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Letter 
51 

Larry Alegre, Joel Berrelleza, Gretchen Ceteras, Barbara Clowers, Linda Deering, Corky and 
Vicki Facciuto, Todd Gettleman, Kathy Lowrey, Helen and Pete McCloskey, Glenn Morgan, 
John Obermeier, Robin and Serge Testa, and Linda Wilson 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 51-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. The 
commenters provide comments that are duplicative of Comment Letter 32. 
Please see the responses to Comment Letter 32.  

Response to Comment 51-2 CLUO Comment. This letter has the same signatories as Letter 32 with the 
addition of Barbara Clowers, Glenn Morgan, and John Obermeier.  
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Letter 
52 

Susan Pelican 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 52-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. The 
commenter identifies support for Alternatives 2 and 5, and concerns 
regarding Alternative 3 and 4. The commenter also identifies concerns with 
hemp. Please see MR-4, “CEQA Alternatives and County Decision-Making,” 
and MR-8, “Marijuana and Hemp.” 

Response to Comment 52-2 CLUO Comment. The comment provides recommendations regarding parcel 
size and overconcentration, indicating that cannabis cultivation on sites 40 
acres in size should not be considered overconcentrated. The commenter 
also recommends that sites 100 acres in size should not be considered 
overconcentrated. These recommendations are acknowledged and will be 
considered as a part of the record. Please see MR-10, “CUP Process and 
Overconcentration,” and MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 52-3 CLUO Comment. The commenter identifies that cannabis cultivation cannot 
use pesticides that other agricultural uses use. The commenter further states 
that other agricultural uses are not required to meet buffer requirements. 
These statements are accurate. Please see Response to Comment 17-38 
regarding pesticides. SWRCB Order WQ 2019-0001-DWQ also requires water 
quality control protection measures for cannabis cultivation operations. 
Depending on the size of the site and risk level, the Order would require a site 
management plan, site erosion sediment control plan, disturbed area 
stabilization plan, and nitrogen management plan to ensure protection of 
surface water and groundwater quality. Please also see Response to 
Comment 17-38.  

Response to Comment 52-4 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses their position that cultivation of 
all crops should be subject to environmental impact analysis. This position is 
noted. Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.”  
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Letter 
53 

Capay Valley Vision 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 53-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for this background information and for 
submitting comments during the Draft EIR review period. These will be 
considered by the staff, Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. 

Response to Comment 53-2 CLUO Comment. The comment expresses concern regarding whether the 
CLUO aligns with County goals for agriculture. This comment is 
acknowledged. Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 53-3 CLUO Comment. The comment expresses that cannabis operations in Guinda 
and Rumsey are more industrial than agricultural with extensive 
infrastructure and “lack of healthy land/soil management.” Please see MR-5, 
“Cannabis as an Agricultural Crop.” 

Response to Comment 53-4 CLUO Comment. The comment references farmers that possibly moved from 
the area due to land prices and expresses concerns about the loss of an 
organic livestock operation. These concerns are noted. 

Response to Comment 53-5 CLUO Comment. This comment expresses concern regarding effects of noise 
and security on neighbors. Please see Response to Comment 9-3 regarding 
noise and Response to Comment 12-74 regarding security. 

Response to Comment 53-6 CLUO Comment. The commenter encourages the Board to consider current 
and long-term effects of commercial cannabis cultivation on agricultural 
preservation and opportunities for young farmers. This perspective is noted. 
Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” The comment also 
indicates a perception that outdoor cultivators would prefer growing indoors. 
The commenter also states that cultivators who have been growing outdoors 
still aspire to move their operations indoors. This statement is not necessarily 
accurate. There are licensed cannabis cultivators who choose to grow 
outdoors. Of the 47 licensed cultivation sites as of June 30, 2020, 28 are 
growing completely outdoors. The remaining 19 are cultivating in greenhouses, 
hoop houses (which is considered outdoors under the CLUO), indoors, or a 
combination or outdoors, greenhouses, hoop houses, and indoors.  

Response to Comment 53-7 CLUO Comment. The comments are described as being submitted on behalf 
of Western Yolo County and reflective of two community meetings held in 
Guinda and Rumsey in December 2019. The comment summarizes that 
attendees support well-regulated cannabis and that several existing 
cultivators are creating impacts for the community including safety, nuisance, 
environmental, health, and property values. These points are acknowledged. 

Response to Comment 53-8 CLUO Comment. The commenter indicates that the community largely supports 
1,000-foot buffers from the property line of any neighboring property with a 
residence on it in order allow neighbors to utilize their full property and to 
ensure neighborhood compatibility. The buffers could be flexible if the affected 
residents and cannabis cultivator reach a written agreement. The buffer would 
not apply to personal cultivation. These recommendations are noted for the 
record. Please see MR-5, “Cannabis as an Agricultural Crop.” 
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Response to Comment 53-9 CLUO Comment. The commenter indicates that generators should only be 
allowed during power outages and summarizes other concerns about long 
term generator use. The comment supports Section 8-2.1408(O) of the 
proposed CLUO and recommends it be applied to existing cultivators. The 
County staff is proposing further modification of this section to clarify that a 
permanent power source is required and that interim use of generators is 
restricted to power outages and emergencies, and under no circumstances 
can exceed 80 hours of use per year. 

 The commenter also indicates that the noise, air quality, and odor impacts of 
existing generator use should be considered. Emissions from the assumed 
use of back-up generators for mixed-light and indoor cannabis cultivation 
under Alternative 1 and new mixed-light and indoor cannabis cultivation uses 
for Alternatives 2 through 5 were factored in the air quality impact analysis 
(Impact AQ-3) in Section 3.3, “Air Quality and Odors” (see Draft EIR Appendix 
E). The Draft EIR identifies that exterior noise sources associated with the 
operation of cannabis uses could include the use of off-road utility vehicles, 
generators, externally mounted air condition units on storage containers, 
greenhouse fans, and trimming tools. Draft EIR concludes that these noise 
sources would generate noise levels at receptors that range from 44.4 dBA to 
73.6 dBA (depending on the alternative and associated buffer standards) 
which would fall below the applicable General Plan land use compatibility 
standards (75 dBA).  

Response to Comment 53-10 CLUO Comment. The comment indicates that community impacts such as air 
quality, traffic, noise, vibration, and energy are resulting from County 
requirements that all cannabis must be dried and trimmed at the cultivation 
site. The comment estimates that one cultivation site is resulting in 100 
vehicle trips per day. The commenter believes these impacts would be 
avoided if processing occurred in industrial warehouses with appropriate 
power and security. The environmental impacts associated with harvest and 
processing operations identified by the commenter are provided in Section 
3.3, “Air Quality and Odors”; Section 3.6, “Energy”; Section 3.12, “Noise”; 
and Section 3.14, “Transportation and Circulation.” Impacts unique to 
harvest and processing include odors (see Draft EIR Impact AQ-4 on pages 
3.3-29 through 3.3-38) and operational noise (see Draft EIR Impact NOI-2 on 
pages 3.12-11 through 3.12-14). There are no expected ground vibration 
impacts from cannabis uses (Draft EIR page 3-10). Detailed traffic analysis of 
expected increases in traffic volumes are provided in Draft EIR Appendix G. 
Appendix G pages 23 through 26 identifies assumptions used to estimate 
cannabis cultivation traffic generation based on employment and truck 
service. As identified in Appendix G, cannabis cultivation sites are estimated 
to average 48 daily trips. This estimate factors in harvest conditions. The 
County is not aware of data that substantiates the commenter’s estimate of 
100 vehicle trips per day. 

The concerns expressed in this comment and support for restricting 
processing to industrially zoning is noted for the record. Please see MR-12, 
“Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 53-11 CLUO Comment. The comment notes that a cannabis cultivator has installed 
32 greenhouses (50 feet by 20 feet), resulting in light and odor emissions. 
The comment recommends that greenhouses not be considered “indoor” 
unless they “emit no light or odors at any time”’ and that greenhouses should 
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be required to meet the 1,000-foot buffer described in Response to 
Comment 53-8. This position is noted for the record. The Draft EIR discusses 
on page 3.3-34 that as compared to outdoor facilities, odor can be better 
controlled in indoor facilities such as greenhouses with proper emissions 
controls (e.g., activated carbon air filters, biofilters, plasma ion technology, 
and air filters); however, there is some odor emission that will occur when the 
system exchanges air. Air exchange can also be managed to minimize odor, 
and the likelihood of it being detected, through the location of the exchange 
venting on the top of the structure and by limiting the exchange period to late 
evening early morning. Regarding the comment suggesting that greenhouses 
emit no lighting at any time, please see Response to Comment 24-7 

Response to Comment 53-12 CLUO Comment. The comment expresses support for co-op farming and 
support for smaller less capitalized farmers. The CLUO as proposed would 
allow for consolidated cannabis sites. An applicant or group could 
cooperatively submit an application to conduct cannabis activities on one 
site. This is described in Section 8-2.1408(G) and MR-17, “Consolidated 
Cannabis Campus.” Please also see Response to Comment 24-12. 

Response to Comment 53-13 CLUO Comment. The comment recommends that cultivation in areas of 
overconcentration should require an agreement with residents or not be 
allowed and should be no closer than 2,000 feet unless specified in an 
agreement. These recommendations for over-concentration are 
acknowledged. Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 53-14 CLUO Comment. The commenter indicates that the fact that 24-hour security 
is required for cannabis activities shows that it is not compatible with nearby 
residences. The proposed CLUO precludes cannabis activities (except 
personal cultivation) in residential zones. See Sections 8-2.1406(F) and 8-
2.14-7. Regarding residences in agricultural areas, which the County refers to 
farm dwellings, please see Responses to Comment 24-2 and 50-8 and MR-9, 
“Buffers.” 

Response to Comment 53-15 CLUO Comment. The commenter indicates that nearby residential property 
values have been reduced to “nearly zero” due to proximity to cannabis and 
that the CLUO should include mechanisms to compensate for economic 
impact. See Response to Comment 53-14, above. Please also see MR-6, 
“Economic Effects and Property Values.” The recommendation is 
acknowledged for the record. 

Response to Comment 53-16 EIR Comment. The comment disagrees with the CEQA baseline used in the 
Draft EIR. Please see MR-2, “Baseline Conditions Used in the Draft EIR.” The 
comment requests information regarding the CEQA conclusions for the 
Licensing Ordinance. Please see MR-16, “Cannabis Licensing Ordinance.” 

Existing cannabis activities were approved under the County’s Licensing 
Ordinance which is a ministerial process. The CLUO would establish a 
discretionary permit process in addition to the required ministerial cannabis 
license. The proposed CLUO contains new rigorous regulations that would 
provide many additional controls and enforcement abilities to the County with 
respect to cannabis activities. County staff believe it is important to move 
forward with adoption and implementation of the CLUO. The CLUO will 
improve existing conditions.  
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Response to Comment 53-17 EIR Comment. The commenter expresses disagreement with the assumptions 
in the EIR regarding generator use. Please see Responses to Comments 31-3 
and 31-4. 

Response to Comment 53-18 EIR Comment. The commenter has requested that the EIR contain an 
additional alternative that would reduce the number of permits compared to 
existing conditions. Please see Response to Comment 33-2. The Board of 
Supervisors retains full authority to reduce/regulate the number of allowed 
cannabis activities. Please also see MR-1 through MR-4.  
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Letter 
54 

Barbara Gemmill Herren 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 54-1 EIR Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. The 
commenter expresses frustration that a ”no cannabis” alternative is not 
included. Please see Response to Comment 33-2 and MR-1.  
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Letter 
55 

Shermain Hardesty 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 55-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. This 
commenter provides background information on the commenter.  

Response to Comment 55-2 EIR Comment. The commenter questions why the Draft EIR did not use a “no 
cannabis” as the basis for the alternatives analysis. The commenter also 
expresses support for CEQA alternatives that both increase and decrease the 
number of cannabis operations in the County. Please see Response to 
Comment 33-2 and MR-1 through MR-4.  

Response to Comment 55-3 EIR Comment. The comment pertains to the assumptions made on pages 3-3 
and 3-4 of the Draft EIR related to underlying land cover for cannabis sites. 
The Draft EIR assumes that 33 percent of new cannabis sites in any 
alternative will be land in row crops, 30 percent of the sites will be on land in 
orchards and vineyards, and 28 percent will be on land in grazing or pasture. 
The commenter suggests that because grazing land may be more “hilly” and 
may have less groundwater, the assumption for grazing and pasture is too 
high, and the assumptions for the other two categories are too low. This 
observation is acknowledged. As cited in the document, the basis for the 
Draft EIR assumptions are overall acreages of land throughout the County 
that fall in these categories. While the input from the commenter is 
appreciated, these assumptions are reasonable for programmatic analysis 
purposes and are based on countywide GIS data. Actual locations for new 
sites are not known but actual site conditions would be a consideration for 
each cannabis use application.  

Response to Comment 55-4 EIR Comment. The commenter questions the methodology of the 
overconcentration analysis in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, in particular the 
use of a 6-mile diameter cluster. The commenter also provides more 
background on Capay Valley farming. The overconcentration analysis was 
developed based on an iterative geographic-based assessment of the 
locations of the 78 existing and eligible license sites. The analysis did not 
start with a defined cluster size. Rather the assessment was performed 
multiple times to identify those locations where the most sites were clustered 
within the smallest definable areas. The smallest cluster size with the highest 
number of sites was the 6-mile diameter circle. As shown in Exhibit 4-1, four 
definable clusters emerged. Topography was not taken into account. It was 
solely a density analysis focused on numbers of sites within defined areas. 
The intent was to identify areas with extraordinary density and propose 
regulatory controls to preclude an overabundance of sites in any one 
particular area. Please see MR-10, “CUP Process and Overconcentration.” 

Response to Comment 55-5 EIR Comment. The commenter expresses concern regarding the 
overconcentration of existing cannabis cultivation sites in Capay Valley. The 
Draft EIR analysis concludes that the Capay Valley has the largest 
concentration of existing and eligible cannabis cultivation sites in the 
County. Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts and Overconcentration,” 
evaluates the environmental impacts of overconcentration of cannabis uses 
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in Capay Valley and identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in the 
areas of visual quality and odor impacts. Please see MR-10, “CUP Process 
and Overconcentration.”  

Response to Comment 55-6 CLUO Comment. The commenter refers to water diversion requirements 
under SWRCB Order WQ 2019-0001-DWQ and expresses concern about 
the amount of research that has been done on cannabis cultivation 
associated irrigation water and pesticide use. There have been studies 
associated with water use and pesticide impacts on illegal cannabis 
cultivation as identified below: 

Butsic, Van and Jacob C. Brenner. 2016. Cannabis (Cannabis sativa or C. 
indica) Agriculture and the Environment: A Systematic, Spatially-
Explicit Survey and Potential Impacts. Environmental Research 
Letters, 2016; 11 (4): 044023. Available: 
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-
9326/11/4/044023/meta. Accessed May 2017. 

Carah, J.K., J.K. Howard, S.E. Thompson, A.G. Short Gianotti, S.D. Bauer, S.M. 
Carlson, D.N. Dralle, M.W. Gabriel, L.L. Hulette, B.J. Johnson, C.A. 
Knight, S.J. Kupferberg, S.L. Martin, R.L. Naylor, M.E. Power. 2015. 
High Time for Conservation: Adding the Environment to the Debate of 
Marijuana Liberalization. In Bioscience, August 2015, Issue 65, 822-
829. 

Bauer, Scott, Jennifer Olson, Adam Cockrill, Michael van Hattem, Linda Miller, 
Maragret Tauzer, Gordon Leppig. 2015 (March). Impacts of Surface 
Water Diversions for Marijuana Cultivation on Aquatic Habitat in Four 
Northwestern California Watersheds. PLoS ONE 10. Available: 
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0
120016. Accessed: August 2017. 

Gabriel M.W., L.W. Woods, R. Poppenga, R.A. Sweitzer, C. Thompson, S.M. 
Matthews, J.M. Higley, S.M. Keller, K. Purcell, R.H. Barrett, G.M. 
Wengert, B.N. Sacks, and D.L. Clifford. 2012. Anticoagulant 
Rodenticides on our Public and Community Lands: Spatial 
Distribution of Exposure and Poisoning of a Rare Forest Carnivore. 
PLoS One. 7:1-15. 

The Draft EIR water supply impact analysis was relied primarily on water use 
information provided by existing cannabis cultivation operations in the 
County, estimates for indoor cannabis cultivation from Santa Cruz County and 
the 2015 City of Sacramento Urban Water Management Plan (water 
demands for commercial and industrial uses) (see Draft EIR page 3.10-33).  

Please see Response to Comment 17-38 regarding pesticide use. SWRCB 
Order WQ 2019-0001-DWQ also requires water quality control protection 
measures for cannabis cultivation operations. Depending on the size of the 
site and risk level, the Order would require a nitrogen management plan to 
ensure protection of surface water and groundwater quality. 

Response to Comment 55-7 CLUO Comment. The commenter references the SWRCB 2018 Program 
Review and Assessment Report and suggests the County should not assume 
compliance with water quality and water supply regulations. The Draft EIR 
identifies draft CLUO Sections 8-2.1408(J) and 8-2.1408(V) which require 

http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/11/4/044023/meta.%20Accessed%20May%202017
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/11/4/044023/meta.%20Accessed%20May%202017
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water quality controls including discharge to on-site stormwater management 
systems, water quality controls during grading and land clearing, and 
compliance with state water quality requirements for cannabis uses.  

Draft CLUO Section 8-2.1406(L)(5) and state regulations require that 
cannabis uses demonstrate adequate utilities including water supply. In Yolo 
County, possible water supplies include domestic water service from a local 
service provider (e.g., community service districts), water purchased from the 
Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District, rainwater capture to 
storage facilities, and groundwater from on-site wells. While water supplies 
may be obtained from the Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation 
District or through riparian surface water rights, the Draft EIR analysis 
assumes that water would be supplied exclusively from groundwater because 
cannabis cultivation sites are generally located in rural areas and not in close 
proximity to where municipal water sources are available. It is possible that 
cannabis cultivation may use purchased water conveyed through agricultural 
canals; however, it is not considered likely because producing groundwater 
on-site is economically advantageous and not contingent on rainfall and other 
factors that limit surface water availability.  

 Draft CLUO Section 8.2-1411 requires annual reporting of compliance with 
CLUO and state requirements (including water quality and water supply 
requirements) as well as inspection by the County as necessary to confirm 
compliance. If violations are identified by the County and corrective actions 
are not taken by the cannabis operation, the County has the authority 
through the enforcement regulations of the County Code and proposed CLUO 
to revoke the cannabis license and/or the Cannabis Use Permit.  

Response to Comment 55-8 CLUO Comment. The commenter questions the accuracy of the water usage 
rates used in the Draft EIR. The assumptions in the Draft ER rely upon a 
combination of sources, including water use information provided by existing 
cannabis cultivation operations in the County, estimates for indoor cannabis 
cultivation from Santa Cruz County, and the 2015 City of Sacramento Urban 
Water Management Plan (water demands for commercial and industrial 
uses). Indoor cultivation water demand data provided by existing cannabis 
cultivation operations in the County was similar to Santa Cruz County 
estimates (range was 4.78 to 4.96 acre-feet per year per acre). Thus, Santa 
Cruz County indoor rate of 4.88 acre-feet per year per acre was used. The 
Santa Cruz County Commercial Cannabis and Manufacturing Regulations and 
Licensing Program Draft EIR estimated outdoor cannabis cultivation water 
use of approximately 1.46 acre-feet annually based on 2016 licensing data 
(Santa Cruz County 2017:3.9-10). The Draft EIR used 2018/2019 Yolo 
County water use estimates for outdoor cultivation of 1.39 acre-feet per year 
per acre provided by existing cannabis cultivation operations. It is expected 
that each cannabis cultivation site would vary in water demand based on the 
specific design of their operation. While the input from the commenter is 
appreciated, the assumptions are reasonable for programmatic analysis 
purposes and are based on verified applicable sources including importantly 
information from existing Yolo operations. Actual operations for new sites are 
not known but would be a consideration for each cannabis use application.  
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Response to Comment 55-9 CLUO Comment. The commenter emphasizes the importance of protecting 
groundwater basins from overdraft by cannabis operations. Draft EIR Impact 
HYDRO-2 analyzes the potential for impacts on groundwater and 
demonstrates that groundwater supply demands for cannabis uses would be 
below the County’s typical agricultural per acre water demands that range 
from 2.35 to 3.05 acre-feet per year per acre of cropland (see Draft EIR Table 
3.10-3). Groundwater conditions in the County have maintained consistent 
depth to groundwater elevations, regardless of production rates in recent 
years, indicating a substantial amount of available groundwater resources. 
Please also see Response to Comment 55-7 regarding water quality 
protections. Based on existing and proposed regulatory requirements, that an 
adequate water source be available, the concerns expressed by the 
commenter will also be evaluated with each cannabis us permit application. 
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Letter 
56 

Edward and Grant, Diamondback Genetics 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 56-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. The 
commenters identify concerns regarding buffer sizing and recommend 
buffers of 75 feet for existing cannabis cultivation sites or a maximum of 500 
feet, and 1,000 feet for new cannabis uses. The commenters also 
recommend changes to the proposed method for how the buffer distance is 
measured. Please see MR-9, “Buffers.” 

Response to Comment 56-2 CLUO Comment. The commenters identify concerns regarding the proposed 
7:1 D/T odor threshold and recommend a range of less stringent allowable 
standards of 15:1 to 20:1 D/T outside of residential areas. Please see 
Response to Comment 43-7.  

Response to Comment 56-3 CLUO Comment. The commenters identify concerns regarding the economic 
impact of buffer and odor standards under the draft CLUO. These concerns 
are acknowledged and will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. 
Please see MR-6, “Economic Effects and Property Values,” and MR-14, 
“County Cannabis Disclosures.” 

Response to Comment 56-4 CLUO Comment. The commenters note that they are long-time local residents 
and will be unable to comply with the new regulations depending on the final 
buffer distances. These comments are noted. Please see MR-12, “Expression 
of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 56-5 CLUO Comment. The commenters state that their cannabis cultivation is not 
located in an area of overconcentration and that they have good relationships 
with their neighbors. The commenters recommend that the process include a 
mechanism for exceptions to the regulations based on relationships with 
neighbors. This recommendation is noted and will be considered by the staff, 
Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding 
the final CLUO. Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 56-6 CLUO Comment. The commenters express concern regarding requirements 
that outdoor cultivation use native soil only. The proposed CLUO does not 
include requirements for use of native soil for outdoor cannabis cultivation. 

Response to Comment 56-7 CLUO Comment. The commenters recommend that overconcentration be 
capped at 22 sites within a 6-mile-diameter area and that operations be 
given the opportunity to build odor-controlled greenhouses as an alternative 
to relocation. This comment will be considered by the staff, Planning 
Commission, and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the 
final CLUO. Converting outdoor cultivation to greenhouse cultivation would be 
an allowed option dependent on the underlying zoning and development 
standards associated with that zone. 

Response to Comment 56-8 CLUO Comment. The commenters support Alternatives 2 and 5. This position 
is acknowledged. Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 56-9 CLUO Comment. The commenters provide closing statements thanking the 
County for consideration of their comments. Thank you.  
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Letter 
57 

Jessy Scott 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 57-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. The 
commenter describes difficulties they have experienced with their neighbors. 
These concerns are noted as part of the record. The commenter also 
indicates that access on Manzanita Avenue has been restricted by neighbors.  

Manzanita Avenue is a non-maintained County right-of-way. This means that 
maintenance of the road, is the responsibility of the adjoining/underlying 
property owner. Despite the non-maintained status, improvements in the 
right-of-way (including maintenance of vegetation) require an encroachment 
permit from the County.  
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Letter 
58 

YTS Grow 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 58-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. 
Responses to the comments submitted are provided below.  

Response to Comment 58-2 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses support for CLUO Alternative 1. 
This position is acknowledged and will be considered by the staff, Planning 
Commission, and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the 
final CLUO. Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 58-3 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses opposition to expanding buffer 
requirements for existing cannabis operations and identifies that larger 
buffers will cause financial hardships and increase illegal activity. The 
commenter reiterates support for Alternative 1. These comments are 
acknowledged and will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. Please 
see MR-6, “Economic Effects and Property Values,” and MR-12, “Expression 
of Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 58-4 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses support for regulation of odor, 
noise, and glare, and an enforcement process. The commenter is correct that 
the draft CLUO includes performance standards for odor (Sections 8-
2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]), noise (Section 8-2.1408[BB]), and 
lighting/glare (Section 8-2.1408[Z]). 

Response to Comment 58-5 CLUO Comment. The comment states that requiring cannabis cultivation to 
be conducted indoors would increase costs and contribute to illegal activities. 
This concern is noted. Please see MR-6, “Economic Effects and Property 
Values,” and MR-7, “Code Enforcement and Crime,” regarding County 
measures to address illegal operations. 

Response to Comment 58-6 CLUO Comment. The commenter provides closing statements thanking the 
County for consideration their comments. Thank you.  
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Letter 
59 

Brian Boyce 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 59-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. 
Responses to the comments submitted are provided below. 

Response to Comment 59-2 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses concern regarding the County’s 
cannabis licensing program. This comment noted as part of the record. 
Please see MR-12, “Expression of Opinion/Preference.”  

Response to Comment 59-3 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses opposition to Alternatives 2 
through 5. Please see MR-1 through MR-4.  

Response to Comment 59-4 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses disappointment regarding the 
general scope and conclusions of the Draft EIR. The commenter also 
expresses frustration that their concerns are not experienced by most other 
residents or the Board members. The Draft EIR appropriately analyzes all 
required CEQA issue areas and reaches conclusions regarding level of 
impact, based on applicable significance thresholds. Please see MR-6, 
“Economic Effects and Property Values,” regarding economic and social 
concerns that are not subject to CEQA, and MR-12, “Expression of 
Opinion/Preference.” 

Response to Comment 59-5 CLUO Comment. The commenter expresses frustration and concern regarding 
their son’s exposure to odor and crime related to cannabis. These important 
concerns are acknowledged for the record. The County recognizes the 
differing opinions and controversy related to cannabis cultivation. The 
proposed CLUO will establish a new discretionary regulatory process that 
would include public noticing and create a forum for public input on each 
individual operation. Please also see MR-11 and MR-12.  
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Letter 
60 

Lauren Ayers 
12/23/2019 

 

Response to Comment 60-1 CLUO Comment. Thank you for submitting comments during the Draft EIR 
review period. These will be considered by the staff, Planning Commission, 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the final CLUO. The 
commenter identifies concerns regarding odor, generators, and lighting 
impacts from cannabis uses. These issues are analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
Draft EIR Impact AQ-4 identifies that operation of cannabis uses have the 
potential to generate odors associated with cultivation, processing, 
manufacturing, and microbusiness operations resulting a significant and 
unavoidable impact. The draft CLUO would require buffers between outdoor 
cannabis uses and identified sensitive land uses. Draft CLUO Section 8-
2.1408(E) establishes odor control requirements that would prohibit odors 
from leaving the cannabis site in excess of a 7:1 D/T, identifies a process of 
corrective actions for nuisance odor conditions, and requires the development 
of an Odor Control Plan (draft CLUO Sections 8-2.1408[CC] and 8-2.1408[DD]). 

Generator impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, “Air Quality and 
Odors,” regarding air pollutant emissions; Section 3.5, “Energy,” regarding 
energy use; Section 3.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” 
regarding GHG emissions; and Section 3.12, “Noise,” regarding operational 
noise impacts. Please also see Response to Comment 31-3. 

The commenter also includes an excerpt from a news article expressing 
concern over odor from hemp, and notes that cannabis will adversely affect 
local tourism. These comments will be considered as part of the process. 
Please see MR-6 and MR-12. 

Response to Comment 60-2 CLUO Comment. The commenter states that the draft CLUO requires 
significant modification but does not specify desired changes. This comment 
is acknowledged. Appendix D contains additional recommended changes to 
the proposed CLUO. The commenter is encouraged to review the Planning 
Commission staff report when it is released for information reading additional 
modifications to the CLUO that are recommend by staff.  


