, sewer capacity
and service analysis, storm drainage capacity and service analysis, title report, traffic and
circulation study, visual simulation and lighting study, and water supply assessment.

When a technical study is required, it must cover the entire acreage upon which development is
being proposed including any off-site improvements (e.g. wells; pumps; force mains; new roads;
dirt borrow sites; etc.) that may be necessary. Technical studies must meet CEQA standards and
the standards in the applicable industry. As necessary, the technical studies shall include
recommendations that are to be implemented as part of the project.
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* Policy CO-6.1: Improve air quality through land use planning decisions.

* Action CO-A105: For discretionary permits, require agricultural Best Management Practices
regarding odor control, stormwater drainage, and fugitive dust control where appropriate.

* Policy CO-6.6: Encourage implementation of YSAQMD Best Management Practices, such as those
that reduce emissions and control dust during construction activities.

3.3.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The impact analysis below evaluates to what extent adoption and implementation of the CLUOQ,
including issuance of subsequent Cannabis Use Permits pursuant to the CLUO, may result in
significant impacts to air quality. This program-level analysis is based upon current air quality data
provided by CARB as described in Section 3.3-1, “Environmental Setting,” and emissions modeling
tools available from the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. The design of site-specific
cannabis projects is not known at this time, but this analysis uses the extent and general locations of
future cannabis uses assumed under each of the five alternatives based on Table 2-4, Table 2-5, and
Exhibits 2-4 through 2-8, which are provided in Chapter 2, “Description of Preferred Alternative and
Equal Weight Alternatives,” Section 3.0, “Approach to the Environmental Analysis,” and Appendix D to
provide an assessment and comparison of reasonably foreseeable outcomes from different regulatory
scenarios.

Construction Emissions

Permitted commercial cannabis cultivation and noncultivation operations could result in an increase in
emissions from short-term construction-related activities. Construction activities that may result in air
quality-related impacts are assumed for each alternative to take place within the activity footprint of
cannabis cultivation sites and noncultivation sites as described in Chapter 2, “Description of Preferred
Alternative and Equal Weight Alternatives” (see Table 2-4) and Appendix D. Details about the extent of
site relocation under each alternative due to compliance with zoning and buffer standards under the
CLUO is included in Appendix D. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version
2016.3.2 was used to estimate emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors associated with the



construction and operation of the types and sizes of indoor, outdoor, mixed-light, and noncultivation
operations that could be allowed under the CLUO. This modeling is based on the assumed size of each
license type, as well as climatic conditions in the County. It was assumed that all permitted license
types would be under construction for 6 months. Construction activities would likely require forklifts,
graders, rubber-tired dozers, backhoes, welders, paving equipment, and off-road haul trucks. For details
about construction assumptions used in the modeling, refer to Appendix E.

Construction of commercial cannabis uses under each alternative were analyzed individually by license
type using YSAQMD'’s construction-related thresholds for development projects. Construction of all
commercial cannabis uses that could be permitted under each alternative were analyzed collectively
and evaluated for consistency with applicable air quality plans, as recommended by YSAQMD for
plan-level documents.

Operational Emissions

Operation of cannabis uses were assumed to be contained within the identified activity

footprint for cultivation and noncultivation sites, which can be found in Appendix D. CalEEMod
was also used to estimate on-site operational emissions for cultivation and noncultivation

sites, including emissions

generated by maintenance activity, fertilizer application, and paint for paved parking lots. The
application of paint for parking lots would result in off-gassing of ROG emissions from the painting of
stripes, handicap symbols, directional arrows, and car space descriptions. Paved parking lots that
would include painting were assumed for only noncultivation sites. CalEEMod default energy
consumption rates were adjusted to account for energy efficiency improvements from the 2019
California Energy Code, which will result in a 30
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percent reduction in energy consumption compared with the 2016 California Energy Code that is
included in CalEEMod. Off-road equipment includes the use of a forklift for noncultivation sites, and
the use of a utility vehicle for cultivation sites. Back-up diesel generators were also assumed to be
used at mixed-light and indoor cultivation sites. These auxiliary uses were all modeled using
CalEEMod. Refer to Appendix E for modeling assumptions and calculations. Operational emissions
were estimated for each license type that would be permitted under the CLUO and it was assumed
that these sites could be fully operational by 2022.

Operation of commercial cannabis uses under each alternative were analyzed individually by license
type using YSAQMD'’s operational thresholds for development projects. Operation of all commercial
cannabis uses that could be permitted under each alternative were analyzed collectively and
evaluated for consistency with applicable air quality plans, as recommended by YSAQMD for
plan-level documents.

As discussed in Section 3.14, “Transportation and Circulation,” the project is not anticipated to
generate notable changes in vehicle miles traveled as compared to existing conditions. Thus, mobile
source emissions are not included in this analysis.

As described in Section 3.3.1, “Environmental Setting,” odors are generally regarded as an annoyance
rather than a health hazard. However, manifestations of a person’s reaction to foul odors can range
from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory
effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). Odor is inherently complex because it is often caused by a
mixture of chemical substances and has subjective components associated with human perception by
the olfactory senses. Thus, the impact analysis qualitatively evaluates the potential of cannabis uses to
create odors that create a public nuisance or adversely affect nearby residents or businesses using
existing odor complaint data and research on odor control. The analysis also evaluates the



effectiveness of Sections 8-21.1408(CC) and 8-2.1408(DD) of the CLUO to address odor issues.

Specific requirements of existing laws and regulations described in the regulatory setting as well as
the proposed CLUO (see Appendix C) were assessed for their ability to avoid or reduce emissions of
criteria air pollutants and precursors and odors.

Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact and Overconcentration,” contains a separate detailed analysis of the
potential for cumulative effects not otherwise identified in this section, and effects from
concentrations or clusters of multiple cannabis uses located in distinct subregions of the County.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

YSAQMD has developed guidance for use by lead agencies when preparing CEQA documents (YSAQMD
2007). YSAQMD has adopted CEQA thresholds of significance for evaluating impacts to air quality.
YSAQMD has both project-level and plan-level thresholds of significance. Project-level thresholds are
intended to be used for individual developments while plan-level thresholds are intended to be used
for general plan amendments, redevelopment plans, specific area plans, annexations, and similar
planning activities (YSAQMD 2007:7). This project consists of individual commercial cannabis uses
that could be permitted under an adopted ordinance. Because of this, individual licenses and the total
licenses allowed under the ordinance are evaluated using YSAQMD'’s thresholds for project and plan
level analyses, respectively.

CEQA-related air quality thresholds of significance are tied to achieving or maintaining attainment
designations with the NAAQS and CAAQS, which are scientifically substantiated, numerical
concentrations of criteria air pollutants considered to be protective of human health.

In consideration of new and more stringent NAAQS and CAAQS adopted since 2000, YSAQMD
identified numerical thresholds for project-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors that would determine whether a project’s discrete emissions would result in a cumulative,
regional contribution (i.e., significant) to the baseline nonattainment status of the YSAQMD.
YSAQMD’s quantitative thresholds of significance for project-level CEQA evaluation that may be used
to determine the extent to which a project’s
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emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors would contribute to regional degradation of
ambient air quality within the SVAB.

Using federal and state guidance pertaining to TACs/HAPs, YSAQMD developed cancer risk and
noncancer health hazard thresholds for TAC exposure. Unlike criteria air pollutants, there is no known
safe concentration levels of TACs. Moreover, TAC emissions contribute to the deterioration of localized
air quality due to the dispersion characteristics of TACs, emissions do not cause regional-scale air
quality impacts. The YSAQMD thresholds are desighed to ensure that a source of TACs does not
contribute to a localized, significant impact to existing or new receptors.

As such, for the purpose of this analysis, the following thresholds of significance are used to
determine if project-generated emissions would produce a significant localized and/or regional air
quality impact such that human health would be adversely affected. Additionally, the cumulative
effect of all cannabis uses under each alternative that were assumed for analysis purposes are
evaluated using the plan-level thresholds recommended by YSAQMD.

Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and YSAQMD recommendations, a project would have a
significant impact on air quality if it would (YSAQMD 2007):



» conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan from the
cumulative development of all cannabis uses;

* cause construction-generated criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions to exceed the YSAQMD
recommended thresholds of 10 tons per year for ROG and NOx, and 80 pounds per day for PM1o
for an individual license;

* result in a net increase in long-term operational criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions that
exceed the YSAQMD-recommended thresholds of 10 tons per year for ROG and NOx, 80 |b per day
for PMu1o, and violation of a state ambient air quality standard for CO for an individual license; or

* result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people.

These thresholds also address the Mandatory Findings of Significance under State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15065(a)(4) on whether the environmental effects of the project will cause adverse effect on
human beings, either directly or indirectly. As described in Section 3.0, “Approach to the Environmental
Analysis,” implementation of the CLUO would not result in the significant impacts related to the creation
of local carbon monoxide concentrations from mobile sources or expose sensitive receptors to toxic air
contaminant emissions. Therefore, these impact issue areas are not further evaluated.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of Policies and
Regulations Related to the Air Quality

The CLUO incorporates dust control, odor, and generator emission standards that are consistent with
YSAQMD and state regulations, General Plan policies, and YSAQMD'’s 2016 Triennial Assessment and
Plan Update. This impact would be less than significant for all alternatives.

The following CLUO sections are consistent with nuisance provisions of YSAQMD Rule 2.5. These
CLUO provisions are also consistent with General Plan Policies CC-4.9, C0O-6.1, and C0O-6.6 that
identify measures for reducing air pollutant emissions.
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» Section 8-2.1408(L) Dust Control: Permittees shall comply with the requirements of the Yolo-Solano
Air Quality Management District related to control of dust. Cultivation sites shall ensure dust
control in a manner consistent with standard agricultural practices.

* Section 8-2.1408(T) Generators: Use of generators (of any fuel type) is allowed for CDFA licensees.
Use of generators for other use types is prohibited, except for temporary use in the event of a
power outage or emergency. CDFA licensees must demonstrate compliance with the requirements
of the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, and Section 8306, Generator Requirements,
of the CDFA Regulations.

» Section 8-2.1408(CC) Nuisance: Cannabis uses shall not create a public nuisance or adversely affect
the health or safety of nearby residents or businesses by, among other things, creating dust, light,
glare, heat, noise, noxious gases, odor, smoke, traffic, vibration, unsafe conditions, or other



impacts, in excess of allowable thresholds, or be hazardous due to the use or storage of materials,
processes, products, runoff, unauthorized releases or illegal disposal of wastes.

1. Subject to subsection 7 below, it is unlawful and it shall be a public nuisance to cause or permit
persistent cannabis odors. A persistent cannabis odor is one which is verified by persons of
normal odor sensitivity (as defined by European Standard EN 13725) to exist for three
consecutive days within any two-week period at a maximum dilution-to-threshold (D/T ratio of
seven parts clean or filtered air to one-part filtered odorous air, 7:1), measured at the property
line of the site, as a result of investigations resulting from subsection 2, below.

2. Subject to subsection 7 below, for the purposes of this subsection, cannabis odors shall be
deemed to be persistent if the County enforcement officer (i) independently determines that
the cannabis odor violates the standards of subsection 1 above, and/or (ii) the County
enforcement officer receives three or more complaints of cannabis odor representing separate
residences or places of occupied business, of a cannabis odor emanating from the subject
property for three consecutive days within any two-week period, that the enforcement officer
determines violates the standards of subsection 1 above.

3. Subject to subsection 7 below, nothing in this subsection shall be deemed to require three
verified complaints before the County may initiate enforcement action. The County may
determine that a public nuisance exists under this subsection if less than three verified
complaints are received or if no complaints are received but County officials or employees
observe cannabis odor conditions that violate this subsection.

4. Failure to effectively resolve a public nuisance shall result in enforcement action, up to and
including additional conditions, suspension and revocation of the County Cannabis Use Permit
and/or County Cannabis License pursuant to the process below.

5. The County applies a three-level citation system to cannabis nuisance violations. Depending on
the severity, frequency, or the failure to resolve the cause of the violation, the County enforcement
officer may issue an alert, a warning citation, or a Notice of Violation. The alert shall identify the

problem, identify relevant code sections, discuss the abatement process, and identify corrective
action. The warning citation shall identify the problem, document the history, and mandate
specific abatement actions including submittal of a plan and schedule to remedy the problem. A
Notice of Violation shall follow the procedures set forth in Section 5-20.10 (this citation will be
revised one the licensing ordinance is moved to Chapter 4 of Title 20).

6. Subject to subsection 7 below, if at any time during the citation system identified above in
subsection 5, the County enforcement officer determines that the conditions at the site are
deleterious to the health, safety, or general welfare of any one or more surrounding
properties, or that the permittee and/or landowner is not acting in good faith or in a manner
sufficient to timely
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address the complaint, the County enforcement officer may bypass the citation process and
take immediate steps to address the violation, including by abatement or any other lawful
means.

7. Permittees operating in compliance with this article, in particular Section 8-2.1408(DD)(1),
Odor Control, the terms of their Cannabis Use Permit, and other applicable laws shall be
presumptively assumed to not cause or contribute to a public nuisance.



8. The County may elect not to investigate any complaint due to resource limitations or other
matters. In addition, the County may elect not to investigate complaints submitted by
complainants that submit more than three unsubstantiated complaints within a one-year
period.

* Section 8-2.1408(DD) Odor Control:

1. The allowable threshold for cannabis odor shall be defined as a maximum dilution-to-threshold
(D/T) ratio of seven parts clean or filtered air to one-part odorous air (7:1) measured at the
property line of the site. Cannabis odor at or below this threshold shall be considered
acceptable and shall not be considered a nuisance. Indoor and mixed light uses must install
and maintain the following minimum equipment: an exhaust air filtration system with odor
control that effectively minimizes internal odors from being emitted externally; an air system
that creates negative air pressure between the facilities interior and exterior so that odors
outside of the facility will not exceed the maximum dilution-to threshold (allowable threshold), as
defined herein; or other odor control system which effectively minimizes odor to a level
compliant with the allowable threshold.

2. Applicants shall submit the following information: a. ldentification and description of cannabis
odor emitting activities and nature and characteristics of emissions. b. Description of
procedures and engineering controls for reducing/controlling odors. c. Certification by a
Professional Engineer or Qualified Odor Professional that the procedures and engineering
controls proposed to control cannabis odors are consistent with accepted/available
industry-specific best control technologies and methods designed to abate odor and will be
effective in abating cannabis odors to the maximum dilution-to-threshold (allowable threshold),
as defined herein, measured at the property line of the site. This shall be submitted in the form
of an Odor Control Plan, subject to regular monitoring and reporting.

3. Odor control for outdoor activities may include different plant strains, smaller grow areas,
relocation of outdoor activities indoors or in a mixed light facility, use of site design or other
technology, odor easements over neighboring property, and/or other methods proven to be
effective and accepted by the County.

YSAQMD'’s 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update includes three measures to reduce ozone
emissions through the regulation of architectural coatings, printing processes for graphic arts, and
process boilers. Architectural coatings are the only source of ozone precursors associated with
construction. All architectural coatings applied to cannabis sites would be required to comply with
YSAQMD regulations for VOC content. There is no anticipated graphic art printing associated with
cannabis sites, nor are process boilers anticipated to be used at cultivation nor noncultivation sites.
Thus, the project would not conflict with the 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update that aims to
reduce ozone precursor emissions. Because the CLUO would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of policies and regulations related to air quality and odor, this impact, would be less
than significant for all alternatives.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.
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Impact AQ-2: Generate Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and
PrecursorsThat Exceed YSAQMD-Recommended Thresholds

Construction-generated emissions associated with adoption and implementation of the proposed
CLUO, including subsequent Cannabis Use Permits pursuant to the adopted CLUO, would not exceed
YSAQMD recommended annual emissions of ROG and NOxand maximum daily emissions of PMaio for
individual permitted cannabis uses. Construction of each new site permitted under the CLUO would
not contribute to an existing air quality violation and would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. Construction of all sites permitted under the CLUO would be
consistent with applicable air quality plans. This impact would be less than significant for all
alternatives.

Section 8-2.1408(V) of the CLUO requires a County Grading Permit prior to construction activities for
cannabis sites that require soil erosion control, and Section 8.2-1408(L) of the CLUO requires
compliance with YSAQMD'’s dust mitigation measures. Additionally, these measures would reduce
construction emissions from individual cannabis sites permitted under the CLUO. YSAQMD’s 2016
Triennial Assessment and Plan Update includes three measures to reduce ozone emissions through the
regulation of architectural coatings, printing processes for graphic arts, and process boilers.
Architectural coatings are the only source of ozone precursors associated with construction. All
architectural coatings applied to cannabis sites would be required to comply with YSAQMD regulations
for VOC content. Thus, the project would not conflict with the 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan
Update that aims to reduce ozone precursor emissions.

Construction of individual commercial cultivation and noncultivation sites would require minimal
earthwork, such as grading and clearing, and use of heavy-duty off-road equipment that would generate
exhaust emissions and fugitive dust. Generally, the intensity of construction activity for cultivation sites
would require clearing and grading of the site. It is assumed that approximately half of new cultivation
sites would require the construction of greenhouses and other related buildings, while the other half
would use pre-existing structures on the sites (see Section 3.0, “Approach to the Environmental
Analysis,” and Appendix D). Construction of individual noncultivation sites could involve the clearing of
vegetation, grading, or other earth disturbance activities to establish an activity footprint; building
construction; and paving of the parking lot. Building sizes could vary based on license type and are
assumed to range from 1,000 square feet (sq. ft.) to 140,000 sq. ft. for both cultivation and
noncultivation sites.

The construction of new individual cultivation and noncultivation sites would last approximately 6
months at each site. Emissions of fugitive PM1o and PM2.s dust would primarily be generated by
ground-disturbance during site preparation and grading and would vary as a function of such
parameters as travel on unpaved roads, soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, and the size of the
disturbance area. PMioand PMz.s would also be emitted in vehicle and equipment exhaust.

Construction of new cannabis uses would generate exhaust emissions and fugitive dust. Construction
emission impacts of each alternative is evaluated below. Emissions of criteria air pollutants and
ozone precursors are shown by individual cannabis use type in Table 3.3-5. Note that the columns in
Table 3.3-5 are not additive; rather, each row in the table represents construction associated with a
specific cannabis use site on a particular site. Refer to Appendix E for detailed modeling input
parameters and results.

Table 3.3-5 Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for Each
Cannabis Use Type

ROG NOx (tons/year) PMuo (lb/day)




(tons/year)

Cannabis Use PM2s (Ib/day) Cultivation

0.4 0.7 7
0.9 0.9 9
0.4 0.7 7

Outdoor 4 Mixed-Light 4 Indoor 5 Noncultivation
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Table 3.3-5 Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for Each
Cannabis Use Type

ROG NOx (tons/year) PMa1o (Ib/day)
(tons/year)
1.1 1.1 21
0.1 0.4 1
0.1 0.3 1
0.1 0.5 1
<0.1 0.3 1
0.1 0.3 1
<0.1 0.3 1
10 10 80
No No No

Cannabis Use PM2.s (Ib/day) Nursery 12 Processing 1 Manufacturing 1 Testing 1 Distribution 1 Retail 1 Microbusiness 1
YSAQMD Thresholds of Significance N/A Exceeds Threshold? N/A

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PMio = respirable particulate matter; PM2.s = fine particulate matter; Ib/day
= pounds per day; YSAQMD = Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District; N/A = not applicable.

Source: Modeling conducted by Ascent Environmental in 2019

As shown in Table 3.3-5, construction of relocated individual cultivation sites and new cannabis sites
(cultivation and noncultivation uses) would not generate annual levels of ROG and NOxand daily levels
of PMuothat exceed applicable YSAQMD emission thresholds for a development project. Construction
activities resulting from the project would not contribute substantially to Yolo County’s nonattainment
status for ozone and PMioand would not result in an increase in the potential for adverse health
impacts to occur from exposure to ozone and PMao.

The addition of NOx, which is a precursor to ozone, could result in an increase in ambient



concentrations of ozone in Yolo County and, moreover, increase the likelihood that ambient
concentrations exceed the CAAQS and NAAQS. As summarized in “Environmental Setting,” above,
human exposure to ozone may cause acute and chronic health impacts including coughing,

pulmonary distress, lung inflammation, shortness of breath,

and permanent lung impairment. YSAQMD's project-level thresholds were developed to meet the CAAQS
and NAAQS, which are scientifically substantiated, numerical concentrations of criteria air pollutants
considered to be protective of human health.

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 assume that personal use outdoor cultivation may occur in any zoning district
on a parcel with a legal residence. Personal use outdoor cultivation of up to six plants is assumed to
occur within pots or garden areas of such parcels. Alternative 4 would limit personal use cultivation to
indoor only. These

activities would likely involve no more than 100 square feet of land area and would be required to be
outside of front yard and side yard setback areas. Given the minor extent of this potential ground
disturbance contained within existing developed parcels, minimal criteria air pollutant and precursor
emissions would be generated that would not exceed YSAQMD thresholds.

Alternative 1: Cultivation (Ancillary Nurseries and Processing Only) with Existing Limits (Existing
Operations with CLUO) (CEQA Preferred Alternative)

While most of the existing licensed commercial cannabis cultivation operations would remain in their
current locations, nine of the existing sites are assumed to be required to relocate under the CLUO
zoning standards. No other construction activities are assumed to occur under this alternative. The
relocated sites are assumed to either construct new buildings and infrastructure or occupy existing
agricultural buildings and facilities (see Section 3.0, “Environmental Analysis Approach,” and Appendix
D). Construction emissions associated with relocated sites were quantified and are shown in Table
3.3-5 by cultivation type for an individual site and would not exceed applicable YSAQMD emission
thresholds. Individual site construction would be required to comply with Sections 8-2.1408(L) and (V)
of the CLUOQ, as well as YSAQMD Best Management Practices, which would further reduce construction
emissions. Construction assumed under Alternative 1 could generate total of 12.6 tons per year of
ROG, 15.0 tons per year of NOx, 141 Ibs per day of
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PMaio, and 74 lbs per day of PMazs if all constructed at the same time period. These amounts
would not conflict with the General Plan or 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update.
Consistency with these applicable plans would meet YSAQMD's threshold for plan-level
documents.

This impact would be less than significant under Alternative 1.

Alternative 2: All License Types with Moderate Limits
Under Alternative 2, it was assumed for analysis purposes that there would be two new cultivation sites

constructed as well as a total of 52 new noncultivation uses of which up to 47 would be vertically
integrated and constructed on single parcels (see Table 2-4 and Appendix D). Additionally, it was
assumed for analysis purposes that 30 of the 78 existing cultivation sites would be relocated due to
zoning and buffering standards under the CLUO. As described in Section 3.0, “Approach to the
Environmental Analysis,” and Appendix D, relocated sites would either construct new buildings and
infrastructure or occupy existing agricultural buildings and facilities.

As shown in Table 3.3-5, construction of new individual sites and relocated cultivation sites assumed for
analysis purposes would not generate annual levels of ROG and NOx and daily levels of PMaio that exceed
applicable YSAQMD emission thresholds. Individual site construction would be required to comply with
Sections 8-2.1408(L) and (V) of the CLUO, as well as YSAQMD Best Management Practices, which



would further reduce construction emissions. Construction of all cannabis uses that are assumed to be
constructed in a single year under Alternative 2 could generate total of 30.9 tons per year of ROG, 54.6
tons per year of NOx, 462 Ibs per day of PM1o, and 263 |bs per day of PM2.s. These would not conflict
with the General Plan or 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update. Consistency with these
applicable plans would meet YSAQMD'’s threshold for plan-level documents.

For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant under Alternative 2.

Alternative 3: All License Types with High Limits
Under Alternative 3, it was assumed for analysis purposes that construction of all new individual

cannabis uses would occur over 2 years (2021 and 2022) because of the extent of new cannabis
uses assumed (see Section 3.0, “Environmental Analysis Approach,” and Appendix D). This alternative
is assumed to result in the construction of 82 new cultivation sites and a total of 104 new
noncultivation uses of which up to 94 would be vertically integrated and constructed on single parcels
(see Table 2-4 and Appendix D). Additionally, it was assumed for analysis purposes that nine of the 78
existing cultivation sites would be relocated under the CLUO zoning standards. The relocated sites
would either construct new buildings and infrastructure or occupy existing agricultural buildings and
facilities (Appendix D). As shown in Table 3.3-5, construction of new individual sites and relocated
cultivation sites assumed for analysis purposes would not generate annual levels of ROG and NOx and
daily levels of PMaio that exceed applicable YSAQMD emission thresholds. Individual site construction
would be required to comply with Sections 8-2.1408(L) and (V) of the CLUO, as well as YSAQMD Best
Management Practices, which would further reduce construction emissions. Highest construction
emissions assumed under Alternative 3 could generate total of 47.9 tons per year of ROG, 83.5 tons
per year of NOx, 714 Ibs per day of PM1o, and 406 lbs per day of PMz.5. These would not conflict with
the General Plan or 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update. Consistency with these applicable
plans would meet YSAQMD’s threshold for plan-level documents.

For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant under Alternative 3.

Alternative 4: Mixed-Light/Indoor License Types Only with Moderate Limits, No Hoop Houses or Outdoor
Types Under Alternative 4, it was assumed for analysis purposes that nine of the 78 existing cultivation

sites would be relocated under the CLUO zoning standards. The relocated sites would either construct
new buildings and infrastructure or occupy existing agricultural facilities. It was also assumed that 75
of the existing and eligible cannabis sites with outdoor cultivation would convert entirely to indoor or
mixed-light (greenhouse) cultivation. This alternative is also assumed to result in the construction of 2
new mixed-light or indoor cultivation sites and a total of 52 new noncultivation uses of which up to 47
would be vertically integrated and constructed on single parcels. Refer to Section 3.0, “Approach to the
Environmental Analysis,” and
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Appendix D for detailed descriptions of the construction assumptions for cannabis uses. As shown in
Table 3.3-5, construction of new individual sites and relocated cultivation sites assumed for analysis
purposes would not generate annual levels of ROG and NOx and daily levels of PMio that exceed
applicable YSAQMD emission thresholds. Individual site construction would be required to comply with
Sections 8-2.1408(L) and (V) of the CLUO, as well as YSAQMD Best Management Practices, which
would further reduce construction emissions. Construction of all cannabis uses that are assumed to be
constructed in a single year under Alternative 4 could generate total of 73.1 tons per year of ROG, 90.9
tons per year of NOx, 812 Ibs per day of PMuo, and 443 lbs per day of PMz5 (see Section 3.0,
“Environmental Analysis Approach,” and Appendix D). These would not conflict with the General Plan or
2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update. Consistency with these applicable plans would meet
YSAQMD'’s threshold for plan-level documents.

For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant under Alternative 4.



Alternative 5: All License T with Moderate Limits, within Agricultural Zon nly. No Retail

Under Alternative 5, it was assumed for analysis purposes that there would be two new cultivation sites
constructed as well as a total of 50 new noncultivation uses of which up to 45 would be vertically
integrated and constructed on single parcels (see Section 3.0, “Environmental Analysis Approach,” and
Appendix D). Additionally, it was assumed for analysis purposes that 30 of the 78 existing cultivation
sites would be relocated due to zoning and buffering standards under the CLUO. The relocated sites
would either construct new buildings and infrastructure or occupy existing agricultural facilities. As
shown in Table 3.3-5, construction of new individual sites and relocated cultivation sites assumed for
analysis purposes would not generate annual levels of ROG and NOx and daily levels of PM1o that
exceed applicable YSAQMD emission thresholds. Individual site construction would be required to
comply with Sections 8-2.1408(L) and (V) of the CLUO, as well as YSAQMD Best Management
Practices, which would further reduce construction emissions. Construction of all cannabis uses that
are assumed to be constructed in a single year under Alternative 5 could generate total of 30.8 tons
per year of ROG, 53.9 tons per year of NOx, 459lbs per day of PM1o, and 261 Ibs per day of PM2.s.
These would not conflict with the General Plan or 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update.
Consistency with these applicable plans would meet YSAQMD'’s threshold for plan-level documents.

For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant under Alternative 5.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.

Impact AQ-3: Create Long-Term Operational Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and
PrecursorsThat Exceed YSAQMD-Recommended Thresholds

Operation of commercial cannabis cultivation and noncultivation sites associated with adoption and
implementation of the proposed CLUO, including subsequent Cannabis Use Permits pursuant to the
adopted CLUO would result in ROG, NOx, and PMio emissions. Implementation of individual permitted
cannabis uses under all alternatives would not exceed the YSAQMD thresholds of significance for
development projects. Operation of all sites permitted under the CLUO would be consistent with
applicable air quality plans. This impact would be less than significant for all alternatives.

The following CLUO requirements would address operational air quality.

* Section 8-2.1408(K) Driveway Access: Driveway approaches to County and State maintained roads
shall be per current County Improvement Standards or Caltrans requirements, as applicable. An
encroachment permit may be required. Controlled access entries must provide a rapid entry system
(e.g. Knox Box approved by the local Fire District or fire service provider) for use by emergency
personnel and provide adequate space for vehicles to access the lock without impeding the
right-of-way. A County assigned street address is a requirement. The address must be posted and
adhere to display requirements of the Fire Code. Permittees must demonstrate safe and adequate
driveway access to the
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satisfaction of the County or Caltrans, as applicable, in compliance with applicable standards.
Access considerations identified in Section 8-1.802 of the County Code shall apply. (For the
convenience of the reader these include: will the proposed use have access characteristics
different from other permitted land uses; does the proposed access have inadequate design; will
emergency vehicle access be impaired; would the proposed access adversely affect safe
operations on the adjoining roadway system; are site distance, visibility, proximity to parking,



drainage, turning radius, angle of intersection, vertical alignment, and pavement condition
adequate for the proposed use and consistent/equitable in relation to access requirements for
other permitted uses; proximity to other driveways and intersections; other relevant circumstances
identified by the County). Driveways shall have an all-weather surface, such as compacted gravel.

* Section 8-2.1408(0) Energy Use: Permittees shall demonstrate availability of adequate energy, and
compliance with applicable local and regional energy saving goals. Permittees shall demonstrate
use of energy efficient best practices for each proposed use type. Onsite generation of energy from
clean and/or renewable sources is encouraged. Permittees shall purchase or generate a minimum
of 50 percent renewable power through the Valley Clean Energy Alliance or other available energy
purveyor. CDFA licensees must satisfy the requirements of Section 8305, Renewable Energy
Requirements, of the CDFA Regulations (effective January 1, 2023).

Section 8-2.1408(T) of the CLUO requires compliance of generators with YSAQMD rules and CCR
Section 8306. These measures would reduce operational emissions from individual cannabis sites
permitted under the CLUO.

YSAQMD'’s 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update includes three measures to reduce ozone
emissions through the regulation of architectural coatings, printing processes for graphic arts, and
process boilers. There is no anticipated graphic art printing associated with cannabis sites, nor are
process boilers anticipated to be used at cultivation and noncultivation sites. Thus, the project would
not conflict with the 2016 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update that aims to reduce ozone precursor
emissions.

The cultivation and noncultivation sites permitted under the CLUO would result in long-term operational
emissions of ROG, NOx, PM1o, and PM2.5. ROG and NOx emissions would be generated by area sources,
building energy, stationary sources, and off-road equipment. PMio emissions would be generated from
the use of off-road equipment. Because VMT from on-road sources would not be expected to be notably
different than existing VMT, mobile-source emissions would not increase, as previously explained.

Emissions associated with the operation of cannabis-related sites across the County would be
highest when the most cultivation operations are in harvest at the same time because additional
workers are needed at each commercial cannabis cultivation site to work the harvest. The harvest
of a single cultivation site of any type (i.e., outdoor, mixed-light, indoor) would occur over a 6-week
period between three and four times per year.

As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Preferred Alternative and Equal Weight Alternatives,” cannabis
uses are required to generate 50 percent of their energy demand from renewable sources under the
CLUO. It was also assumed for analysis purposes that all existing cultivation sites would comply with
the renewable energy requirement of the CLUO and is included in the emissions modeling. All new and
relocated cultivation and noncultivation sites were assumed to meet the 2019 California Energy Code.

Regional area-source and off-road equipment emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors associated
with adoption and implementation of the proposed CLUO were modeled using CalEEMod. This includes
the use of fertilizers, landscaping equipment, backup diesel generators at mixed-light and indoor
cultivation sites, and the use of a utility vehicle at outdoor and mixed-light cultivation sites. CCR Section
8306 would require backup diesel generators to meet Tier 3 with Level 3 diesel particulate filter
requirements or Tier 4 engines standards beginning in 2023.
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Air quality impacts for each alternative is evaluated below. Emissions of criteria air pollutants and



ozone precursors associated with operation are shown by license type in Table 3.3-6. Note that the
columns in Table 3.3-6 are not additive; rather, each row in the table represents construction
associated with a specific cannabis use site on a particular site. Refer to Appendix E for detailed
modeling input parameters and results.

Table 3.3-6 Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for Each Cannabis Use Type
ROG (tons/year) NOx (tons/year) PMa1o (Ib/day)

Cannabis Use PM2s (Ib/day) Cultivation

0.2 0.1 <0.1
0.5 <0.1 <0.1
0.2 0.1 <0.1

Outdoor <0.1 Mixed-Light <0.1 Indoor <0.1 Noncultivation

0.7 0.1 <0.1
<0.1 0.1 <0.1
<0.1 0.1 <0.1
<0.1 0.1 <0.1
<0.1 0.1 <0.1
<0.1 0.1 <0.1
<0.1 0.1 <0.1
10 10 80
No No No

Nursery <0.1 Processing <0.1 Manufacturing <0.1 Testing <0.1 Distribution <0.1 Retail <0.1 Microbusiness <0.1

YSAQMD Thresholds of Significance N/A Exceeds Threshold? N/A
Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM1o = respirable particulate matter; PM2.s = fine particulate matter; Ib/day
= pounds per day; YSAQMD = Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District; N/A = not applicable.

Source: Modeling conducted by Ascent Environmental in 2019

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 assume that personal use outdoor cultivation may occur in any zoning district
on a parcel developed with a legal residence. Personal use outdoor cultivation of up to six plants is
assumed to occur within pots or garden areas of such parcels. Alternative 4 would limit personal use
cultivation to indoor only. These activities would likely involve no more than 100 square feet of land
area and would be required to be outside of front yard and side yard setback areas. Once operational,
these activities would not differ from typical personal gardening, which would generate minimal criteria
air pollutant and precursor emissions from landscaping equipment that would not exceed YSAQMD
thresholds.

Alternative 1 consists of existing and eligible cultivation sites and would not create any new operational
air pollutant emissions. Alternatives 2 through 5 are assumed to result in the development of new



individual cannabis uses as described in Impact AQ-2. As shown in Table 3.3-6, operation of new
individual cannabis sites would not result in annual emissions of ROG and NOx or daily emissions of
PMuo that would exceed YSAQMD'’s thresholds of significance. The estimate of emissions from individual
sites is considered conservative because it was assumed sites would be operational by 2021 that thus
the requirements of CCR Section 8306 were not included because they do not take effect until 2023.

Operation emissions of all assumed cannabis uses under each alternative could generate the following
total emissions:

* Alternative 1: 20.9 tons per year of ROG, 6.3 tons per year of NOx, 3 Ibs per day of PM1o, and 3 Ibs
per day of PMzs.

* Alternative 2: 25.9 tons per year of ROG, 10.6 tons per year of NOx, 6 Ibs per day of PM1o, and 5 Ibs
per day of PMas.
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* Alternative 3: 51.5 tons per year of ROG, 21.2 tons per year of NOx, 11 Ibs per day of PM1o, and 10
Ibs per day of PMas.

* Alternative 4: 43.6 tons per year of ROG, 11.5 tons per year of NOx, 5 lbs per day of PM1o, and 5 Ibs
per day of PMzs.

* Alternative 5: 25.9 tons per year of ROG, 10.5 tons per year of NOx, 5 Ibs per day of PM1o, and 5 Ibs
per day of PMazs.

As discussed in the “Thresholds of Significance” section, YSAQMD developed these thresholds in
consideration of achieving and maintaining the NAAQS and CAAQS, which represent concentration
limits of criteria air pollutants needed to adequately protect human health. Therefore, the project’s
contribution to operational criteria pollutants and precursors would not result in greater acute or
chronic health impacts compared to existing conditions. Operation of all cannabis sites that could be
permitted under any of the alternatives would not conflict with the General Plan or 2016 Triennial
Assessment and Plan Update. Consistency with these applicable plans would meet YSAQMD'’s
threshold for plan-level documents.

This impact would be less than significant under all alternatives.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.

Impact AQ-4: Expose a Substantial Number of People to Adverse Odors

Operation of cannabis uses associated with adoption and implementation of the proposed CLUO,
including subsequent Cannabis Use Permits pursuant to the adopted CLUO could expose residents,
businesses and recreation users to objectionable odors created by the growing, processing, and
manufacturing of cannabis. The CLUO includes standards that establish a numeric threshold for the
concentration of cannabis odors, requirements for the development of an Odor Control Plan, and an
enforcement process to correct identified cannabis odor impacts. While these measures would
minimize the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odors to occur remains. This impact would
be significant for all alternatives.

As described in Section 3.3.1, “Environmental Setting,” the typical smell of cannabis originates from



roughly 140 different terpenes. A terpene is a volatile, unsaturated hydrocarbon that is found in
essential oils of plants, especially conifers and citrus trees. Some terpenes are identified explicitly in
research (myrcene, pinene, limonene). The “skunk” odor attributable to cannabis is primarily volatile
thiols. Cannabis uses that have potential to generate nuisance odors include cultivation, processing,
manufacturing, and microbusiness.

As noted above, the County received 17 odor complaints between October 2017 and January 2019
associated with existing cannabis cultivation sites. The majority of these complaints were received
during the summer and fall months when cannabis is ready for harvest. These complaints were
associated with cultivation sites along the State Route (SR) 16 corridor west of Woodland and sites
along SR 128 and Interstate 505 (I-505) south of SR 16.

The CLUO addresses odor impacts through limiting the location of cannabis uses, buffers for
outdoor cannabis uses, odor control requirements, and enforcement. The specific provisions are
included below.

Section 8-2.1407 of the CLUO requires that cannabis uses to be located in agricultural, commercial,
and industrial zones that generally do not contain concentrations of receptors sensitive to odors (e.g.,
residential uses) (see Table 2-6). In addition to the zoning standards, Section 82.1408(E) of the CLUO
requires buffers (75 - 1,000 feet) established under alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 between outdoor
cannabis uses and defined sensitive receptors in order to minimize to potential for nuisances:
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A buffer of X feet®is required from the following receptors (inside or outside of the County
unincorporated area): off-site individual legal residences under separate ownership,
residentially designated land, licensed day cares, public parks, recognized places of worship,
public or licensed private schools, licensed treatment facilities for drugs or alcohol, federal
lands held in trust by the federal government or that is the subject of a trust application for a
federally recognized tribal government, licensed youth centers that are in existence at the
time a use permit is issued for any CDFA permittee. These buffers apply to cannabis uses as
specified in Section 8-2,1407, Table of Cannabis Development Regulations, of this article.
The buffer shall be measured from the closest point of the cultivation site to:

1. The closest surface of the building for residences, day cares, places of worship,
schools, treatment facilities, and youth centers.

2. The closest point of the zone boundary for residentially designated land.
3. The closest point of the parcel boundary for public parks and tribal trust land.

Approved cannabis uses, operating within the terms of their approvals and conditions, shall be
exempted from the buffer requirement as applicable to later new uses within the categories
identified above, that locate within the described buffer distance.

Section 8-2.1408(CC) of the CLUO establishes the following limits on odor concentration at the
property line of a cannabis site, defines what is considered a persistent odor nuisance, and
enforcement measures to address verified odor nuisances:

Cannabis uses shall not create a public nuisance or adversely affect the health or safety of
nearby residents or businesses by, among other things, creating dust, light, glare, heat,
noise, noxious gases, odor, smoke, traffic, vibration, unsafe conditions, or other impacts, in
excess of allowable thresholds, or be hazardous due to the use or storage of materials,



processes, products, runoff, unauthorized releases or illegal disposal of wastes.

1. Subject to subsection 7 below, it is unlawful and it shall be a public nuisance to cause or
permit persistent cannabis odors. A persistent cannabis odor is one which is verified by
persons of normal odor sensitivity (as defined by European Standard EN 13725) to exist
for three consecutive days within any two-week period at a maximum dilution-to-threshold
(D/T ratio of seven parts clean or filtered air to one-part filtered odorous air, 7:1),
measured at the property line of the site, as a result of investigations resulting from
subsection 2, below.

2. Subject to subsection 7 below, for the purposes of this subsection, cannabis odors shall be
deemed to be persistent if the County enforcement officer (i) independently determines that
the cannabis odor violates the standards of subsection 1 above, and/or (ii) the County
enforcement officer receives three or more complaints of cannabis odor representing
separate residences or places of occupied business, of a cannabis odor emanating from
the subject property for three consecutive days within any two-week period, that the
enforcement officer determines violates the standards of subsection 1 above.

3. Subject to subsection 7 below, nothing in this subsection shall be deemed to require
three verified complaints before the County may initiate enforcement action. The County
may determine that a public nuisance exists under this subsection if less than three
verified
complaints are received or if no complaints are received but County officials or

employees observe cannabis odor conditions that violate this subsection.

3The buffer distance in the CLUO will determined by the Board of Supervisors at the time of approval of the ordinance.
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4. Failure to effectively resolve a public nuisance shall result in enforcement action, up to and
including additional conditions, suspension and revocation of the County Cannabis Use
Permit and/or County Cannabis License pursuant to the process below.

5. The County applies a three-level citation system to cannabis nuisance violations. Depending
on the severity, frequency, or the failure to resolve the cause of the violation, the County
enforcement officer may issue an alert, a warning citation, or a Notice of Violation. The alert
shall identify the problem, identify relevant code sections, discuss the abatement process,
and identify corrective action. The warning citation shall identify the problem, document the
history, and mandate specific abatement actions including submittal of a plan and schedule
to remedy the problem. A Notice of Violation shall follow the procedures set forth in Section
5-20.10 (this citation will be revised one the licensing ordinance is moved to Chapter 4 of
Title 20).

6. Subject to subsection 7 below, if at any time during the citation system identified above in
subsection 5, the County enforcement officer determines that the conditions at the site are
deleterious to the health, safety, or general welfare of any one or more surrounding
properties, or that the permittee and/or landowner is not acting in good faith or in a manner
sufficient to timely address the complaint, the County enforcement officer may bypass the
citation process and take immediate steps to address the violation, including by abatement
or any other lawful means.

7. Permittees operating in compliance with this article, in particular Section 8-2.1408(DD)(1),



Odor Control, the terms of their Cannabis Use Permit, and other applicable laws shall be
presumptively assumed to not cause or contribute to a public nuisance.

8. The County may elect not to investigate any complaint due to resource limitations or other
matters. In addition, the County may elect not to investigate complaints submitted by
complainants that submit more than three unsubstantiated complaints within a one-year
period.

Section 8-2.1408(DD) of the CLUO also provides the following requirements for odor control:

1. The allowable threshold for cannabis odor shall be defined as a maximum
dilution-to-threshold (D/T) ratio of seven parts clean or filtered air to one-part odorous air
(7:1) measured at the property line of the site. Cannabis odor at or below this threshold
shall be considered acceptable and shall not be considered a nuisance. Indoor and mixed
light uses must install and maintain the following minimum equipment: an exhaust air
filtration system with odor control that effectively minimizes internal odors from being
emitted externally; an air system that creates negative air pressure between the facilities
interior and exterior so that odors outside of the facility will not exceed the maximum
dilution-to-threshold (allowable threshold), as defined herein; or other odor control system
which effectively minimizes odor to a level compliant with the allowable threshold.

2. Applicants shall submit the following information: a. ldentification and description of cannabis
odor emitting activities and nature and characteristics of emissions. b. Description of
procedures and engineering controls for reducing/controlling odors. c. Certification by a
Professional Engineer or Qualified Odor Professional that the procedures and engineering
controls proposed to control cannabis odors are consistent with accepted/available
industry-specific best control technologies and methods designed to abate odor and will be
effective in abating cannabis odors to the maximum dilution-to-threshold (allowable
threshold), as defined herein, at the property line of the site. This shall be submitted in the
form of an Odor Control Plan, subject to regular monitoring and reporting.

3. Odor control for outdoor activities may include different plant strains, smaller grow
areas, relocation of outdoor activities indoors or in a mixed light facility, use of site
design or other technology, odor easements over neighboring property, and/or other
methods proven to be effective and accepted by the County.
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In addition to these standards the CLUO also includes the following requirements that address
nuisance odors as well as the ability for the County to re-evaluate the effectiveness of nuisance and
odor control standards:

» Section 8-2.1408(PP) Site Maintenance (General): Permittee shall at all times maintain, manage, and
operate the site, all improvements and alterations, and all structures, in good repair, acceptable in
appearance, and in reasonably safe condition, including securing all necessary licenses and
permits for this work. The site shall be kept free of litter, clutter, and graffiti. The permittee shall
prevent and eliminate conditions that constitute a public nuisance.

* Section 8-2.1410(D)(2) Operational Information Required: Odor Control Plan.

* Section 8-2.1413 Effectiveness: Assessment of Effectiveness - Following two years of
implementation of this article, staff shall present the Board of Supervisors with an assessment of
its effectiveness and any recommendations for change. This evaluation shall include in particular
an assessment of the effectiveness of Section 8-2.1408, Specific Use Requirements and



Performance Standards, of this article, including Section 8-2.1408(E) Buffers, Section 8-2.1408(U)
Good Neighbor Communication, Section 8- 2.1408(CC) Nuisance, Section 8-2.1408(DD) Odor
Control, and Section 8-2.1412 Enforcement.

The furthest distance cannabis odors may be recognizable or detectable is approximately two miles or
more, depending on topography and meteorology (Kern County 2017). This is consistent with the
experience of the Cannabis Task Force. However, recognition of an odor does not imply that the odor is
a nuisance, only that it can be identified or detected as cannabis. Typically, the odor is detectable much
closer to the source, such

as adjacent to or on a cultivation site. The distance for odor detection is very site-specific and can be
affected by many variables including meteorology, topography, plant strain, and how ready plants are for
harvesting. Based on review of County odor complaint data, calm and/or light wind conditions tend to
create the greatest potential for odor complaints. In addition, human perception of cannabis plant
odors may be influenced by personal views regarding cannabis. Whether the odor is acceptable and the
level at which it should be defined as objectionable at various strengths and distances from various
land uses is a matter of policy.

The County is considering five alternative variations to the proposed CLUO, all of which rely on the same
underlying regulatory requirements that would regulate cannabis activities through land use, zoning, and
development standards. The alternatives vary by the assumed type of cannabis license/activity, limits
on the number of operations, performance standards and buffer distances. Each EIR alternative and
the buffers assumed for that alternative are summarized below:

Table 3.3-7 Alternative Buffer Distances

Alternative Buffer
75 Feet from Individual Residence 1,000 Feet from

Alternative 1: Cultivation (Ancillary Nurseries and Other Sensitive Uses

Processing Only) with Existing Limits (Existing
Operations with CLUO)

Alternative 2: All License Types with Moderate Limits 1,000 Feet Alternative 3: All License Types
with High Limits 75 Feet

Alternative 4: Mixed-Light/Indoor License Types Limits, within Agricultural Zones Only, No Retail
only with Moderate Limits, No Hoop Houses or None
Outdoor Types

Alternative 5: All License Types with Moderate 1,000 Feet
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Pursuant to CLUO Section 8.2-1408(E), buffers would apply to the following receptors (inside or
outside of the County unincorporated area): individual legal residences under separate ownership,
residentially designated land, licensed day cares, public parks, recognized places of worship, public
or licensed private schools, licensed treatment facilities for drugs or alcohol, federal lands held in
trust by the federal government or that is the subject of a trust application for a federally recognized
tribal government.

CLUO Section 1408(DD)(1) defines an acceptable level of cannabis odor as a maximum



dilution-to-threshold (D/T) of seven parts clean or filtered air to one-part odorous air (7:1) or less at the
property line of the site. Cannabis odor at or below 7:1 D/T may still be detected off-site; however,
pursuant to the CLUO, odor at this threshold would be considered acceptable, and not a nuisance. The
public may occasionally detect cannabis odors. However, as noted herein, the 7:1 D/T standard is
based on scientific publications on odor pollution control that have identified that odors above 7 D/T
will often result in complaints (i.e. objectionable), with 15 D/T often described as a nuisance, and
odors above 30 D/T described as a serious nuisance (i.e. nauseating) (McGinley 2000 and Huey et al.
1960).

The CLUO also includes several provisions intended to minimize odor. CLUO Section 1408(DD)(1)
requires that indoor and mixed light cannabis uses install odor control equipment to minimize odor.
Outdoor cannabis activities are also required to implement odor control measures such as less odorous
plant strains, smaller grow areas, relocation of outdoor activities indoors or in a mixed light facility, use
of site design or other technology, odor easements over neighboring property, and/or other methods
proven to be effective and accepted by the County.

Pursuant to CLUO Section 1408(DD)(2), Cannabis use permit applicants are also required to submit an
Odor Control Plan which would include:

a. ldentification and description of cannabis odor emitting activities and nature and
characteristics of emissions.

b. Description of procedures and engineering controls for reducing/controlling odors.

c. Certification by a Professional Engineer or Qualified Odor Professional that the procedures
and engineering controls proposed to control cannabis odors are consistent with
accepted/available industry-specific best control technologies and methods designed to
abate odor and will be effective in abating cannabis odors to the maximum
dilution-to-threshold, as defined in the CLUO, measured at the property line of the site.

Buffers provide a means of reducing the strength or concentration of an odor and the frequency at which
it may be detected since buffers provide atmospheric dispersion of odor. The larger the buffer, the more
distance is available for dispersion of the odor to occur before it may reach a sensitive receptor. Given
this, smaller buffers are generally not as effective in reducing the strength and frequency of the odor
compared to a larger buffer distance. In addition, since a larger buffer would provide greater dispersion,
it would also likely reduce the number of odor complaints and complaint verification enforcement
activities.

Odors with distinct odor characteristics, emanating from proximate sources, are generally not additive
or amplified. However, odor with the same or similar odor characteristics, emanating from proximate
sources may be additive. Therefore, multiple odor sources in a given geographic area would not
necessarily increase the strength of an odor, although a higher frequency of odor detection would be
expected. It is not possible to predict what specific cannabis plant strains would occur at proximate
sources. However, the overall strength of odor generally would not necessarily be worse under
Alternative 3 (All License Types with High Limits) versus Alternative 1 (Existing Operations with CLUO).
It should be noted that both the strength and frequency at which the odors from any specific
alternative may be detected would be reduced with a large buffer as compared to a small buffer
because greater dispersion would occur under the larger separation distance.
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Notwithstanding implementation of the cannabis odor minimization measures specified above,



including buffers, odors cannot be completely eliminated such that they would not be detectable
off-site. This is true for each of the five alternatives and various buffer distances evaluated as part of
this EIR. While the measures would reduce the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odor
emissions to occur remains. Therefore, this impact is conservatively considered significant for all
alternatives, as explained further below.

To ensure the overall quality and consistency of odor investigations, odor verification is conducted by
County cannabis enforcement officers who have been screened and determined to be of normal odor
sensitivity pursuant to European Standard EN 13725. The officers have also been trained in odor
detection using a Nasal Ranger field olfactometer.

When a complaint is received via the County’s on-line cannabis complaint form, the weather conditions
at the time of the complaint are automatically provided. Since meteorology plays a role in cannabis
odors, the County tries to verify the complaint on a day and time when the weather conditions at the
time of the complaint can best be replicated. (Strachan 2019)

Compliance with odor control requirements under CLUO Section 8-2.1408(DD)(1) for cannabis uses
located within a greenhouse or building can be accomplished through the use of equipment such as
the following (Trinity Consultants 2019):

* Activated carbon air filters (carbon scrubber) — forced air circulation through activated carbon filter
to filter out odors prior release from the facility.

* Biofilters — a control that utilizes biological adsorptive media.
* Plasma ion technology — odorous gases and aerosols interact with ions and are neutralized.

* Air filters — air passes through densely woven fiber screens which trap odorous particulates (this is
viewed as a less effective option relative to carbon scrubbers, biofilters, and is often paired with
other technologies).

Using an appropriate odor control technology (such as the examples listed above) coupled with a well
engineered ventilation design, it would be expected that a facility could achieve the allowable
threshold for cannabis odor in CLUO Section 8-2.1408 (DD)(1). (Scullion, 2019).

CLUO Section 8-2.1408(DD)(3) includes suggested odor control for outdoor cannabis uses that consist
of using different plant strains, relocation of outdoor cultivation to mixed-light or indoor cultivation in a
greenhouse or indoor building, odor easements, and/or other methods proven to be effective and
accepted by the County. There are cannabis plant strains under development that have reduced odor
potential. However, no technical studies are available at this time to confirm the effectiveness of these
strains. As discussed above, conversion to indoor or mixed-light cultivation in a greenhouse building can
provide effective odor control through operation of filtration systems and comply with the CLUO 7 D/T
standard. Odor easements and buffer areas are often used for facilities such as landfills and
wastewater treatment plants (e.g., Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant) to effectively
address nuisance odors. Implementation of the enforcement provisions of CLUO Section 8-2.1408(CC)
when a persistent odor nuisance from a cannabis site is verified would require the County enforcement
officer to either issue an alert, warning citation, or a Notice of Violation that identifies the need for
corrective action. If complaints are not addressed by the cannabis site operators, the County
enforcement officer may take immediate steps to address the nuisance which could include revocation
of cannabis licensing and/or the Cannabis Use Permit.

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 assume that personal use outdoor cultivation may occur in any zoning district
on a parcel developed with a legal residence. Personal use outdoor cultivation of up to six plants is
assumed to occur within pots or garden areas of such parcels. Alternative 4 would limit personal use
cultivation to indoor only. These activities would likely involve no more than 100 square feet of land



area and would be required
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to be outside of front yard and side yard setback areas. No odor impacts are expected to occur because
the limited odor potential of six plants is not expected to generate nuisance odors in excess of 7 D/T
off the parcel. Personal use outdoor cultivation would be subject to enforcement actions by the County
if it creates a verified persistent nuisance odor issue as provided under CLUO Sections 8-2.1408(CC)
and 8-2.1412.

Operations W|1h CLUOQ) (CEQA Preferred Alternative)

While most of the existing licensed commercial cannabis cultivation operations would remain in their
current locations, nine of the existing sites are assumed to be required to relocate under the CLUO
zoning standards because of proposed zoning restrictions (e.g., locations in residential zones). As
shown in Exhibit 2-4, most of this existing cultivation occurs along the SR 16 corridor west of the City of
Woodland with 22 sites located

between the communities of Rumsey and Guinda. This alternative assumes 75-foot buffers between
cultivation sites and occupied residences and 1,000-foot buffers between cultivation sites and

identified sensitive receptors under the CLUO. No new commercial cannabis uses are assumed

under this alternative.

As identified above, the CLUO would restrict cannabis uses to agricultural, commercial, and industrial
zoned land that generally does not contain sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1407), buffers
between outdoor cannabis uses and sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1408[E] establish odor
control requirements that

would prohibit nuisance odors from leaving the cannabis site in excess of 7 D/T, identifies a process of
corrective actions for nuisance odor conditions, and requires the development of an Odor Control Plan
(CLUO Sections 8-2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]). It is acknowledged that this could involve the
conversion from outdoor cultivation operations to mixed-light or indoor cultivation within greenhouse
buildings designed with odor control in order to achieve compliance with the CLUO odor standards,
similar to what is assumed under Alternative 4. As noted above, this alternative is assumed to result in
the relocation of nine existing cultivation sites from residential zoned areas, which would substantially
reduce potential nuisance odor issues in these residential zoned areas.

While these measures would minimize the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odor
emissions to occur remains. This impact is conservatively considered significant for Alternative 1.

Alternative 2: All License Types with Moderate Limits

Under Alternative 2, it was assumed for analysis purposes that there would be two new cultivation
sites constructed as well as a total of 52 new noncultivation uses. Additionally, it was assumed
for analysis purposes that 30 of the 78 existing cultivation sites would be relocated due to zoning
restrictions (e.g., locations in residential zones) and buffering standards under the CLUO.

New cannabis uses assumed under this alternative that could generate odors include cultivation (two
new sites), nurseries (five sites), processing (five sites), microbusiness (five sites) and manufacturing
(20 sites). As shown in Exhibit 2-5, this Alternative assumes the following new cannabis uses and
potential odor sources in proximity to various communities:

» Guinda: three manufacturing sites and two microbusiness sites

* Esparto: one manufacturing site and one microbusiness site



* Yolo: one manufacturing site
* Dunnigan: two manufacturing site, one nursery site, one processing site, and one cultivation site

The CLUO would restrict cannabis uses to agricultural, commercial, and industrial zoned land that
generally does not contain sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1407). Buffers between outdoor
cannabis uses and sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1408|E] establish odor control
requirements that would prohibit nuisance odors from leaving the cannabis site in excess of 7 D/T,
identifies a process of corrective actions for nuisance odor conditions, and requires the development
of an Odor Control Plan (CLUO Sections 8-
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2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]). As noted above, this alternative is assumed to result in the relocation
of 30 existing cultivation sites from residential zoned areas and compliance with the buffer
requirements that would substantially reduce potential nuisance odor issues associated with these
existing and eligible cultivation sites by increasing the distance between the odor source and defined
sensitive receptors.

While these measures would minimize the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odor
emissions to occur remains. This impact is conservatively considered significant for Alternative 2.

Alternative 3: All License Types with High Limits
This alternative is assumed to result in the construction of 82 new cultivation sites and total of 104

new noncultivation uses. Additionally, it was assumed for analysis purposes that nine of the 78
existing cultivation sites would be relocated under the CLUO zoning restrictions (e.g., locations in
residential zones).

New cannabis uses assumed under this alternative that could generate odors include cultivation (82
new sites), nurseries (10 sites), processing (10 sites), microbusinesses (10 sites), and
manufacturing (40 sites). As shown in Exhibit 2-6, this Alternative assumes the following new
cannabis uses and potential odor sources in proximity to various communities:

* Guinda: three manufacturing sites, three cultivation sites, three microbusinesses, one nursery site,
and two processing sites

* Esparto: two manufacturing sites, three cultivation sites, one microbusiness, and one processing

site  City of Woodland: four manufacturing sites and three cultivation sites

* Yolo: one manufacturing site and one cultivation site

* Dunnigan: four manufacturing sites, two cultivation sites, two nursery sites, two microbusinesses,
and one processing site

As identified in Alternative 2, the CLUO would restrict cannabis uses to agricultural, commercial, and
industrial zoned land that generally does not contain sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1407).
Buffers between outdoor cannabis uses and sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1408[E] establish
odor control requirements that would prohibit nuisance odors from leaving the cannabis site in excess
of 7 D/T, identifies a process of corrective actions for nuisance odor conditions, and requires the
development of an Odor Control Plan (CLUO Sections 8-2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]). As noted
above, this alternative is assumed to result in the relocation of nine existing cultivation sites from



residential zoned areas that would substantially reduce potential nuisance odor issues in these
residential zoned areas.

While these measures would minimize the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odor
emissions to occur remains. This impact is conservatively considered significant for Alternative 3.

Alternative 4: Mixed-Light/Indoor License Types Only with Moderate Limits, No Hoop Houses or Outdoor
Types Under Alternative 4, it was assumed for analysis purposes that nine of the 78 existing cultivation
sites would be relocated under the CLUO zoning restrictions (e.g., locations in residential zones). It was
also assumed that 75 of the existing and eligible cannabis sites with outdoor cultivation would convert
entirely to indoor or mixed-light (greenhouse) cultivation. This alternative is also assumed to result in
the construction of two new mixed-light or indoor cultivation sites and a total of 52 new noncultivation
uses.

New cannabis uses assumed under this alternative that could generate odors include cultivation (two
new sites), nurseries (five sites), processing (five sites), microbusinesses (five sites), and
manufacturing (20 sites). As shown in Exhibit 2-7, this alternative assumes the following new cannabis
uses and potential odor sources in proximity to various communities:
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* Guinda: three manufacturing sites and two microbusiness sites

* Esparto: one manufacturing site and one microbusiness site

* Yolo: one manufacturing site

* Dunnigan: one manufacturing site, one nursery site, and one processing site

As identified in Alternative 2, the CLUO would restrict cannabis uses to agricultural, commercial, and
industrial zoned land that generally does not contain sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1407),
buffers between outdoor cannabis uses and sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1408|E] establish
odor control requirements that would prohibit nuisance odors from leaving the cannabis site in excess
of 7 D/T, identifies a process of corrective actions for nuisance odor conditions, and requires the
development of an Odor Control Plan (CLUO Sections 8-2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]). Odor control for
building ventilation systems associated with mixed-light cultivation, indoor cultivation, nurseries,
manufacturing, microbusinesses, and processing facilities would be required by CLUO Section
8-2.1408(DD).

Because Alternative 4 assumes all cannabis activities are conducted within structures, this Alternative
is likely to have lower odor impacts overall than Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5. Specifically, CLUO Section
8- 2.1408 (DD) (1) requires that: “Indoor and mixed light uses must install and maintain the following
minimum equipment: an exhaust air filtration system with odor control that effectively minimizes
internal odors from being emitted externally; an air system that creates negative air pressure between
the facilities interior and exterior so that odors outside of the facility will not exceed the maximum
dilution-to-threshold, as defined herein; or other odor control system which effectively minimizes odor.
Nevertheless, while the assumptions of this alternative and the identified odor control measures would
minimize the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odor emissions to occur remains. This
impact is conservatively considered significant for Alternative 4.

Alternative 5: All License Types with Moderate Limits. within Agricultural Zones Only, No Retail
Under Alternative 5, it was assumed for analysis purposes that there would be two new cultivation



sites constructed as well as a total of 50 new noncultivation uses Additionally, it was assumed for
analysis purposes that 30 of the 78 existing cultivation sites would be relocated due to zoning
restrictions (e.g., locations in residential zones) and buffering standards under the CLUO.

New cannabis uses assumed under this alternative that could generate odors include cultivation (two
new sites), nurseries (five sites), processing (five sites), microbusinesses (five sites), and
manufacturing (10 sites). As shown in Exhibit 2-8, this Alternative assumes the following new cannabis
uses and potential odor sources in proximity to various communities:

» Guinda: three manufacturing sites and two microbusiness sites
* Esparto: one manufacturing site and one microbusiness site
* Yolo: one manufacturing site

* Dunnigan: two manufacturing site, one nursery site, one processing site, and one cultivation site

As identified in Alternative 2, the CLUO would restrict cannabis uses to agricultural zoned land that
generally does not contain sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1407), buffers between outdoor
cannabis uses and sensitive receptors (CLUO Section 8-2.1408[E] establish odor control requirements
that would prohibit nuisance odors from leaving the cannabis site in excess of 7 D/T, identifies a
process of corrective actions for nuisance odor conditions, and requires the development of an Odor
Control Plan (CLUO Sections 8- 2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]). It is acknowledged that this may
require the conversion from outdoor cultivation operations to mixed-light or indoor cultivation within
greenhouse buildings designed with odor
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control to comply with the CLUO odor standards similar to what is assumed under Alternative 4. As
noted above, this alternative is assumed to result in the relocation of 30 existing cultivation sites
from residential zoned areas and compliance with the buffer requirements that would substantially
reduce potential nuisance odor issues associated with these existing and eligible cultivation sites by
increasing the distance between the odor source and defined sensitive receptors.

While these measures would minimize the likelihood of nuisance odors, the potential for odor
emissions to occur remains. This impact is conservatively considered significant for Alternative 5.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Conduct Wind Pattern Evaluations to Evaluate Odor
Control (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5)
The following shall be included as a new performance standard in Section 8-2.1408 (DD) of the CLUO:

* As part of the cannabis use permit process, County staff shall conduct a wind pattern evaluation of
each cannabis use application. This evaluation will utilize wind roses (a circular display of the
frequency of wind coming from specific directions over a specified period of time). The wind pattern
evaluation will identify receptors (as defined in Section 8.2-1408 [E]) located downwind of a
proposed cannabis use and potentially affected by nuisance odor for a predominant period of time
based on the wind frequency. This will provide staff with additional information for consideration
when evaluating a cannabis use permit application.

Notwithstanding the implementation of this measure and other identified existing and proposed
regulations, the potential for impacts to occur is conservatively identified as significant and



unavoidable because:
» Cannabis remains a controversial activity.

* Some neighbors have expressed that they are very sensitive to the odor and find it to be
highly objectionable.

* The proposed regulatory threshold is not zero-detect which means that some odor will be detectable
and will be considered acceptable under the regulations.

* Odor exceedances in excess of the allowable level may be higher in early years as the industry
and technology evolve despite the fact that enforcement will occur under the ordinance.

Therefore, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable for all alternatives.
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From: Rachel Zierdt (via Google Docs)

To: Cannabis

Cc: Scott Orr

Subject: YoloCountyAirQuality_DEIR (1) (1)
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 8:59:51 AM
Attachments: YoloCountyAirQuality DEIR (1) (1).pdf

rzierdt@gmail.com attached a
document

rzierdt@gmail.com has attached the following document:

this is part of the EIR that addresses odor and other
considerations that Yolo county uses in permitting cannabis.

YoloCountyAirQuality DEIR (1) (1)

Google LLC, 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043,
USA

You have received this email because rzierdt@gmail.com shared a
document with you from Google Docs.

(-]

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



From: Kim Roberts-Gutzman

To: Cannabis
Subject: Stop cannabis permits
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 7:51:01 PM

The press democrat has done a survey in the county on cannabis growing.
77% don’t want a cannabis farm within a mile of there home.

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



From: Mary Ann Ciavonne

To: Cannabis
Subject: Cannabis in Sonoma County
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 6:58:03 AM

Thank you for the informative and honest exchange in last weeks zoom on Cannabis concerns
in Sonoma County.

MaryAnn Ciavonne

| urge you to prioritize neighborhood compatibility by limiting
cannabis cultivation and processing to areas that do not create
noise and odor nuisances for residents, are not in public view,
are not in impaired watersheds and do not impact wildfire or
public safety such as high fire risk zones or areas without legal
fire safe roads. Permit cannabis processing only on
designated commercial and industrial zoned land. A new
ordinance must be science-based to ensure cannabis
operation permitting does not create individual or a cumulative
impacts. Please adopt a moratorium until Sonoma County
prepares an EIR to determine environmental conditions and
an ordinance to set standards for the industry.

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



From: Chiemi Middleton

To: Cannabis
Subject: Public Comment for the Visioning Workshops*
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 4:02:36 PM

Prioritize neighborhood compatibility by limiting
cannabis cultivation and processing to areas that
do not create noise and odor nuisances for
residents, are not in public view, are not in
impaired watersheds or water scarce zones 3 and
4, are accessed by legal fire safe roads and do not
impact public safety. No permitting in high fire
risk zones or on remote roads with evacuation
challenges. Permit cannabis processing only on
designated commercial and industrial zoned
land. A new ordinance must address
neighborhood compatibility and be science-
based to ensure cannabis operation permitting
does not create individual or cumulative impacts.

Please take into account abiding by ONLY designated LEA, LIA, DA zones
and ONLY in these zones that are appropriate for this specific production.

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.



From: craigspencerharrison@gmail.com <craigspencerharrison@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, August 20, 2021 7:46 AM

To: Crystal Acker <Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org>; Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>;
Cannabis Complanit <CalCannabis Enforcement@cdfa.ca.gov>

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

Subject: Cannabis Virtual Survey

EXTERNAL

On behalf of Bennett Valley Residents for Safe Development, I am interested
in the virtual survey that is scheduled for the week of August 30.

Many of the questions in the visioning sessions seemed biased toward the
cannabis industry, and I hope the questions that you pose in the virtual survey
will provide useful information for decision makers from the perspective of the
99% who are not part of that industry.

Here are three questions that I ask that you will include. I would hope that
county staff and supervisors would like to know the answers to these questions
to help shape a vision for Sonoma County that can be shared by all residents.

1. Should individual communities should be granted the power to create
exclusion zones banning commercial cannabis cultivation?

2. Should all parts of cannabis cultivation operations should be screened from
public roadways, including the plants themselves and accessory structures.

3. In what proximity to your own home would you feel comfortable having a
cannabis grow:

Adjacent

At least /4 mile

At least /2 mile

At least 1 mile

At least 5 miles

No distance i1s OK

Thanks for your consideration.
Craig S. Harrison

4953 Sonoma Mountain Road
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

707-573-9990
https://www.craigsharrison.net/

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



From: Nancy and Brantly Richardson

To: Scott Orr

Cc: "Murphy, Emma"; ethan.varian@pressdemocrat.com; Cannabis; Crystal Acker; Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt;
district5; district4; Chris Coursey; Tennis Wick

Subject: CANNABIS VIRTUAL SURVY - SUGGESTED QUESTION

Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 11:14:41 AM

Scott, We heard from many people who were upset with the visioning workshop
questions. They expect the questions in the upcoming virtual survey starting the

week of August 30" to be equally slanted. Here is a question we would like to
see included in your survey:

Do you favor a temporary moratorium or pause in approval of cannabis permits
until we see what is going to happen next year with the water crisis? Yes or No?
We think the general public and the supervisors would like to know the answer
to this question in light of the climate crisis and the historic drought our County
is facing.

Best, Nancy and Brantly

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



From: Mary Plimpton

To: Cannabis
Subject: Santa Barbara County
Date: Wednesday, August 25, 2021 9:26:30 AM

Assume you are aware of the upheavals in Santa Barbara County.

https://newspress.com/board-of-supervisors-needs-supervision-on-cannabis-issues/

Hoping Sonoma County can avoid problems of this sort.
MORATORIUM!!!

Actually, in my opinion, ideally:
REVERSE COURSE:
NO (“legal cultivation” of) CANNABIS IN SONOMA COUNTY

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



From: craigspencerharrison@gmail.com
To: Scott Orr; Crystal Acker
Cc: "Chris Gralapp"; "Moira Jacobs"; "Victoria De Crescenzo"; "Courtney Dyar"; "Becky Bass"; "Ann storms"; "Richard
R. Rudnansky"
Subject: RE: Follow-up from Bennett Valley Small Gorup Meeting
Date: Friday, August 27, 2021 12:37:35 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
imag e003.'png'
image004.png
imaqe005.ipa

Scott:

It took me some time to ask around and dig out the files from three years ago.
Below is our hard data. The Wickers Group reported numbers as percentages,
and you can do the math if you prefer raw numbers. Wickers selected
respondents using random digit dialing from lists of registered voters in
Sonoma County who had voted in the 2016 general election for president. They
conducted 300 live telephone interviews using both landline and cell phones
(cell phones made up 43% of all completed surveys). The interviews were
conducted from June 15-19, 2018, and the margin of error is 5.7% at a 0.95
confidence level.

| hope that PRMD asks similar kinds of questions using a genuine survey such as
this with a reputable polling company to grasp the collective vision for Sonoma
County. Then neither side can complain. Such surveys are not cheap, and if you
wish to reduce the margin of error, you must increase the sample size and will
pay handsomely to do so.

Much of the survey focused on who was responding, to ensure the results are
an accurate reflection of Sonoma County voters. Wickers was satisfied that this
test was met, and | think that you will concur.

48% male; 52% female

65% supported Proposition 64; 26% opposed; 9% no response

Republican 21%; Democrat 55%; independent 15%; something else 3%; no
response 6%

District 1 20%; District 2 19%; District 3 17%; District 4 23%; District 5 22%

Age: 1834 15%; 35-54 26%; 55—64 29%; 65+ 29%

Urban 25%; Suburban 46%; Rural 26%; no response 3%

Very liberal 17%; Liberal 30%; Moderate 29%; Conservative 13% Very



Conservative 9%; no response 3%
Santa Rosa 42%; Petaluma 14%; Sebastopol 7%; Sonoma 7%; Windsor 6%;
Rohnert Park 6%; Healdsburg 5%; Forestville 2%; Guerneville 2%; Cotati 2;
Cloverdale 1%; Occidental 1%; Bodega 1%; Glen Ellen 1%; The Sea Ranch 1%

1. Question/statement. Individual communities should be granted the

power to create exclusion zones banning marijuana cultivation.

Strongly agree 46%; somewhat agree 15%; somewhat disagree 9%; strongly
disagree 17% no response 12%.
We eliminated the 12% no responses when we reported this, which calculates
to 70% agreeing and 30% disagreeing. Note that 59% of Sonoma County voters

approved Proposition 64.
by

2. Question. Current Sonoma County regulations allow for outdoor
commercial marijuana cultivation on sites of up to one acre in size. In
what proximity to your own home would you feel comfortable having
one of these cannabis grows?

Adjacent 19%

Minimum of % mile away 13%

Minimum of %2 mile away 10%

Minimum of 1 mile away 16%

Minimum of 5 miles away 16%

No distance would make me comfortable 20%

Not Sure/Refused 7%

We reported these numbers using both the percentages for each response and
cumulative percentages. Clearly if people who don’t want to be within 1 mile or
5 miles of a grow, they don’t want to be within 1/4 mile.

Cumulative

Adjacent 19%

At least 7% mile 13% 75%

At least 2 mile 10% 62%

At least 1 mile 16% 52%

At least 5 miles 16% 36%

No distance is OK 20% 20%



As a follow-up, we asked Wickers to look for differences among supervisorial
districts. There found very little, except that supervisorial district 5 is slightly
more uncomfortable with living any distance from a grow (no distance is OK
24%), but slightly fewer (67%) want to live at least one-quarter mile away. We
don’t have anything else on this.

Cheers,

Craig S. Harrison

4953 Sonoma Mountain Road

Santa Rosa, CA 95404

707-573-9990

https://www.craigsharrison.net

From: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 8:57 AM

To: 'craigspencerharrison@gmail.com' <craigspencerharrison@gmail.com>; Crystal Acker
<Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: Chris Gralapp <cgralapp@gmail.com>; Moira Jacobs <moiraajacobs@comcast.net>; Victoria De
Crescenzo <victoria@bevancellars.com>; Courtney Dyar <cdyarsf@hotmail.com>; Becky Bass
<beckybass@sbcgloba.net>; Ann storms <storms@sonic.net>; Richard R. Rudnansky
<rrudnansky@sonic.net>

Subject: RE: Follow-up from Bennett Valley Small Gorup Meeting

Hi Craig, | was hoping to refer to the hard data rather than the press release summary. While |
appreciate that it says it was statistically chosen, it doesn’t have any numbers or the geographic
breakdowns it references as having little difference. Thanks again for your time yesterday!

Scott Orr

Deputy Director of Planning
www.PermitSonoma.org

County of Sonoma

Planning Division

2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Direct: 707-565-1754 | Office: 707-565-1900

Permit Sonoma logo

Due to the Public Health Orders, online tools remain the best way to access Permit Sonoma’s services like
permitting, records, scheduling inspections, and general questions. You can find out more about our extensive
online services at PermitSonoma.org.

The Permit Center has reopened with limited capacity to serve customers on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday
from 9:00 AM — 4:00 PM and Wednesday, 10:30 AM —4:00 PM.
Thank you for your patience as we work to keep staff and the community safe.

From: craigspencerharrison@gmail.com <craigspencerharrison@gmail.com>



Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 8:45 AM

To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>; Crystal Acker <Crystal.Acker@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Chris Gralapp <cgralapp@gmail.com>; Moira Jacobs <moiraajacobs@comcast.net>; Victoria De
Crescenzo <victoria@bevancellars.com>; Courtney Dyar <cdyarsf@hotmail.com>; Becky Bass
<beckybass@sbcgloba.net>; Ann storms <storms@sonic.net>; Richard R. Rudnansky
<rrudnansky@sonic.net>

Subject: Follow-up from Bennett Valley Small Gorup Meeting

Scott asked about the survey that SOSN did in 2018.

Attached is the press release. It ahs been submitted innumerable times to
various county officials, and in comments on permit applications.

Craig S. Harrison

4953 Sonoma Mountain Road

Santa Rosa, CA 95404

707-573-9990

https://www.craigsharrison.net/

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

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



From: Josh Richards
To: Cannabis
Date: Friday, August 27, 2021 4:05:45 AM

Get your head out of your ass and realize how much money you guys are not getting in
permits and Revenue. How stupid can stupid be

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.

Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Mary Plimpton

To: Scott Orr

Cc: Crystal Acker; Cannabis

Subject: Re: Question for Up-coming community survey
Date: Friday, August 27, 2021 1:12:09 PM

Thank you for your consideration.
You are in a challenging position.

After the BoS’s vote on 5/18, you were tasked with implementing a successful cannabis
program.

Because that vote killed the long-negotiated Ord 38, the pro-cannabis folks are frustrated with
and angry at you.

Because of the imposition on communities - without notice, discussion or real vetting - of a
thirsty, smelly, crime-magnet crop, anti-cannabis constituents are frustrated with and angry at
you.

Hope you can go home and enjoy a nice glass of premium Sonoma County wine (or a joint?)
to usher in a well-deserved weekend.

Thank you again for considering my proposed question about how County residents would
prioritize water allocations.

Mary Plimpton
Franz Valley

On Aug 27, 2021, at 12:43 PM, Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
wrote:

Hi Mary, it was good to meet you the other day!

We are developing survey questions based on the 1,000+ comments we got during the
visioning sessions, including comments about a moratorium, the effects of climate
change, and water availability. The survey might not cover every conceivable topic but
will focus on areas where staff can learn from the public and topics where feedback is
most useful for the draft ordinance.

This is not the first request for specific questions to be added to the survey. While it is
encouraging that people are excited about the survey, to maintain a fair process, we
will not be allowing any stakeholders to write questions. We know we must earn the
community’s trust, and we intend to do so by giving everyone an equal opportunity to
provide input.

Scott Orr

Deputy Director of Planning

www.PermitSonoma.org
County of Sonoma

Planning Division



2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Direct: 707-565-1754 | Office: 707-565-1900
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<image005.jpg>
Due to the Public Health Orders, online tools remain the best way to access Permit Sonoma’s

services like permitting, records, scheduling inspections, and general questions. You can find out
more about our extensive online services atPeEmiIQQang,th.

The Permit Center has reopened with limited capacity to serve customers on Monday, Tuesday,
Thursday, Friday from 9:00 AM — 4:00 PM and Wednesday, 10:30 AM — 4:00 PM.
Thank you for your patience as we work to keep staff and the community safe.

From: Mary Plimpton <mbplimpton@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, August 27, 2021 11:56 AM

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

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

Subject: Question for Up-coming community survey

Mr Orr, Ms Acker, Cannabis study group:
I would like to see the following question included in the forth-coming
community survey:

Please rank your priorities for WATER allocation and usage, from
#1/most important to #10/least important

____Water for recreational activities (boating, fishing, etc)
____Water for animal feed (alfalfa, hay, etc)

____Water for cannabis

____Water for personal hygiene

Water for food animals, animals products (eg, cows for
dairy products; cows for meat; ditto sheep and goats. Swine
for meat. Etc)

____Drinking water

____Water for food crops - vegetables, fruits
____Water for wine grapes

____Water for cooking

___ Other (list:



Thank you for your consideration.
Mary Plimpton
(Franz Valley)

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.

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



From: Mary Plimpton

To: Scott Orr; Crystal Acker

Cc: Cannabis

Subject: Question for Up-coming community survey
Date: Friday, August 27, 2021 11:55:39 AM

Mr Orr, Ms Acker, Cannabis study group:
I would like to see the following question included in the forth-coming community survey:

Please rank your priorities for WATER allocation and usage, from #1/most important to
#10/least important

___Water for recreational activities (boating, fishing, etc)
____Water for animal feed (alfalfa, hay, etc)

___Water for cannabis

___Water for personal hygiene

___Water for food animals, animals products (eg, cows for dairy products; cows
for meat; ditto sheep and goats. Swine for meat. Etc)

___ Drinking water

___Water for food crops - vegetables, fruits
___Water for wine grapes

___Water for cooking

__ Other (list: )

Thank you for your consideration.

Mary Plimpton
(Franz Valley)

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



From: Rachel Zierdt

To: Cannabis; Crystal Acker; Scott Orr
Subject: questions for survey (Questionl, 3, and 12 are key)
Date: Friday, August 27, 2021 8:57:40 AM

*#%%1. Do you live in unincorporated Sonoma County?
la....RR, AR, DA, LEA, RRD (this might be appropriate to ask as well..)

2. How close are your nearest neighbors’ perimeter? 100 feet or less? 200 feet? More than 500
feet?

**%3. Have you ever lived next to a cannabis grow?

4. Would living next to a business that is open 24/7, 365 days a year bother you?

5. Do you rely on a well for your regular water use?

6. If so are you worried about your well going dry?

7. Have you seen a deterioration in the water quality in the last three years?

7a. Have you seen a diminishing of the amount of water in your well in the last three years?
8. If you lived near cannabis grow did the smell of the mature plants bother you?

9. If you share a road with your neighbors, do you think that heavier users should be
responsible of the road maintenance for business purposes ( those running Orchards,
vineyards, cannabis operations)?

10. Would you feel safe living next to a cannabis growing operation?

11. How far away from the cannabis grow would you like to live? 100 feet?
1000 feet? Half a mile? 1 mile?

*#%12. If the cannabis grower has already been operating, would you buy property next to
the grow?

13. Do you think neighbors should be notified if a cannabis grow were being proposed
nearby?
14. How safe would you feel if a cannabis grow happened near your house? Safe?

Somewhat safe? Unsafe?

15. How confident are you in the county officials being able to adequately enforce the
cannabis regulations? Confident? Somewhat confident? No confidence?



16. If you lived near a cannabis grow in the past, how was the experience? Good, neutral
neither (good nor bad), bad experience.

17. Should neighborhoods have the right to opt out of having cannabis grown nearby?
18. Are you comfortable turning in a neighbor who is violating local regulations?

19. Should any businesses that are run on neighborhood shared roads be required to get
permission from neighbors before work operations commence?

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



From: Veva Edelson

To: Scott Orr; Crystal Acker
Subject: Proposed Questions for Survey
Date: Friday, August 27, 2021 9:43:45 AM

Greetings Crystal and Scott.

I heard you are taking a collection of questions for your upcoming survey. Please consider
including these:

Do you think that climate change makes it necessary for us to reconsider how we view land
use and our shared resources?

During this time of great species loss do you value protecting our biotic resources?

Would you be concerned if there is a fire at cannabis operation adjacent to a home about THC
in the smoke impairing the evacuation process?

Thank you

Veva Edelson

Carbon Farmer/ Artist
Piano Farm
Bloomfield CA

415 640-8837

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.



Cannabis Exclusion Zone

Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code is amended to add a new Chapter 73 as follows:

Article 73 -- Cannabis Exclusion Combining District

Sec. 26-73-005 — Purpose
The purpose of the Cannabis Exclusion Combining District to allow for the exclusion of
cannabis uses which are otherwise allowed in the base zoning district based upon factors specific

to particular properties, neighborhoods or regions, including residents’ wishes.

Sect. 26-73-010 — Permitted Uses

Cannabis uses which require a land use permit pursuant to Section 26-88-250 of the Sonoma
County Code shall be prohibited in Cannabis Exclusion Combining Districts. All other uses
permitted in the base district to which a Cannabis Exclusion Combining District is applied shall

be allowed in accordance with the provisions of the base zoning district.

Sec. 26-73-020 — Criteria
A Cannabis Exclusion Combining District may be applied to properties, neighborhoods or areas
based on one or more of the following criteria:
(a) cannabis uses would be inconsistent with the reasonable expectations of residents
concerning their community’s character or quality of life;
(b) cannabis uses would unreasonably interfere with the use or benefit or enjoyment
of neighboring properties;
(c) cannabis uses would pose an unreasonable risk to the physical, social or economic
environment;
(d) existing infrastructure, natural resources or public services are insufficient to

adequately support cannabis uses;



(e) there is an undue concentration of cannabis uses nearby;

(f) the exclusion of cannabis uses District would further public benefit, convenience
and necessity;

(g) cannabis uses would otherwise be detrimental to the public health, safety and

welfare.

Sec. 26-73-030 — Procedure
Property may be zoned Cannabis Exclusion Combining District, or the boundaries of a Cannabis
Exclusion Combining District may be adjusted, as a zoning change processed in accordance with

the provisions of Chapter 26, Article 96 of the County Code.

Sec. 26-73-040 — Noncomforming Cannabis Uses

The provisions of Chapter 26, Article 94 of the County Code shall apply to uses rendered legal
nonconforming uses by reason of the establishment of a Cannabis Exclusion Combining District,
except that such uses shall be terminated upon the cessation of their actual operation for a period
of not less than six months, or upon the expiration of the cannabis use permit or cannabis zoning

permit governing such uses, whichever occurs first



Discussion Paper
KEY ISSUES AND POLICY OPTIONS

CANNABIS CULTIVATION WITHIN
RESOURCES AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT (RRD) LANDS

BACKGROUND

The RRD zone is comprised of more sensitive natural resource lands, which are generally steep
slopes, very remote, primarily accessed by unpaved narrow roads, have little to no groundwater
resources, and designated as high fire hazard areas. The RRD zone makes up 39% of the
County, with 56% of RRD zoned parcels measuring 10 acres or more.

According to the Sonoma County General Plan, “the RRD land use allows residences at very low
densities due to lack of infrastructures, greater distance from public services, poor access,
conflicts with resource conservation and production, and significant physical constrain and
hazards. Proposed amendments to the Land Use Map in this category shall consider all of these
factors. The intent is that natural resource areas be managed and conserved and production
activities avoid depletion and promote replenishment of renewable resources.”

Industry representatives have indicated that the majority of cannabis cultivation is occurring within
the RRD zone. This is likely because the parcels are large and remote and there are not many
residences. For these reasons there is a reduced concern of neighborhood compatibility issues
such as odor, visibility, and loss of housing stock; however, cultivation within this zone presents
other challenges. The primary concerns with permitting cultivation within the RRD zone are
environmental impacts, site access, security, water availability, fire hazards, and waste water
discharge.

KEY ISSUES

Fire Hazards

Cannabis operations are associated with high fire risk and have been responsible for structure
fires in both urban and rural areas. Indoor and mixed light cultivation utilize large amount of
electricity and operations have been known to install inadequate or improper electrical equipment,
which increases the likelihood of fire hazards. The Sonoma County Hazard Mitigation Plan and
GP 2020 designate the majority of RRD lands within the Wildland Fire Hazard Areas as “very
high” or “high.” Although cannabis cultivation operations would have to obtain proper building and
electrical permits, allowing cannabis in this area would increase the number of structures and
people that would potentially need emergency protection.

Emergency Services

The remote RRD zoned areas are primarily accessed by one lane gravel roads that are remnants
of old logging roads. Most cultivation facilities would be required to construct paved, 2-way roads
with an 18 foot minimum width, sufficient for emergency vehicle access. Water for fire
suppression may also be required. Emergency response in these areas are handled by volunteer
fire departments and response times vary.

Water Availability

The majority of land within the RRD zone is water scarce, and designated Groundwater
Availability Class 4 area with low or high variable water yield. This low availability of water is
problematic because cannabis needs a sustained amount of moisture. Estimates of water use for
cannabis cultivation operations range from one and six gallons per day per individual cannabis
plant during the growing period. The table below provides a range of water demand depending on
the size and type of operation, as supplied by various industry sources. For comparison
purposes, a single family residence uses 1.5 to 2.0 acre-feet of water per year.
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Table 1: Projected Water Use for Cannabis
Type of cultivation Maximum | Number of Plants | Water Use (Gallons | Water Use
Size per year) (Acre Feet
Per Year)
Cottage 25 plants 25 9,125 to 0.03t0 0.2
54,750
Outdoor cultivation 5,000 sf 556 133,440 to 04t025
800,640
Indoor cultivation 5,000 sf 556 202,940 to 0.7t0 4.0
1,217640
Outdoor cultivation 10,000 sf 1,111 266,640 to 0.8t05.0
1,599,840
Indoor cultivation 10,000 sf 1,111 405,515 to 1.3t08.0
2,433090

*Assumes a range of 1 to 6 gallons per day

Figure 1: Acreage in RRD Zone by Groundwater Availability Area

Acreage in RRD Zone
by Groundwater Availability Area

Groundwater . "‘.»._-.s_\\
Availability Area A

u Class 1 Basin 5 -
|~ 52516
= Class 2 Recharge 252260
220,621

Class 3 Marginal

Class 4 Low/variable

Cannabis cultivation operations may have an impact on existing groundwater resources. Within
the RRD zone, Class 4 water scarce areas are typically located in the upper watershed areas
with fractured rock aquifers which are difficult to characterize the extent and availability of water.
The proposed Ordinance includes a strict standard that would require operations within Class 4
areas (80% of the RRD zoned parcels) to have “no net increase” in water use, achievable through
implementation of water conservation measures. These could include rainwater catchment,
recycled water reuse, water recharge projects, or similar measures. Of the 7,613 parcel in RRD
1,082 parcels are within Groundwater Availability Areas 1-3 and would not have to adhere to the
“no net water increase” standard.

Roadways in RRD

The RRD zone is known for steep, rocky, hillsides. New road construction in steep areas may
present significant hazards related to design and safety. A large addition of new roads within this
zone would require ongoing maintenance and may cause erosion, sedimentation, and dust issues
over the long term.



Discussion Paper
Cannabis Cultivation RRD Zone
ORD15-0005

Security

The remote nature and reduced visibility of the RRD zone presents safety issues for cultivation
operations. Many operations will have a 24 hour/7 days per week security guard and video
surveillance. The remote locations coupled with such security measures may present safety
concerns for the residents living in these areas.

Development Criteria and Operating Standards
The following abbreviated list of proposed commercial cultivation standards (Exhibit B) would
reduce impacts in the RRD zone:

A. Required adherence to Building Code and Grading Ordinance

B. Property Setbacks (outdoor and mixed light) - 100 feet from property lines, 300 feet from
occupied residences and business on adjacent properties

Biotic Assessment required for sensitive habitat areas

Cultivation shall not be located on slopes that exceed 15%

No tree removal (unless subject to a use permit)

Protection of Important Farmlands - no conversion unless offset

Cultural and historic resource protection - avoid or mitigate impacts to resources
Vegetation and fencing required for screening

Site Security Plan

All lighting shall be fully contained and not visible from off site

Stormwater Management Plan and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

Fire Prevention Plan

Waste Management Plan

Waste Water Discharge Management Plan

Renewable Energy requirements - must be 100% renewable (via power company or on
site) or carbon offsets purchased (generators are prohibited)

Water Supply - on site water provided by municipal, surface, or well water. Within class 4
water scarce areas there shall be no net increase in water use through implementation of
conservation methods

Annual permit requirement

Annual Inspections

Groundwater monitoring

Noise Limits- must not exceed noise limits within the General Plan

OZEr X~ IEMMOUO
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The Agricultural Commissioner will be responsible for issuing zoning permits and conducting
annual inspections for outdoor cultivation areas. PRMD would be responsible for permitting and
inspections for any outdoor cultivation operations requiring a use permit as well as all other types
of cultivation and related support activities. Support activities such as drying, trimming, and
storage would be allowed in addition to the cultivation size limitation expressed in the proposed
Ordinance and Land Use Summary Table (Attachment A).

ANALYSIS AND OPTIONS
1. Cultivation Limits. The following outlines a range of policy options for the size and scale of
commercial cultivation considered in the RRD zone. These terms and size limitations are

consistent with the license types defined in state law.

Outdoor Cultivation

A. Allow All Sizes of Outdoor Cultivation: This option would allow all sizes of
outdoor cultivation up to the one acre limit in state law.
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B. Limit the Size of Outdoor Cultivation. This options would limit the size of
outdoor cultivation in the RRD zone to either small (up to 10,000 sq. ft.) or
specialty (up to 5,000 sq. ft.).

Indoor Cultivation

C. Limit Indoor Cultivation Size. This option restricts indoor cultivation to cottage
(500 square feet) and specialty (5,000 square feet). Larger scale indoor
operations would not be permitted.

D. Limit Indoor Cultivation to Existing Structures. Indoor cultivation could be
limited to existing structures only in order to preserve the soils for other
agricultural production.

Mixed Light Cultivation

E. Limit Mixed Light Cultivation Size. This option would limit mixed light
cultivation to specialty (5,000 square feet) and small scale up to 10,000 square
feet.

F. Expand Mixed Light Cultivation Limits. This option would expand
opportunities for all sizes of mixed light cultivation up to the maximum limit
allowed in state law of 22,000 square feet.

Analysis

All of the options above propose to limit indoor cultivation to some extent in order to preserve
more land for potential resource uses and minimize the need for new structures. This is because
indoor facilities are more industrial in nature and may not be adaptable to traditional resource
uses if the cannabis use were to end, and may not be in keeping visually with the rural character
of these lands. Mixed light operations, or greenhouses, may be adaptable to other types of
agricultural uses, though they can also affect the scenic quality of the rural areas.

Staff Recommendation: Option A, C and D. Option A provides maximum opportunities for
outdoor cultivation where standards can be met. Larger parcel sizes and topography may provide
fewer compatibility concerns and allow for screening. Indoor cultivation is recommended to be
limited to cottage and specialty sizes (up to 5,000 square feet) and to existing legally established
structures for operations over 500 square feet. Mixed light operations are recommended up to
10,000 square feet. Staff recommends reduced scales of indoor and mixed light cultivation within
this zone which will reduce the amount of grading and site development necessary for new
structures, thereby reducing impacts to sensitive habitats.

2. Permit Requirements. The following policy options provide a range of permit thresholds for
the recommended size of cultivation operation allowed by the previous discussion.

The following range of policy options are related to the level of permit required to allow the
specified types of cultivation. The following permit thresholds are used as policy options:

e Zoning Permit — a ministerial, subject to standards, no conditioning authority
e Minor Use Permit — discretionary, can add conditions, hearing waiver if no protest
e Conditional Use Permit — discretionary, can add condition, noticed hearing

The main policy question to consider in determining appropriate permit thresholds for ministerial
zoning permits is what scale of use would be consistent with the General Plan and compatible in
all circumstances where the use is allowed with a ministerial permit. Special consideration should
be given to cumulative impacts of ministerial land uses in determining the appropriate permit
thresholds and the standards to mitigate any potential impacts. The following options are
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presented for each type of cultivation by size. Refer to the table: Summary of Allowed Land Uses
and Permit Requirements for Cannabis Uses (Attachment A).

A. Require a Minor Use Permit with potential for hearing waiver. A minor use
permit is reviewed on a case by case basis and is subject to CEQA, although due
to the small scale of uses, may be found exempt. Public notification (at least 300-
feet) is required and the public hearing may be waived and the permit approved
administratively if no protest or request for hearing is timely filed within the 10-
day notice period. Minor Use Permits are processed on an at-cost basis and
range from $2,000 to $6,000 depending upon the level of CEQA review required.

B. Require a Conditional Use Permit with hearing. A conditional use permit is
subject to CEQA and a mitigated negative declaration is most often prepared.
Public notification (at least 300 feet and sign posted on site) is required and a
public hearing is held by the Board of Zoning Adjustments. Conditional Use
Permits are processed on an at-cost basis and can range from $6,000 to $12,000
depending on the scale, site constraints and neighborhood opposition.

C. Require Zoning Permits, subject to standards. Zoning permits are ministerial
permits and are not subject to CEQA. The permit is approved based on
adherence to the Ordinance standards and requires no public notification. The
cost of a zoning permit would be established by the Board based on the cost of
administering the standards and issuing the permit. Staff estimates the costs to
be from $1,800 to $2,500.

D. Require Limited Terms and Annual Renewal. In combination with the options
above, the permit would be approved for one year and would be subject to an
annual renewal. This allows staff to review compliance and change conditions
based on the situation or changes in the Ordinance.

Analysis

Outdoor cultivation is generally similar to other crops, except for the need for screening, fencing
and other security measures (i.e. guards). Generally solid fencing is discouraged in rural areas to
retain the visual and scenic quality, yet outdoor cultivation is often secured with solid 8-foot tall
solid fencing and or screened to deter theft and access to youth. Indoor cultivation can require
large industrial buildings that may have visual impacts on a cumulative basis and may convert
land from agricultural or other resource uses or result in a loss of sensitive habitats. Mixed light
cultivation likewise involves structures that can lead to visual impacts and conversion of resource
lands. The siting of any new structures within the RRD zone may require significant grading, fire
suppression design and infrastructure, and an increased need for emergency services.

Staff Recommendation: Options A, B and D. Staff recommends a minor use permit for all
types of cottage size cultivation within the RRD zone. All larger sized operations would be
required to obtain a conditional use permit, allowing close review of the site on a case by case
basis. Staff recommends that the “medium” sized mixed light cultivation operations (up to 22,000
sq. ft.) be limited in Phase | due to the potential to cause significant visual impacts, and
considered in Phase Il once we know more about the impacts seen in less sensitive zones during
Phase I. Due to the diversity of environmental issues on RRD lands, staff does not recommend
the zoning permit process and instead prefers to provide the opportunity for a public hearing
before the Board of Zoning Adjustments to review larger operations on a case by case basis.

3. Establish Cultivation Standards
The proposed Ordinance includes a combination of minimum parcel sizes and cultivation

standards to minimize impacts. Additional policy options related to cultivation on RRD lands are
provided below.
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A. Property Setbacks. The proposed Ordinance includes a setback for outdoor and mixed
light cultivation operations of 100 feet from property lines and 300 feet from occupied
residences and businesses on adjacent properties. Indoor operations would be required
to meet standard setbacks for structures. The Commission could modify these limits
provided that the Commission finds that equivalent mitigation is included in the
ordinance. The setbacks are intended to address odor and security concerns, visual
impacts, and access by youth with outdoor and mixed light operations.

B. Separation Criteria The proposed Ordinance includes a 600 foot setback from sensitive
uses for outdoor and mixed light operations. Sensitive uses include schools, parks,
childcare centers, and alcohol or drug treatment facilities. These setbacks could be
increased to 800 or 1,000 feet, similar to other jurisdictions and Sonoma County’s
existing dispensary ordinance, but could not be reduced below the 600 foot separation
required in state law for schools. The Commission could consider changing the types of
sensitive land uses that require separation other than schools (i.e. whether to include
parks, or other businesses that primarily cater to children).

C. Minimum Parcel Sizes. The staff recommendation includes minimum lot sizes relative to
the size of the cultivation operations. The Commission could reduce or expand the
minimum lot sizes for the size of operation as long as an equivalent mitigation of impacts
is provided. The minimum lot sizes apply only to outdoor and mixed light or greenhouse
operations as they are more apparent with greater potential for odor and security
concerns. There are no minimum lot sizes proposed for indoor cultivation, which can
have odor controls and are easier to secure.

