Attachment O Addendum 4

Public Comment Received

May 14 through May 16, 2021



From: Arielle Kubu-Jones on behalf of Susan Gorin

To: Cannabis

Subject: FW: Letter

Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 1:36:04 PM

Attachments: NorCal Comments- Indoor Cannabis Cultivation in Industrial Zones.pdf

From: Amber Morris <amber.morris@norcalcann.com>
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 11:35 AM

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

EXTERNAL

Attached.

AMBER MORRIS | Director of Government Affairs

916-606-0771 | amber.morris@norcalcann.com
NorCal Cannabis Company
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April 28, 2021
RE: Cannabis Ordinance Update for Industrial Zones
To Sonoma County Board of Supervisors,

As Sonoma County contemplates improvements to the cannabis cultivation program, we urge
the Board of Supervisors to consider a win-win change for cannabis cultivation within industrial
zones (Chapter 26).

Policy Recommendation: Allow full utilization of industrial buildings by removing parcel
cultivation area square footage limits for indoor cannabis cultivation in industrial zones
(MP, M1, M2, M3). This can be simply achieved by amending Table 1C and adopting the
Planning Commissions recommendations to Chapter 26, Section 26-88-254, subsections (e),
and (f)(2) with minor modifications as provided in the attachment (page 4).

The current limit of 22,000 sq ft of indoor cultivation area per industrial zoned parcel may have
made sense when the ordinance was originally contemplated, today however, the Board has
the benefit of learning from the success of many other municipalities who have created larger
scale opportunities for indoor cultivation in industrial zones by allowing full utilization of
buildings. A local example of successful indoor cultivation in industrial zones is in the City of
Santa Rosa which does not have a parcel square footage cap for indoor cultivation and has
seen tremendous success with their cannabis program which generated $1.9 million of taxes in
fiscal year 2019- 2020". Comparatively, Sonoma County’s cultivation tax rates are higher than
Santa Rosa so a successful program should be able to generate substantial revenues for the
County.

All local businesses operating in an industrial zone should have the ability to occupy the entire
building, including cannabis businesses. Approved cannabis activities are consistent with the
General Plan and common sense dictates that by expanding opportunity for indoor cultivation
in industrial zones, the County will spur activity where it is best suited (away from concerned
residents) and discourage future expansion of indoor cultivation in ag and resource zones
which are the more contentious areas from an environmental and community perspective.

Benefits to Expanding Indoor Cultivation in Industrial Zones
Indoor cultivation in industrial zones addresses the most common concerns of vocal opposition
to cultivation expansion. Below are some of the benefits of expanding cannabis cultivation in
industrial zones.

e Better odor control

e No farmland conversion

Thttps://www.northbaybusinessjournal.com/article/industrynews/california-north-bay-cannabis-tax-collectio
ns-surge/
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Lack of direct competition and/or conflict with existing agriculture, i.e. vineyards
Superior fire safety and accessibility

Controlled traffic and parking

No disruptions of day and night time scenic views

Improved ability to control safety through a controlled environment

Mitigated environmental impacts*

Increased tax revenue by increasing allowable square footage

All projects require a use permit that are able to be conditioned

*Energy Use/ GHG Emission Concerns

While indoor cannabis cultivation in industrial zones addresses most environmental and
community concerns, because indoor cultivation requires the creation of an artificial
environment to grow plants indoors there are valid concerns surrounding energy use and
resulting GHG emissions.

To address these concerns, both the State and local laws and regulations have built in
requirements to mitigate significant environmental impacts from indoor cultivation, including:

Renewable Energy Source Requirements

o Local (SCMC Chapter 26, Sec. 26-88-254(g)(3)): Requires all power used for
indoor cultivation to be from a 100% renewable source (if on-grid), on-site zero
net energy renewable source, or purchase of carbon offsets of any portion of
power not from renewable sources.

o State (CalCannabis, CCR, Title 3, CCR 8305): Beginning in January 1, 2023
licensees are required to “ensure that electrical power used for commercial
cannabis activity meets the average electricity greenhouse gas emissions
intensity required by their local utility provider pursuant to the California
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program.”

Energy Efficiency Requirements for Equipment

State (California Energy Commission, 2023 California Energy Efficiency Building
Standards): The State is currently in the rulemaking process to regulate the equipment
used in Controlled Environment Horticulture, including indoor cannabis cultivation, to
require specific energy efficiency for lights and dehumidification systems. These
requirements are anticipated to be adopted and go into effect January 1, 2023.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

State and Local: All projects are subject to CEQA analysis both locally and by the State
licensing authority and require mitigation if significant environmental impacts are likely.

By evolving the Sonoma County cultivation allowances to remove the square footage limitation
for indoor cultivation in industrial zones, everybody wins- the community by addressing their
highest concerns and encouraging indoor cultivation in industrial settings, indoor cannabis
cultivators through expanded opportunity, and the County by creating smart policy that protects
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the environment, public health and public safety while still supporting economic development
and job growth with the added benefit of increased taxable activities.

Our business is deeply invested in the successful evolution of Sonoma County’s cannabis
program because we want to expand our business in the County, bringing new jobs and
cannabis tax revenues. Since 2018, NorCal Cannabis has created 200 jobs for County residents
through the launch of our indoor cannabis cultivation business in the City of Santa Rosa and as
one of the County’s largest cannabis employers, we are committed to growing our business
here, in the place our workers and their families call home. In order for that to happen we
believe Chapter 26 needs to evolve to make utilization of industrial properties more feasible.

We appreciate the Board's thoughtful consideration and look forward to working together on the
development of sensible cannabis policy.

Sincerely,

5 a e \NA
7 \
Jigar Patel AnnaRae Grabstein
Co-CEO Chief Compliance Officer
jigar@norcalcann.com annarae@norcalcann.com
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ATTACHMENT OUTLINING PROPOSED CHANGES TO CHAPTER 26 TO ACHIEVE POLICY RECOMMENDATION

Policy Recommendation: Allow full utilization of industrial buildings by removing parcel cultivation area square
footage limits for indoor cannabis cultivation in industrial zones (MP, M1, M2, M3).

The following code amendments are being presented to provide an example of how the policy recommendation
above can be incorporated into Chapter 26. Note that although the policy recommendation proposes to remove
square footage limits per parcel, because Sonoma County’s Cannabis Tax Rates are by permit type, we retained
the permit sizes and removed the limit per parcel for indoor cultivation in industrial zones only.

Proposed Changes to Chapter 26, Sec. 26-88-250
RED-Strikethrough-Text- Existing language to remove, RED Underlined Text- New language to add

Table 1C: Allowed Cannabis Uses and Permit Requirements for Industrial Zones

K]
£ c = 2 8
MAXIMUM 5 8 5 & ] =
a ] ] £ £ "
CULHVAHON PERMIT = =1 = S i
LAND AREA MINIMUM £ 332 'g 5 £ :pec:at .
PEPDARCEL = i
PARCEL SIZE 2 £ 2 z & £ egulations
USE lequareioater T E = z T 5
£ =] 2 2 &
) £
-
MP M1 M2 M3 PF
CANNABIS USES
100 sq ft includingup
to 6 plants for adult
Personal Cultivation?® P None P P P P P
use, per
residence
Indoor Cultivation Maximum permit area represents square feet of canopy* area. Total aggregrate canopy area is not limited per parcel.
Cottage 500 None zP ZP ZP ZP — 26-88-250-252
Specialty Indoor 501 - 5,000 None MUP MUP MUP MUP —
Small Indoor 5,001 - 10,000 None MupP MupP MuP MuP —
Medium Indoor 10,001 - 22,000 None MupP MupP MuP MuP —
Nursery Indoor Limited-as-Expressed-Abeve per use permit MUP MUP MUP MUP —

Proposed Changes to Chapter 26, Sec. 26-88-254

BLUE StrikethroughText- Existing language proposed to be removed by Planning Commission
BLUE Underlined Text- New language proposed to be added by Planning Commission

RED-Strikethrough-Text- Proposed modification to Planning Commission recommendation
RED Underlined Text- Proposed modification to Planning Commission recommendation

(f) Development Criteria.
(1) Minimum Lot Size. A minimum lot size of ten (10) acres is required for all commercial cannabis operations
in the agricultural and resource zones (LIA LEA, DA RRD).

(23) SquareFootageCultivationCanopy Area Limitations in Industrial Zones. In industrial zoning districts, Fthe
individual permit canopy square footage and total eembinred aggregate square footage of the eultivation

canopy area shall not exceed the maximum-size thresholds as defined in Table 1CA-B-Allowable Cannabis

Uses and Permit Requirements which-prevides-the-maximum-sizeperpareel.

”Canopy”- Insert the Chapter 38 proposed definition of “Canopy” (Chapter 38, Sec. 38.18.020) into Chapter
26.
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April 28, 2021
RE: Cannabis Ordinance Update for Industrial Zones
To Sonoma County Board of Supervisors,

As Sonoma County contemplates improvements to the cannabis cultivation program, we urge
the Board of Supervisors to consider a win-win change for cannabis cultivation within industrial
zones (Chapter 26).

Policy Recommendation: Allow full utilization of industrial buildings by removing parcel
cultivation area square footage limits for indoor cannabis cultivation in industrial zones
(MP, M1, M2, M3). This can be simply achieved by amending Table 1C and adopting the
Planning Commissions recommendations to Chapter 26, Section 26-88-254, subsections (e),
and (f)(2) with minor modifications as provided in the attachment (page 4).

The current limit of 22,000 sq ft of indoor cultivation area per industrial zoned parcel may have
made sense when the ordinance was originally contemplated, today however, the Board has
the benefit of learning from the success of many other municipalities who have created larger
scale opportunities for indoor cultivation in industrial zones by allowing full utilization of
buildings. A local example of successful indoor cultivation in industrial zones is in the City of
Santa Rosa which does not have a parcel square footage cap for indoor cultivation and has
seen tremendous success with their cannabis program which generated $1.9 million of taxes in
fiscal year 2019- 2020". Comparatively, Sonoma County’s cultivation tax rates are higher than
Santa Rosa so a successful program should be able to generate substantial revenues for the
County.

All local businesses operating in an industrial zone should have the ability to occupy the entire
building, including cannabis businesses. Approved cannabis activities are consistent with the
General Plan and common sense dictates that by expanding opportunity for indoor cultivation
in industrial zones, the County will spur activity where it is best suited (away from concerned
residents) and discourage future expansion of indoor cultivation in ag and resource zones
which are the more contentious areas from an environmental and community perspective.

Benefits to Expanding Indoor Cultivation in Industrial Zones
Indoor cultivation in industrial zones addresses the most common concerns of vocal opposition
to cultivation expansion. Below are some of the benefits of expanding cannabis cultivation in
industrial zones.

e Better odor control

e No farmland conversion

Thttps://www.northbaybusinessjournal.com/article/industrynews/california-north-bay-cannabis-tax-collectio
ns-surge/
1
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Lack of direct competition and/or conflict with existing agriculture, i.e. vineyards
Superior fire safety and accessibility

Controlled traffic and parking

No disruptions of day and night time scenic views

Improved ability to control safety through a controlled environment

Mitigated environmental impacts*

Increased tax revenue by increasing allowable square footage

All projects require a use permit that are able to be conditioned

*Energy Use/ GHG Emission Concerns

While indoor cannabis cultivation in industrial zones addresses most environmental and
community concerns, because indoor cultivation requires the creation of an artificial
environment to grow plants indoors there are valid concerns surrounding energy use and
resulting GHG emissions.

To address these concerns, both the State and local laws and regulations have built in
requirements to mitigate significant environmental impacts from indoor cultivation, including:

e Renewable Energy Source Requirements

o Local (SCMC Chapter 26, Sec. 26-88-254(g)(3)): Requires all power used for
indoor cultivation to be from a 100% renewable source (if on-grid), on-site zero
net energy renewable source, or purchase of carbon offsets of any portion of
power not from renewable sources.

o State (CalCannabis, CCR, Title 3, CCR 8305): Beginning in January 1, 2023
licensees are required to “ensure that electrical power used for commercial
cannabis activity meets the average electricity greenhouse gas emissions
intensity required by their local utility provider pursuant to the California
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program.”

e Energy Efficiency Requirements for Equipment
State (California Energy Commission, 2023 California Energy Efficiency Building
Standards): The State is currently in the rulemaking process to regulate the equipment
used in Controlled Environment Horticulture, including indoor cannabis cultivation, to
require specific energy efficiency for lights and dehumidification systems. These
requirements are anticipated to be adopted and go into effect January 1, 2023.

e California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
State and Local: All projects are subject to CEQA analysis both locally and by the State
licensing authority and require mitigation if significant environmental impacts are likely.

By evolving the Sonoma County cultivation allowances to remove the square footage limitation
for indoor cultivation in industrial zones, everybody wins- the community by addressing their
highest concerns and encouraging indoor cultivation in industrial settings, indoor cannabis
cultivators through expanded opportunity, and the County by creating smart policy that protects



Osiris Ventures, Inc.

dba NorCal Cannabis Company
3558 Round Barn Blvd, Ste 200
Santa Rosa, Ca 95403

the environment, public health and public safety while still supporting economic development
and job growth with the added benefit of increased taxable activities.

Our business is deeply invested in the successful evolution of Sonoma County’s cannabis
program because we want to expand our business in the County, bringing new jobs and
cannabis tax revenues. Since 2018, NorCal Cannabis has created 200 jobs for County residents
through the launch of our indoor cannabis cultivation business in the City of Santa Rosa and as
one of the County’s largest cannabis employers, we are committed to growing our business
here, in the place our workers and their families call home. In order for that to happen we
believe Chapter 26 needs to evolve to make utilization of industrial properties more feasible.

We appreciate the Board's thoughtful consideration and look forward to working together on the
development of sensible cannabis policy.

Sincerely,

7

Jigar Patel AnnaRae Grabstein
Co-CEO Chief Compliance Officer
jigar@norcalcann.com annarae@norcalcann.com
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ATTACHMENT OUTLINING PROPOSED CHANGES TO CHAPTER 26 TO ACHIEVE POLICY RECOMMENDATION

Policy Recommendation: Allow full utilization of industrial buildings by removing parcel cultivation area square
footage limits for indoor cannabis cultivation in industrial zones (MP, M1, M2, M3).

The following code amendments are being presented to provide an example of how the policy recommendation
above can be incorporated into Chapter 26. Note that although the policy recommendation proposes to remove
square footage limits per parcel, because Sonoma County’s Cannabis Tax Rates are by permit type, we retained
the permit sizes and removed the limit per parcel for indoor cultivation in industrial zones only.

Proposed Changes to Chapter 26, Sec. 26-88-250
RED-Strikethrough-Text- Existing language to remove, RED Underlined Text- New language to add

Table 1C: Allowed Cannabis Uses and Permit Requirements for Industrial Zones
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-
MP M1 M2 M3 PF
CANNABIS USES
100 sq ft includingup
to 6 plants for adult
Personal Cultivation?® P None P P P P P
use, per
residence
Indoor Cultivation Maximum permit area represents square feet of canopy* area. Total aggregrate canopy area is not limited per parcel.
Cottage 500 None zP ZP ZP ZP — 26-88-250-252
Specialty Indoor 501 - 5,000 None MUP MUP MUP MUP —
Small Indoor 5,001 - 10,000 None MupP MupP MuP MuP —
Medium Indoor 10,001 - 22,000 None MupP MupP MuP MuP —
Nursery Indoor Limited-as-Expressed-Abeve per use permit MUP MUP MUP MUP —

Proposed Changes to Chapter 26, Sec. 26-88-254

BLUE StrikethroughText- Existing language proposed to be removed by Planning Commission
BLUE Underlined Text- New language proposed to be added by Planning Commission

RED-Strikethrough-Text- Proposed modification to Planning Commission recommendation
RED Underlined Text- Proposed modification to Planning Commission recommendation

(f) Development Criteria.
(1) Minimum Lot Size. A minimum lot size of ten (10) acres is required for all commercial cannabis operations
in the agricultural and resource zones (LIA LEA, DA RRD).

(23) SquareFootageCultivationCanopy Area Limitations in Industrial Zones. In industrial zoning districts, Fthe
individual permit canopy square footage and total eembinred aggregate square footage of the eultivation

canopy area shall not exceed the maximum-size thresholds as defined in Table 1CA-B-Allowable Cannabis

Uses and Permit Requirements which-prevides-the-maximum-sizeperpareel.

”Canopy”- Insert the Chapter 38 proposed definition of “Canopy” (Chapter 38, Sec. 38.18.020) into Chapter
26.


https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/Cannabis/Taxes/All-Cannabis-Tax-Rates/

From: aldean noethig

To: Arielle Kubu-Jones; Andrea Krout; district3; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Cannabis
Subject: Cannabis Ordinance BOS 5/18/21

Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 11:11:45 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Supervisors:

| have been closely following the amendments and revisions to the cannabis ordinance for
Sonoma County, have read the letters in the newspapers and the information and analysis
from neighborhood groups. I'm unhappy that the County has not reached out to residents
and has been influenced too much by the industry in the drafting. | have come to the
conclusion that the Subsequent Mitigated Declaration is fatally flawed and unfixable. It is
time to return to the Board’s earlier decision to do a project-wide EIR for Phase 2. Sonoma
County needs an EIR, one which will protect our natural resources, will comply with CEQA
requirements and at the same time give residents a right to their health, safety and peaceful
enjoyment of their properties.

ALDEAN NOETHIG
1318 GARDEN LANE
SEBASTOPOL, CA
95472

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


mailto:aaldean@yahoo.com
mailto:Arielle.Kubu-Jones@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district3@sonoma-county.org
mailto:jchamber@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district5@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org

From: Ann Storms

To: Cannabis

Subject: Commercial Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 9:02:41 AM
EXTERNAL

To the Sonoma County Supervisors and related agencies:

I have 3 thoughts to share with you:
1) Water water water

2) The public and citizens of Sonoma County deserve as much of a voice at the table as the
pot industry.

3) If unchecked, the ripple affect of this cannabis mass proliferation will bring many
negative consequences to us all in the near future.

I am hoping you will carefully consider, and do the right thing for our county, wildlife, and
people.

Sincerely,

Ann & Bob Storms

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

To: Cannabis

Cc: Becky Bass

Subject: Cannabis Ordinance BOS 5/18/21 - please preserve and protect our community!
Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 4:02:16 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Board of Supervisors,

When our home on Bennett Ridge burned down in the Nun’s Fire in 2017, we had lived in it
for 22 years. Before that, we had lived in many places: Illinois, Wisconsin, Upstate New Y ork,
Colorado, and even New Zealand and Australia. But we had lived here longer than anywhere
else in our lives, and it was home. We loved Bennett Valley's peaceful, pastoral views and its
quiet environment, and we always appreciated living in a community that valued preserving
these qualities. We had experienced development getting out of hand when we lived in
Colorado Springs - mountainsides in view of town scarred by gravel quarries, and seas of
houses overwhelming green belts and open spaces where once we had literally seen the deer
and the antelope play! What a breath of fresh air it was to move to Sonoma County, where
community considerations appeared to keep development in check.

When our house burned down, we could have moved anywhere. Our insurance settlement
certainly would have had more purchasing power in other locations. But we didn’t want to
relocate - we love it here; of all the places around the world we have lived, Sonoma County is
our favorite, and we were determined to show that the fire was not going to beat us. For the
past three and half years, we have literally put our blood, sweat, and tears into rebuilding our
home and rehabilitating our property. And given the woeful state of underinsurance that has
affected us like most other fire survivors, we’ve also put most of our financial reserves into
our rebuild. We are completely invested in Sonoma County in every sense of the word.

Imagine our alarm to read about the relaxation of rules governing the commercial marijuana
industry in our valley after all this. Our neighborhood (Bennett Ridge) relies on a community
well system. If our wells run dry, we are (excuse the pun) hosed. Has there really been a
thorough study of how large scale marijuana cultivation will affect our water system? Our
roads have already taken a beating from construction traffic, and this necessary traffic has also
impacted the relative peace and serenity of our roads - but that is a short-term situation as we
work to recover. However, to permanently increase congestion and wear and tear on our tiny
roads with vehicles related to commercial marijuana production is a horrible prospect. And
what about the visual pollution caused by these operations - white hoop houses, night lights,
and acres of black plastic sheets invading our views? And what about the uncontrollable odors
circulating to nearby properties? It does not sound like adequate mechanisms are being
included in the permitting process to provide sufficient opportunity for public input. Please
don’t let the industry write its own rules, or let the potential profits from allowing commercial
projects outweigh the priceless quality of life aspects of the area’s residents.

Please work to preserve and protect the place we call home. It would be so heart-breaking to
see our quality of life diminished by commercial marijuana development in Bennett Valley
after all we’ve been through.
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Thanks,

Becky and Dave Bass
2810 Bardy Road
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

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: Arielle Kubu-Jones on behalf of Susan Gorin

To: Cannabis
Subject: FW: Proposed Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 9:50:04 AM

From: Brenda Putnam <bjp2004@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 9:44 AM

To: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Proposed Cannabis Ordinance

EXTERNAL
Dear Supervisor Gorin,

I am writing to share my concerns about the new cannabis ordinance proposals that you will
be deciding on in your board meeting on May 18th. I have read the proposed changes and
subsequent revisions to the ordinance and have participated in all of the many hours of
meetings conducted by the County (both the listening sessions as well as all of the Planning
Commission meetings). I participated in good faith expecting that my concerns and those who
share them would be addressed. This phase of these ordinance changes was supposed to
address neighborhood compatibility. After all of the input from these meetings and letters
from myself and other concerned citizens [ was astonished that the Planning Commission
didn’t ultimately decide to propose a full EIR be completed before proceeding with any
changes to the current ordinance. Although the Commission did propose an EIR be
conducted concurrently this will allow the ministerial permitting process to go forward
regardless of the negative environmental impact and will likely be irreversible.

What was clearly shown in these meetings is that commercial cannabis cultivation is not
compatible with neighborhoods. In the final meeting the Planning Commission decided to
remove the requirement to control outdoor odor saying it can’t be controlled. The noxious
odor from cannabis, which lasts months at a time, is both a threat to health and quality of
life. If this odor can’t be controlled outdoors it shouldn’t be allowed in neighborhoods. I live
in a RR designated area of West County. There have been two illegal cannabis grows on two
different properties on my small one lane road. These operations have generated continual
traffic (many out of state vehicles), horrific odors, frightening guard dogs, and many safety
concerns. Under the current guidelines one of these properties could become a legal
operation. The county designated my property as Rural Residential and is responsible to
ensure the operations it sanctions in my neighborhood are safe for residents and don’t
require 24/7 lighting and barbed wire fencing.

Since the final meeting of the Planning Commission before sending their proposal to the

Board of Supervisors, California and Sonoma County has been declared in a drought
emergency. Cannabis cultivation is known to require enormous amounts of water for
irrigation. The fact that any new permitting would be allowed without a full EIR in this time of
severe drought is unconscionable. Lynda Hopkins recently stated « if it’s not something
you’re going to eat, maybe you shouldn’t be watering it ». I believe we should all stand
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behind that statement and require environmental review before sanctioning any new
operations that deplete our water and affect our lives and landscapes forever.

Respectfully,
Brenda Putnam
390 Ivy Ln
Sebastopol

707 799-8272

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: Brenda Putnam

To: Cannabis; Arielle Kubu-Jones; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; James Gore; Jenny Chamberlain; Lynda Hopkins; Leo
Chyi

Subject: Proposed Cannabis Ordinance

Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 4:44:15 PM

May 14, 2021

To: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

I am writing to share my concerns about the new cannabis ordinance proposals that you will
be deciding on in your board meeting on May 18th. I have read the proposed changes and
subsequent revisions to the ordinance and have participated in all of the many hours of
meetings conducted by the County (both the listening sessions as well as all of the Planning
Commission meetings). I participated in good faith expecting that my concerns and those who
share them would be addressed. This phase of these ordinance changes was supposed to
address neighborhood compatibility. After all of the input from these meetings and letters
from myself and other concerned citizens I was astonished that the Planning Commission
didn’t ultimately decide to propose a full EIR be completed before proceeding with any
changes to the current ordinance. Although the Commission did propose an EIR be
conducted concurrently this will allow the ministerial permitting process to go forward
regardless of the negative environmental impact and will likely be irreversible.

What was clearly shown in these meetings is that commercial cannabis cultivation is not
compatible with neighborhoods. In the final meeting the Planning Commission decided to
remove the requirement to control outdoor odor saying it can’t be controlled