
 
 
TO: County Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Travis Seawards, Deputy Director, Development Review Division 
 
STAFF CONTACT:  Alia Vosburg, Planner, (805) 934-6259 
 
DATE: August 5, 2022 
 
HEARING DATE: August 10, 2022 
 
RE: Appellant No. 1 Supplemental Submittal – Appeals of the Nojoqui Farms 

Cannabis Cultivation Project, Case Nos. 21APL-00000-00043, 21APL-
00000-00044, and 19LUP-00000-00530 

 
 
Summary: 
On August 23, 2021, Appellant No. 1, Edward Seaman, filed a timely appeal of the Director’s 
approval of the Nojoqui Farms Cannabis Cultivation Project, Case No. 19LUP-00000-00530. The 
Staff Report dated August 2, 2022, provides staff’s response to the Appellant No. 1’s August 23, 
2021, appeal package.  
 
On August 1, 2022, Appellant No. 1 submitted a Supplemental Appeal Package included as 
Attachments A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 to this Staff Memorandum. In the Supplemental Appeal 
Package two primary appeal issues are raised. These appeal issues and staff’s responses are 
discussed below.  
 
Supplemental Appeal Issue No. 1:  
The Supplemental Appeal Package includes a hydrogeological Technical Memorandum 
(Attachment A-2) that disputes the Applicant’s Water Source and Water Demand Memo. The 
Appellant’s Technical Memo asserts that the water pumped from the Project wells is 
subterranean stream flow of Nojoqui Creek and Moonshine Creek, respectively, and as such, the 
Project and associated pumping must comply with the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) Cannabis Cultivation Policy including the Numeric and Narrative Instream Flow 
Requirements established in the Policy.  
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Staff Response: 
As discussed in the Staff Report dated August 2, 2022, the Applicant provided a Water Source 
and Water Demand Memo, prepared by a Professional Geologist, that includes details on the 
source of water drawn from Project wells, historic water use of the subject property, and 
projected water demand of the proposed Project. As discussed in the Water Source and Water 
Demand Memo, the projected water use of the Project will be below the historic water use on 
the Project site, and the Project wells are isolated from subterranean stream flow. The 
Appellant’s Technical Memorandum does not dispute the conclusions of the Water Source and 
Water Demand Memo with respect to historic water use of the subject property and projected 
water demand of the proposed Project. The Appellant’s Technical Memorandum only disputes 
the conclusion of the Water Source and Water Demand Memo that the Project wells are isolated 
from subterranean stream flow. The Appellant’s Technical Memorandum asserts that the water 
pumped from the Project wells is subterranean stream flow of Nojoqui Creek and Moonshine 
Creek, respectively, and as such, the Project and associated pumping must comply with the 
SWRCB Cannabis Cultivation Policy including the Numeric and Narrative Instream Flow 
Requirements established in the Policy (e.g., pumping restrictions).  
 
Ultimately, the permitting of surface water diversions, as well as diversions of groundwater that 
constitute a subterranean stream flowing in a known and definite channel, is within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the SWRCB. In the event that the SWRCB determines that the Project’s water 
source constitutes a subterranean stream flowing in a known and definite channel, the Project 
will be required to comply with all applicable regulations. Pursuant to Condition 21 of the 
Conditions of Approval (Attachment B to the Staff Report dated August 2, 2022), the Project must 
be operated to the satisfaction of the SWRCB, and in compliance with the SWRCB’s Cannabis 
Cultivation Policy, which includes policies that 1) apply to surface and subsurface stream 
diversions, 2) that limit such diversions, and 3) that may restrict percolating groundwater 
diversions “where such restrictions are necessary to protect instream flows”. However, P&D staff 
met with SWRCB staff to discuss the general issue of subterranean water flows in the County. 
During that meeting, SWRCB Water Rights Division staff confirmed that unless there is an existing 
determination by the State Water Board identifying a specific well as a surface water diverter, 
there is a presumption that all subsurface water is percolating groundwater. This information is 
confirmed in the email from SWRCB staff, dated April 7, 2022, and included as Attachment B to 
this Staff Memo. The SWRCB has not determined that the Project wells constitute subsurface 
stream diversions and has confirmed that absent such a determination, the wells are presumed 
to be sources of groundwater. Additionally, the Water Source and Water Demand Memo 
concluded that the Project is unlikely to substantially affect instream flows. 
 
According to the Applicant’s Water Source and Water Demand Memo, projected water usage for 
the proposed Project will be 26.6 acre-feet per year (AFY), and represents a 51% reduction in 
water use of the Project Site when compared to the 51.5 AFY average used over the previous 10 
years of non-cannabis agricultural production onsite. Accordingly, there is substantial evidence 
that the Project’s use of groundwater from the Project Site’s existing wells provides an adequate 
water supply for the proposed Project. 
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Supplemental Appeal Issue No. 2 
In the Supplemental Appeal Package Cover Letter (Attachment A-1) Appellant No. 1 states: “In 
the petition and for the record, I formally object to the Nojoqui Farms Cannabis Project for the 
following reasons: deleterious water usage in an already impaired watershed, using fragile 
dryland regions to grow non-food crops and not food (food security), odor, vehicle traffic, crime, 
long-term business viability, lowered property values and broad ecosystem destruction.”  
 
Staff Response: 
The appeal issues pertaining to water use and odor are addressed above and in the Staff Report 
dated August 2, 2022. As previously discussed, the Applicant’s Water Source and Water Demand 
Memo demonstrates that the Project will result in a reduction of the historic water use of the 
subject property. The conclusions of the Water Source and Water Demand Memo with respect 
to historic water use of the subject property and projected water demand of the proposed 
Project have not been disputed. Accordingly, there is substantial evidence that the Project’s use 
of groundwater from the Project Site’s existing wells provides an adequate water supply for the 
proposed Project. Further, the conclusions of the Water Source and Water Demand Memo 
demonstrate a beneficial impact of the proposed Project with respect to groundwater resources, 
when compared to the historic baseline use, against which the Project is evaluated under CEQA. 
Accordingly, there is substantial evidence that the Project was appropriately reviewed under 
CEQA with respect to groundwater resources.  
 
The Appellant did not provide any additional information or supporting evidence pertaining to 
the other broad appeal issues that were cited (e.g., vehicle traffic, crime, broad ecosystem 
destruction, etc.). Additionally, the Appellant did not provide any information to demonstrate 
how these broad appeal issues constitute a failure of the Project to comply with an applicable 
development standard or Comprehensive Plan policy, or a failure to comply with CEQA. As 
demonstrated in Sections 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 of the Staff Report dated August 2, 2022, the Project 
was appropriately reviewed under CEQA and is consistent with the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan and applicable policies and standards set forth in the Land Use and 
Development Code.  
 
Recommended Action:  
As such, Staff recommends the Planning Commission take the action provided in the Staff Report 
dated August 2, 2022, repeated as follows:  
 
1. Deny the appeals, Case Nos. 21APL-00000-00043 and 21APL-00000-00044.  

 
2. Make the required findings for approval of the Project as specified in Attachment A of this 

Staff Report, including California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings. 
 

3. Determine that the previously certified Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
(17EIR-00000-00003) is adequate and no subsequent environmental review is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15162 and 15168(c) (Staff Report Attachments C and D). 
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4. Grant de novo approval of the Project, Case No. 19LUP-00000-00530, subject to the 
conditions included in Attachment B of this Staff Report. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
A-1.  Appellant No. 1 Supplemental Appeal Package Cover Letter, dated August 1, 2022 
A-2. Technical Memorandum, Newton Geo-Hydrology Consulting, dated May 16, 2022 
A-3. Cachuma Resource Conservation District Letter, dated January 3, 2022 
A-4. Petition Comment Table 
B. SWRCB Staff Email, dated April 7, 2022 
 

 
Cc: Case File (to Planner) 
 Hearing Support 
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Wildlife (CDFW), to adopt interim and long-term principles and guidelines for the diversion and 1 

use of water for cannabis cultivation in areas where cannabis cultivation may have the potential 2 

to substantially affect instream flows.  The legislation requires the State Water Board to establish 3 

these principles and guidelines as part of a state policy for water quality control.  Per Water Code 4 

section 13149, the principles and guidelines: 5 

 shall include measures to protect springs, wetlands, and aquatic habitats from 6 

negative impacts of cannabis cultivation; and 7 

 may include requirements that apply to groundwater diversions where the State 8 

Water Board determines those requirements are reasonably necessary. 9 

Additionally, Business and Professions Code section 26060.1(b) requires that these principles 10 

and guidelines be included as conditions in cannabis cultivation licenses issued by the California 11 

Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA).  The State Water Board has primary enforcement 12 

responsibility for the principles and guidelines and shall notify CDFA of any enforcement action 13 

taken. 14 

The following has been Ordered by the SWRCB as outlined in the Numeric and Narrative 15 

Instream Flow Requirements: 16 

A Cannabis cultivators shall not divert from a surface water (including subterranean 17 

stream flow) for cannabis cultivation between April 1 and October 31; and that between 18 

November 1 and March 31, cannabis cultivators shall not divert from a surface water or 19 

from a subterranean stream for cannabis cultivation at a rate more than a maximum 20 

instantaneous diversion rate of 10 gallons per minute, unless authorized under an existing 21 

appropriative water right. 22 

SWRCB Regulatory Classification of Subterranean Stream  23 

The SWRCB permitting jurisdiction over groundwater is generally limited to groundwater 24 

that meets criteria adopted by SWRCB in Water Board Decision 1639 regarding Garrapata Creek 25 

in Monterey County.  The Garrapata Decision provides a test for SWRCB jurisdiction for water 26 

right permitting of groundwater extractions. 27 

The following physical conditions must exist for groundwater to be classified as a 28 

subterranean stream flowing through a known and definite channel: 29 
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1. A subsurface channel must be present; 1 

2. The channel must have relatively impermeable bed and banks; 2 

3. The course of the channel must be known or capable of being determined by 3 

reasonable inference; and 4 

4. Groundwater must be flowing in the channel. 5 

Notably, proximity of a well to the stream, or the physical attributes of a well, are not part of 6 

the so called four-part test. 7 

PROPOSED PROJECT REGIONAL HYDROGEOLOGY DESCRIPTION 8 

Water Source & Water Demand (revised), prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG 9 

#4069) and dated March 2020 (Exhibit 1), states the following: 10 

The subject property is within a small intermontane basin where ground water is associated 11 

with an erosional depression of limited extent containing various thicknesses (10 – 200 feet) 12 

of young, Quaternary alluvial sediments associated with the area’s streams, creeks, and 13 

drainages.  The Nojoqui Farm is bordered on the west by the Nojoqui Creek and the east by US 14 

Highway 101.  The Primary ridgeline of the Santa Ynez Mountain Range lies between the 15 

subject property and the Pacific Ocean, which directs runoff from the significant drainage to the 16 

north toward the Santa Ynez River.  The estimated watershed for the Nojoqui Creek is 17 

approximately 20 square miles, a fairly large drainage area for a small basin.  Consequently, 18 

recharge to the area alluvial aquifers is mostly from winter rainfall/runoff and creek water 19 

infiltration, as well as some contribution from area irrigation seepage (Exhibit 1: last 20 

paragraph of page 2 through first paragraph of page 3). 21 

Geologically, the Nojoqui Farm parcels are located in an east-west trending fold belt that 22 

makes up the northern flank of the Santa Ynez Mountains.  The area is underlain primarily 23 

with consolidated older sediments of the Cretaceous and Mid-Tertiary aged rocks (Figure 24 

5).  These Mid-Tertiary rocks, including the Matillja, Cozy Dell, Gaviota and Sacate 25 

Formations, typically do not contain large volumes of groundwater, lacking enough 26 

porosity and permeability to hold significant water (Figure 6A&6B).  However, where these 27 

units do contain water is usually associated with overlying groundwater, such as that found 28 

in alluvial sediments in rivers, streams and drainages (Exhibit 1: first paragraph of 29 

Geohydrology section page 2). 30 
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Consequently, the primary ground water sources here are the shallow alluvial 1 

sediments that overlie the older rocks.  Varying in thickness from 10 feet to 200 feet, these 2 

alluvial sediments have formed over time due to erosion of the surrounding older rocks and 3 

the deposition of eroded clays, silts, sands and gravels into the low-lying areas within the 4 

drainages of the local creeks and streams (Exhibit 1: first paragraph of Geohydrology section 5 

page 2). 6 

PROPOSED PROJECT WELLS DESCRIPTION 7 

The Nojoqui Farm Main Well was drilled in 1964 to a depth of 76 feet.  The well was 8 

completed with 8-inch steel casing to a depth of 55 feet.  The production perforations were steel 9 

(Mills) knife cut from 44 ' to 49', which corresponds to a permeable water zone at the same 10 

depth.  The standing level or static level following the completion of this well was measured at 11 

30 feet (Well Completion Report in Appendix).  However, it is likely that the older sediments 12 

from 50 feet to 76 feet are also contributing groundwater to the Main Well's productive capacity, 13 

as there is no restriction to potential flow from the bottom of the casing at 55 feet and from the 14 

sediments in the open borehole below the casing.  A cement sanitary seal was placed in this 15 

well from 22 feet to the surface (Exhibit 1: first paragraph of Main Well section page 4). 16 

Moonshine 1 was drilled in November of 1995 to a total depth of 180 feet.  The well was 17 

completed with 6 inch steel casing run to 180 feet.  The perforated or screened interval was 60 18 

feet to 180 feet.  A cement sanitary seal was placed from 60 feet to the surface (Exhibit 1: 19 

second paragraph of Secondary Wells section page 5). 20 

The Moonshine #2 Well was drilled in October of 2016 to a total depth of 800 feet.  The 21 

well was completed with 6-inch PVC casing that was landed at 800 feet.  The well's screened 22 

interval was from 260 to 800 feet with a 51 foot cement sanitary seal (Exhibit 1: second 23 

paragraph of Secondary Wells section page 5 to first line of page 6). 24 

All 3 wells produce water from the bottom of the sanitary seal to the total drilled depth.  25 

The Main Well pumps from 22 feet below ground surface (ft bgs) to 76 ft bgs.  Moonshine 26 

#1 pumps water from 60 ft bgs to 180 ft bgs.  And, Moonshine #2 pumps water from 51 ft 27 

bgs to 800 ft bgs. 28 
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CLASSIFICATION OF WATER PRODUCED BY WELLS AS DESCRIBED 1 

IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT 2 

The SWRCB Garrapata Decision provides a test for groundwater to be classified as a 3 

subterranean stream flowing through a known and definite channel.  Water Source & Water 4 

Demand (revised) report, prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG #4069) and dated March 5 

2020 (Exhibit 1), purports evidence (1 – 6) that the water produced by the project wells is 6 

“percolating groundwater”.  This is not consistent with the SWRCB definition. 7 

The following section titled “Origin of Produced Well Water” of the Water Source & Water 8 

Demand (revised) report, prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG #4069) and dated March 9 

2020 (Exhibit 1), states the following: 10 

ORIGIN OF PRODUCED WELL WATER 11 

One of the primary questions being addressed here is whether the water supplied to the 12 

Nojoqui Farm operations is surface water or groundwater. The answer is percolating 13 

groundwater. The evidence supporting a determination of a groundwater is as follows:  14 

1. The recent pump test on the Main Well showed no influence on the nearby Nojoqui 15 

Creek. The creek level and the static levels of two nearby wells were monitored 16 

throughout the test period and no significant changes were observed. 17 

2. Following the termination of the Main Well pump test, a 30 minute recovery period 18 

was observed with the water level returning to the static level measured at the 19 

beginning of the pump test. A failure of the recovered water level to return to the 20 

depth of the beginning static level would have indicated a major loss of water from 21 

the aquifer and a subsequent drop in the creek level. None was observed. 22 

3. When the Main Well was drilled and completed the static level was 30 feet below 23 

grade, which is well below (26 feet) the elevation ofthe surface water in Nojoqui 24 

Creek, indicating a lack of a direct connection in the subsurface with the creek 25 

surface waters. 26 

4. The subject Nojoqui Main Well contains a confining clay layer from near surface to 27 

37 feet. This clay layer is mostly impermeable and will not readily transmit water 28 

downward into the water-bearing sediments below it. This clay zone likely also 29 

confines the subsurface flow from communicating directly with the surface flow 30 

(Figure 10). 31 
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5. In support of Statement #4 above, there are different water chemistries between the 1 

surface water ofthe creek and the water-bearing sediments below the confining clay 2 

layer. The chemical analysis on the creek surface water is pending, but a handheld 3 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) meter indicated a TDS or salinity level of 300 parts per 4 

million (ppm) versus 860 ppm for the recently tested groundwater being produced 5 

from the Main Well. A significantly different value for salinity further indicates that 6 

the subsurface water produced by the Main Well is not communicating at this 7 

location with the surface waters from the Nojoqui Creek. 8 

6. One of the key tests for determining whether the Nojoqui Well is producing surface 9 

water versus groundwater is the four-part Garrapata test (SWRCB), which states that 10 

for water flow to be classified as a subterranean stream flowing through a known and 11 

definite channel, the following physical conditions must exist: (a) a subsurface 12 

channel must be present; (b) the channel must have a relatively impermeable bed and 13 

banks; (c) the course of the channel must be known or capable of being determined 14 

by reasonable inference; and (d) water must be flowing in the channel. 15 

In the case of the Nojoqui Well the hydrogeological conditions that exist do not meet 16 

the Garrapata criteria of Parts b and d. The channel of Nojoqui Creek is underlain by 17 

permeable sediments of the Tertiary Sacate/Gaviota Formation, which is water-18 

bearing and productive in area water wells to the north of the subject Nojoqui Main 19 

Well; and likely contributes groundwater to the overall flow from the Main Well. As 20 

for Part d, the subsurface water within the alluvial sediments penetrated by the 21 

Nojoqui Well does not continue flowing north in conjunction with the Nojoqui Creek 22 

surface water, which flows north 3.5 miles to the Santa Ynez River. The subsurface 23 

water in the alluvial sediments below the confining layer is ponded behind the area's 24 

older sediments which outcrop at the surface north of the Nojoqui Main Well. This 25 

bathtub effect is shown in the north-south cross section in Figure 10. 26 

PROPOSED PROJECT CLASSIFICATION OF WATER IS NOT 27 

CONSISTENT WITH THE SWRCB REGULATORY DEFINITION. 28 

The SWRCB Cannabis Cultivation Policy defines policy applicability for: 29 

“All water diversions for cannabis cultivation from a surface stream, subterranean 30 

stream flowing through a known and definite channel (e.g., groundwater well 31 
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diversions from subsurface stream flows), or other surface waterbody are subject 1 

to the surface water Numeric and Narrative Instream Flow Requirements.” 2 

The SWRCB Garrapata Decision provides a test for groundwater to be classified as a 3 

subterranean stream flowing through a known and definite channel.  The 6 items of purported 4 

evidence from the “Origin of the Produced Well Water” section of the Water Source & Water 5 

Demand (revised) report, prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG #4069) and dated March 6 

2020 (Exhibit 1), are not part of the so called four-part test. 7 

1. Pump test influence on nearby creeks is not part of the SWRCB test. 8 

2. Recovery period following a pump test is not part of the SWRCB test. 9 

3. Static water level relative to the surface water within a creek is not part of the 10 

SWRCB test. 11 

4. A confining clay layer or specific stratigraphy is not part of the SWRCB test. 12 

5. Water chemistry is not part of the SWRCB test. 13 

6. Two parts (b and d) are purported to be evidence that the water produced by the wells 14 

is not subject to SWRCB authority: 15 

Part b: The channel of Nojoqui Creek is underlain by permeable sediments of 16 

the Tertiary Sacate/Gaviota Formation, which is water-bearing and productive 17 

in area water wells to the north of the subject Nojoqui Main Well; and likely 18 

contributes groundwater to the overall flow from the Main Well (Exhibit 1, 19 

page 7). 20 

However, this statement is contradicted by: 21 

The area is underlain primarily with consolidated older sediments of the Cretaceous 22 

and Mid-Tertiary aged rocks (Figure 5).  These Mid-Tertiary rocks, including the Matillja, 23 

Cozy Dell, Gaviota and Sacate Formations, typically do not contain large volumes of 24 

groundwater, lacking enough porosity and permeability to hold significant water (Figure 25 

6A&6B).  However, where these units do contain water is usually associated with overlying 26 

groundwater, such as that found in alluvial sediments in rivers, streams and drainages 27 

(Exhibit 1: first paragraph of Geohydrology section page 2).  Moreover, all 3 wells produce 28 

water from the bottom of the sanitary seal to the total drilled depth.  The Main Well pumps 29 

from 22 feet below ground surface (ft bgs) to 76 ft bgs.  Moonshine #1 pumps water from 30 

60 ft bgs to 180 ft bgs.  And, Moonshine #2 pumps water from 51 ft bgs to 800 ft bgs.  In all 31 
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three wells, the water producing portion of the stratigraphy includes the Quaternary 1 

Alluvium sediments, which are within the definable bed and banks of the subterranean 2 

stream channel. 3 

Part d: the subsurface water within the alluvial sediments penetrated by the 4 

Nojoqui Well does not continue flowing north in conjunction with the 5 

Nojoqui Creek surface water, which flows north 3.5 miles to the Santa Ynez 6 

River. The subsurface water in the alluvial sediments below the confining 7 

layer is ponded behind the area's older sediments which outcrop at the surface 8 

north of the Nojoqui Main Well. This bathtub effect is shown in the north-9 

south cross section in Figure 10 (Exhibit 1, page 7). 10 

However, to where the water flows is not part of the SWRCB test. 11 

CLASSIFICATION OF PROPOSED PROJECT WATER PRODUCED BY 12 

WELLS CONSISTENT WITH THE SWRCB REGULATORY DEFINITION 13 

The Water Board Garrapata Decision four-part test for SWRCB jurisdiction for water right 14 

permitting of groundwater extractions is founded upon the following physical conditions for 15 

groundwater to be classified as a subterranean stream flowing through a known and definite 16 

channel: 17 

1. A subsurface channel must be present; 18 

2. The channel must have relatively impermeable bed and banks; 19 

3. The course of the channel must be known or capable of being determined by 20 

reasonable inference; and 21 

4. Groundwater must be flowing in the channel. 22 

Part 1:  Description of the subterranean channel 23 

The subject property is within a small intermontane basin where ground water is associated 24 

with an erosional depression of limited extent containing various thicknesses (10 – 200 feet) 25 

of young, Quaternary alluvial sediments associated with the area’s streams, creeks, and 26 

drainages.  … recharge to the area alluvial aquifers is mostly from winter rainfall/runoff 27 
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and creek water infiltration, as well as some contribution from area irrigation seepage 1 

(Exhibit 1: last paragraph of page 2 through first paragraph of page 3) 2 

Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 1107 (USGS, 1951) describes the geology of the 3 

shallow and water bearing sediments of the Santa Ynez River Basin, which includes the Nojoqui 4 

Creek tributary.  The deposits that constitute the younger alluvium are known chiefly from 5 

well logs and consist of unconsolidated clay, silt, sand, and gravel.  They range in thickness 6 

from a feather edge to a maximum of about 200 feet, and they rest unconformably on all 7 

the older formations heretofore described.  The younger alluvium was deposited in valleys 8 

carved by former streams that flowed toward a shoreline at least 200 feet below present sea 9 

level. 10 

USGS and DWR driller well log database contains thirteen additional well logs, dated 11 

from the 1960s to present, within or proximal to the subject property.  All of these well 12 

completion reports show well designs that allow subterranean stream flow water to be 13 

produced from each of the wells.  This evidence demonstrates the long history of wells 14 

producing from the subterranean channel (Exhibit 2). 15 

The proposed project acknowledges the presence of subsurface channel in the report titled 16 

“Water Source & Water Demand (revised)”, prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG #4069) 17 

and dated March 2020 (Exhibit 1), stating the following: 18 

Consequently, the primary ground water sources here are the shallow alluvial 19 

sediments that overlie the older rocks.  Varying in thickness from 10 feet to 200 feet, these 20 

alluvial sediments have formed over time due to erosion of the surrounding older rocks and 21 

the deposition of eroded clays, silts, sands and gravels into the low-lying areas within the 22 

drainages of the local creeks and streams (Exhibit 1: first paragraph of Geohydrology section 23 

page 2). 24 

The subsurface channel contains these Quaternary Alluvial deposits of silt, sand, and gravels 25 

from which the wells produce water, below the sanitary seal (The Main Well pumps from 22 26 

feet below ground surface (ft bgs) to 76 ft bgs.  Moonshine #1 pumps water from 60 ft bgs 27 

to 180 ft bgs.  And, Moonshine #2 pumps water from 51 ft bgs to 800 ft bgs). 28 

Part 2:  Relatively impermeable bed and banks of the subterranean 29 

channel 30 

Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 1107 (USGS, 1951) describes the geology of the 31 

consolidated bedrock underlying the Nojoqui Creek tributary.  The consolidated rocks of 32 
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Tertiary age are not water bearing at most places, but contain some water in fractures.  1 

Such as is obtainable is small in amount and uncertain in location.  No wells derive water 2 

exclusively from them; and a few wells obtain water of a chemical quality unsuitable for 3 

some agricultural uses.  Essentially, these rocks constitute relatively impermeable sides and 4 

bottoms for overlying bodies of water-bearing deposits. 5 

The proposed project acknowledges the relatively impermeable characteristic of the 6 

underlying consolidated rocks in the report titled “Water Source & Water Demand (revised)”, 7 

prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG #4069) and dated March 2020 (Exhibit 1), stating the 8 

following: 9 

Geologically, the Nojoqui Farm parcels are located in an east-west trending fold belt that 10 

makes up the northern flank of the Santa Ynez Mountains.  The area is underlain primarily 11 

with consolidated older sediments of the Cretaceous and Mid-Tertiary aged rocks (Figure 12 

5).  These Mid-Tertiary rocks, including the Matillja, Cozy Dell, Gaviota and Sacate 13 

Formations, typically do not contain large volumes of groundwater, lacking enough 14 

porosity and permeability to hold significant water (Figure 6A&6B).  However, where these 15 

units do contain water is usually associated with overlying groundwater, such as that found 16 

in alluvial sediments in rivers, streams and drainages (Exhibit 1: first paragraph of 17 

Geohydrology section page 2). 18 

Five additional wells (6N/32W-36 R1, R2, R3, R4, and R5), located on the subject 19 

property, are all completed within 70 feet depth from the ground surface and within the 20 

alluvium deposits of the Nojoqui Creek that lie on top of the impermeable bed and banks 21 

(Exhibit 2). 22 

The subject property is within a small intermontane basin where ground water is associated 23 

with an erosional depression of limited extent containing various thicknesses (10 – 200 feet) 24 

of young, Quaternary alluvial sediments associated with the area’s streams, creeks, and 25 

drainages.  The Nojoqui Farm is bordered on the west by the Nojoqui Creek and the east by US 26 

Highway 101.  The Primary ridgeline of the Santa Ynez Mountain Range lies between the 27 

subject property and the Pacific Ocean, which directs runoff from the significant drainage to the 28 

north toward the Santa Ynez River.  The estimated watershed for the Nojoqui Creek is 29 

approximately 20 square miles, a fairly large drainage area for a small basin.  Consequently, 30 

recharge to the area alluvial aquifers is mostly from winter rainfall/runoff and creek water 31 

infiltration, as well as some contribution from area irrigation seepage (Exhibit 1: last 32 

paragraph of page 2 through first paragraph of page 3). 33 
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Part 3: Course of the subterranean channel must be known or capable of 1 

being determined  2 

The proposed project acknowledges the course of the subterranean channel as Quaternary 3 

Alluvium (Qa) identified on the geologic map (Figure 6A in the report titled “Water Source & 4 

Water Demand (revised)”, prepared by Charles E. Katherman (CA PG #4069) and dated March 5 

2020 (Exhibit 1). 6 

The thirteen well logs from the USGS and DWR driller well log database as shown on 7 

the topographic map describe the course of the subterranean channel in the area of the 8 

subject property (Exhibit 2). 9 

Part 4: Groundwater must be flowing in the channel  10 

The proposed project acknowledges the presence of groundwater within the subsurface 11 

channel in the report Water Source & Water Demand (revised), prepared by Charles E. 12 

Katherman (CA PG #4069) and dated March 2020 (Exhibit 1), stating the following: 13 

During a pump capacity test, performed in April of 2020 on the Main Well, the static water 14 

level was measured at 12.5 feet (below ground surface) and the stable pumping level was 22.8 15 

feet (below ground surface).  After 4 hours of testing, a short recovery period of only 30 minutes 16 

was observed following the cessation of pumping, as the fluid level rose quickly back to the 17 

starting static water level (12.6 feet) (Exhibit 1, Main Well pages 4 – 5: Pump Test Data in 18 

Appendix). 19 

During a pump capacity test performed on the Moonshine #1 well, the static water level was 20 

recorded at 25 feet below grade (below ground surface); well below the elevation of nearby 21 

Nojoqui Creek (Exhibit 1, Main Well pages 5 – 6: Pump Test Data in Appendix). 22 

A pump capacity test was attempted on the Moonshine #2.  However, no static water level 23 

was reported, nor a recovery water level following an abbreviated pump test (Exhibit 1, Main 24 

Well pages 5 – 6: Pump Test Data in Appendix). 25 

The Main Well pumps from 22 feet below ground surface (ft bgs) to 76 ft bgs.  26 

Moonshine #1 pumps water from 60 ft bgs to 180 ft bgs.  And, Moonshine #2 pumps water 27 

from 51 ft bgs to 800 ft bgs.  In all three wells, the water producing portion of the 28 

stratigraphy includes the Quaternary Alluvium sediments, which are within the definable 29 

bed and banks of the subterranean stream channel. 30 
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All three wells described in the Proposed Project are constructed such that there is no 1 

physical means to prevent groundwater flowing in the subterranean channel from being pumped, 2 

and therefore the pumped waters are within the jurisdiction of the SWRCB and are subject to 3 

the surface water Numeric and Narrative Instream Flow Requirements. 4 

FINDINGS 5 

Newton Geo-Hydrology Consulting Services has collected and compiled existing 6 

information to develop an understanding of the Nojoqui Creek and Moonshine Creek Alluvium 7 

geology, identify structural geology features, and geomorphic features.  Available well logs were 8 

compiled and evaluated to determine the extent of the Nojoqui and Moonshine Creek alluvium 9 

deposits and its water.  This site specific data was considered in the context of the State Water 10 

Resources Control Board - Cannabis Cultivation Policy which addressed the use of stream flow 11 

diversions for cannabis cultivation. 12 

It has been determined that the water pumped from the Main Well, Moonshine Well #1 and 13 

Moonshine Well #2, as described for the proposed cannabis cultivation project in Land Use 14 

Permit No. 19LUP-00000-00530, is subterranean stream flow of the Nojoqui Creek and 15 

Moonshine Creek occurring in a known and definite channel.  The subterranean channel has 16 

relatively impermeable bed and banks, a course that is known by evaluation of the geologic 17 

setting and Water Well Drillers Reports, and has groundwater flowing in it.  Therefore, the 18 

proposed project must follow to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 19 

Cannabis Cultivation Policy, and the proposed pumping must adhere to the Numeric and 20 

Narrative Instream Flow Requirements established in this Policy (Cannabis Cultivation 21 

Policy: Attachment A, Section 3, dated February 5, 2019). 22 
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KATHERMAN 
E~LORATION CO, LLC 

WATER SOURCE & WATER DEMAND (Revised) 
NOJOQUI FARM CANNABIS PROJECT 

1889 S. Highway 101, Buellton, CA 

MARCH 2022 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Post Office Box 1812 
Santa Maria, CA 93456 

(805) 928-0223 

The Nojoqui Farm cannabis project is located approximately 3.5 miles south of the City of 
Buellton in Santa Barbara County, California (Figures 1A). The project consists of up to 25.93 
acres of various cannabis operations, including 21.55 acres of outdoor cultivation under hoops, 
2.61 acres of outdoor cultivation without hoops and 1.54 acres of nursery cultivation under 
hoops. The project will be located on the Nojoqui Farm property (APN 083-430-014) at 1889 US 
Highway 101, Buellton, California. There is an existing water delivery system that has been in 
place for over 50 years that delivers water primarily to this property (consisting of 53 acres), 
but also to the adjacent 33 acre property (083-430-031). These parcels are collectively referred 
to as the Nojoqui Property. This system consists ofthree water wells and separate components 
for agricultural use and for domestic (potable) use. 

This memorandum analyzes (1) whether the water system produces water from or impacts 
Nojoqui Creek, and (2) the overall project water demand. In response to (1), the evidence 
shows that the water system does not impact Nojoqui Creek but produces water from a 
groundwater source not a riparian source, and (2) the project water demand is 24.4 acre-feet 
per year (AFY), which is a significant reduction in the baseline water consumption compared to 
the historical organic farming operations. 

LOCATION 

The subject property lies in the southwestern part of Santa Barbara County, California within 
the east-west trending Santa Rosa Hills, which comprise the foothill area along the north flank 
of the Santa Ynez Mountains (Figure lB). The parcels are situated between US Highway 101 on 
the east and Nojoqui Creek on the west, lying 4 miles south of Buellton and 4 miles north of 
Gaviota Pass (Figure 2). The area topography varies greatly from 500 feet in the narrow creek 
floodplains to greater than 2400 feet along the mountain ridges to the south (Figure 4). The 
two Nojoqui parcels consist of 53 acres and 33 acres respectively; the project will be located 
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entirely on the 53 acre parcel (083-430-014). The range of elevation for this generally flat-lying 
property is 560 to 600 feet above sea level. Land use in this area surrounding and including the 
Nojoqui parcels is primarily row crops, while the more steeply sloping area properties are 
utilized for grazing. 

GEOHYDROLOGY 

Geologically, the Nojoqui Farm parcels are located in an east-west trending fold belt that makes 
up the northern flank ofthe Santa Ynez Mountains. The area is underlain primarily with 
consolidated older sediments of the Cretaceous and Mid-Tertiary aged rocks (Figure 5). These 
Mid-Tertiary rocks, including the Matillja, Cozy Dell, Gaviota and Sacate Formations, typically do 
not contain large volumes of groundwater, lacking enough porosity and permeability to hold 
significant water (Figure 6A&6B). However, where these units do contain water is usually 
associated with overlying groundwater, such as that found in alluvial sediments in rivers, 
streams and drainages. In the older sediments water quantity is typically smaller and the water 
quality is fair (non-potable). To the north in the Santa Ynez River Basin the primary water
bearing sediments are usually part of the recent Alluvium and the Plio-Pleistocene Careaga and 
Paso Robles Formations. However, in the Nojoqui Farm area the sands and gravels of the 
Careaga and Paso Robles units are absent in the region south of the Santa Ynez Basin having 
been eroded off and/or never deposited here. Consequently, the primary ground water sources 
here are the shallow alluvial sediments that overlie the older rocks. Varying in thickness from 
10 feet to 200 feet, these alluvial sediments have formed over time due to erosion of the 
surrounding older rocks and the deposition of eroded clays, silts, sands and gravels into the 
low-lying areas within the drainages ofthe local creeks and streams. A regional cross section 
(Figure 7) shows the disposition ofthe younger sediments and their relationship to the 
complex, tectonically folded and faulted older sediments associated with the Santa Ynez 
Mountain Range to the south. A second north-south cross section shows the local details of the 
above-mentioned shallow sediments relative to the underlying older rocks (Figure 8). 

Hydrologically, the Nojoqui property is located outside of any State Water Resources Control 
Board designated groundwater basin and is well south (3.5 miles) of the Santa Ynez River Basin. 
However, the subject land is within a small intermontane basin where ground water is 
associated with an erosional depression of limited extent containing various thicknesses (10-
200 feet) of young, Quaternary alluvial sediments associated with the area's streams, creeks 
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and drainages. The Nojoqui Farm is bordered on the west by Nojoqui Creek and the east by US 
Highway 101.The primary ridgeline ofthe Santa Ynez Mountain Range lies between the subject 
property and the Pacific Ocean, which directs runoff from the significant drainage to the north 
toward the Santa Ynez River. The estimated watershed for the Nojoqui Creek is approximately 
20 square miles, a fairly large drainage area for a small basin. Consequently, recharge to the 
area alluvial aquifers is mostly from winter rainfall/runoff and creek water infiltration, as well as 
some contribution from area irrigation seepage. 

Additional details on the local geohydrology can be found in the hydrology report prepared for 
Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Services as a part of the application/permit for a 
Single Parcel Water System (SPWS) (See Appendix). This hydrology report can be made 
available if needed with this Water Source & Water Demand Report. 

WATER SYSTEM SUMMARY 

The existing water system for Nojoqui Farm has been in place since the mid-1960's and consists 
of three water wells and an associated water distribution system as described below. The 
Nojoqui Farm water system services both the domestic (potable water) side ofthe system, as 
well as the agricultural (irrigation) components. The domestic portion of the system was 
recently permitted with Santa Barbara County as a single parcel water system, which supplies 
water to two connections, the primary farmhouse and the packing shed/office. The irrigation 
side of the system is separated from the domestic portion in order to prevent any cross 
contamination (see plot plan in Appendix). The irrigation system currently reaches across the 
entirety of the primary Nojoqui parcel (APN 083-430-014) and into the adjoining 33 acre 
property (APN 083-4430-031) to the north as well, which is also under contract to Nojoqui 
Farm. 

The primary water source for this system is the Main Well, which is located within an easement 
on a separate parcel, APN 083-430-015, known as the Well Property (Figure 3). This Well 
Property was subdivided from the Nojoqui Property (APN 083-430-014) in 1964 and included 
easements for the Main Well and the associated water system pipeline. In 1965 the main 
farmhouse was bUilt, and the various parts of the water system were constructed over the 
years to serve both the agricultural and domestic needs of the Nojoqui Property. Based on a 
review of historical records, it is my understanding that the Main Well has exclusively been 
used for the Nojoqui Property. 
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MAIN WELL 

The Nojoqui Farm Main Well was drilled in 1964 to a depth of 76 feet. The well was completed 
with 8-inch steel casing to a depth of 55 feet. The production perforations were steel (Mills) 
knife cut from 44 ' to 49', which corresponds to a permeable water zone at the same depth. 
The standing level or static level following the completion of this well was measured at 30 feet 
(Well Completion Report in Appendix). However, it is likely that the older sediments from 50 
feet to 76 feet are also contributing groundwater to the Main Well's productive capacity, as 
there is no restriction to potential flow from the bottom of the casing at 55 feet and from the 
sediments in the open borehole below the casing. A cement sanitary seal was placed in this well 
from 22 feet to the surface. The primary purpose of this seal is to prevent any surface or near 
surface water from entering the well and to prevent any potential contamination from wildlife. 

A pump capacity test was performed in April of 2020 on the Main Well. The well was pumped 
continuously for a period of 4 hours at an average flowrate of 100+ gallons per minute (gpm). 
While the well is capable of producing at a higher rate (approx .. 150-250 gpm), there was no 
reason to pump the well at a maximum rate since the actual specific capacity of the well was 
unknown before the testing. The lower flowrate of 100+ gpm was also chosen so as to not 
overflow the 30,000 gallon storage tank during testing. In addition, Santa Barbara County EHS 
allows the onsite hydrologist to determine the needed pumping period and pumping rate when 
a well has a stable pumping rate of over 50 gpm. LikeWise, State and County regulations do not 
allow extracted water during a test to flow on the ground near a riparian area. 

The static water level was measured at 12.5 feet and the stable pumping level was 22.8 feet 
after 4 hours of testing. The well was also produced into the existing storage tank during the 
test, in order to avoid flowing the well onto the ground and into the riparian area, which is 
prohibited by both State and County regulations. Four hours of testing resulted in a stable 
pumping level and at the time was considered adequate to establish the overall capacity of this 
well to produce water over the long term. A short recovery period of only 30 minutes was 
observed following the cessation of pumping, as the fluid level rose quickly back to the starting 
static water level (12.6 feet) (pump Test Data in Appendix). 

Due to the proximity of the Main Well to Nojoqui Creek, monitoring ofthe surface water level 
in the creek occurred during the pump testing of the Main Well. No significant changes were 
observed in the creek level other than minor fluctuations (less than ~ of an inch) that would 
normally occur during the day due to changes in sunlight, changes in daily temperature and 
evaporation rate, and changes in atmospheric pressure. The static levels of two nearby wells 
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were also monitored. A shallow well open to the atmosphere and containing no pump, no 
piping and no electrical, known as the Wishing Well, is located 80 feet from the Main Well to 
the northwest. A second idle well (Farmhouse) 700 feet to the northeast behind the primary 
farm residence of Nojoqui Farm was also monitored. A drop of 0.5 inches in the static level was 
observed in the Wishing Well, however the static level returned to the beginning level within 5 
minutes after pumping stopped. 

During testing no change occurred in the Farmhouse Well. A water sample was taken at the end 
of the Main Well testing and submitted to Fruit Growers Lab for analysis. The water passed for 
all of the drinking water constituents necessary to establish this water source as potable. 

SECONDARY WELLS 

Two additional water wells are available to serve the subject Property. These wells are located 
on an adjacent property to the north, which is a 33 acre parcel (APN 083-430-031) that is also 
being purchased by the applicant, Nojoqui Farm and is referred to as the Sunburst property. 
Historically, the wells have been utilized as an irrigation supply for organic farming on both the 
Nojoqui Farm parcel and the Sunburst parcel and are tied into these lands via an existing 
easement and pipeline system over Nojoqui Creek. This has allowed water to flow to both 
parcels, depending on the needed water demand of each parcel. A map of the these well 
locations and the pipeline system is included in the Appendix. 

Known as Moonshine #1 and Moonshine #2, these wells both produce water from the older 
sediments, not the younger alluvial sediments (Well Completio Reports in Appendix). 
Moonshine 1 was drilled in November of 1995 to a total depth of 180 feet. The well was 
completed with 6 inch steel casing run to 180 feet. The perforated or screened interval was 60 
feet to 180 feet. A cement sanitary seal was placed from 60 feet to the surface. A 12 hour 
pump test on this well recovered water at a rate of 50 gallons per minute (gpm). Additionally, 
the well location is on the edge of the Tertiary Cozy Dell Formation outcrop (surface) so some 
of the shallow penetrated sediment layers are likely erosional remnants of the older sediments 
that are not connected to Nojoqui Creek (Well Completion Report in Appendix). The 
Moonshine #1 is located 500 feet from Nojoqui Creek. The static water level was recorded at 25 
feet below grade; well below the elevation of nearby Nojoqui Creek. The Moonshine #2 Well 
was drilled in October of 2016 to a total depth of 800 feet. The well was completed with 6-inch 
PVC casing that was landed at 800 feet. The well's screened interval was from 260 to 800 feet 
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with a 51 foot cement sanitary seal. Consequently, there is no connection to the creek, as the 
shallow alluvial sediments are cemented off by the seal and therefore are not included in the 
perforated interval. This well yielded 25 gallons per minute on an abbreviated pump test. 
Chemical analyses on the water extracted from the Moonshine #2 was performed in 2016 and 
again in 2020 indicated a decent water quality for agricultural purposes. However, the water 
would require some treatment in order to be utilized for domestic purposes. 

Permitting and planning for an additional back-up well on the Nojoqui parcel (APN 083-430-
014) has been completed with an estimated completion date of June 2022. This well has been 
permitted and planned for the Property and will be located near the idled water well behind 
the farmhouse. At this time no projected water flowrates or volumes for this future well have 
been added to the project. The existing wells are more than adequate to meet the project 
water demand, so this proposed well will only be a back-up for cultivation at Nojoqui Farm. 

ORIGIN OF PRODUCED WEll WATER 

One of the primary questions being addressed here is whether the water supplied to the 
Nojoqui Farm operations is surface water or groundwater. The answer is percolating 
groundwater. The evidence supporting a determination of a groundwater is as follows: 

1. The recent pump test on the Main Well showed no influence on the nearby Nojoqui 
Creek. The creek level and the static levels of two nearby wells were monitored 
throughout the test period and no significant changes were observed. 

2. Following the termination of the Main Well pump test, a 30 minute recovery period 
was observed with the water level returning to the static level measured at the 
beginning of the pump test. A failure of the recovered water level to return to the 
depth of the beginning static level would have indicated a major loss of water from 
the aquifer and a subsequent drop in the creek level. None was observed. 

3. When the Main Well was drilled and completed the static level was 30 feet below 
grade, which is well below (26 feet) the elevation ofthe surface water in Nojoqui 
Creek, indicating a lack of a direct connection in the subsurface with the creek 
surface waters. 
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4. The subject Nojoqui Main Well contains a confining clay layer from near surface to 
37 feet. This clay layer is mostly impermeable and will not readily transmit water 
downward into the water-bearing sediments below it. This clay zone likely also 
confines the subsurface flow from communicating directly with the surface flow 
(Figure 10). 

5. In support of Statement #4 above, there are different water chemistries between 
the surface water ofthe creek and the water-bearing sediments below the confining 
clay layer. The chemical analysis on the creek surface water is pending, but a hand
held Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) meter indicated a TDS or salinity level of 300 parts 
per million (ppm) versus 860 ppm for the recently tested groundwater being 
produced from the Main Well. A significantly different value for salinity further 
indicates that the subsurface water produced by the Main Well is not 
communicating at this location with the surface waters from the Nojoqui Creek. 

6. One of the key tests for determining whether the Nojoqui Well is producing surface 
water versus groundwater is the four-part Garrapata test (SWRCB), which states that 
for water flow to be classified as a subterranean stream flowing through a known 
and definite channel, the following physical conditions must exist: (a) a subsurface 
channel must be present; (b) the channel must have a relatively impermeable bed 
and banks; (c) the course of the channel must be known or capable of being 
determined by reasonable inference; and (d) water must be flowing in the channel. 

In the case of the Nojoqui Well the hydrogeological conditions that exist do not 
meet the Garrapata criteria of Parts band d. The channel of Nojoqui Creek is 
underlain by permeable sediments of the Tertiary Sacate/Gaviota Formation, which 
is water-bearing and productive in area water wells to the north of the subject 
Nojoqui Main Well; and likely contributes groundwater to the overall flow from the 
Main Well. As for Part d, the subsurface water within the alluvial sediments 
penetrated by the Nojoqui Well does not continue flowing north in conjunction with 
the Nojoqui Creek surface water, which flows north 3.5 miles to the Santa Ynez 
River. The subsurface water in the alluvial sediments below the confining layer is 
ponded behind the area's older sediments which outcrop at the surface north of the 
Nojoqui Main Well. This bathtub effect is shown in the north-south cross section in 
Figure 10. 
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HISTORIC WATER DEMAND 

Nojoqui Farm was a certified organic farm from 1992 to 2017. The detailed water consumption 
records for 2010 through 2016 have been reviewed and are incorporated into this report 
(Appendix). The total water usage from 2010 -2016 averaged 106 AF per year. However, only 
the water use from the Main Well was recorded as the backup wells, Moonshine #1 and 
Moonshine #2 did not have flowmeters installed and only were used to irrigate the northern 33 
acre parcel. The total amount of irrigated acreage from 1992 to 2017 varied from 40 acres to 
65 acres; 25-28 acres on the primary parcel (APN 083-430-014) and 18-40 acres on the two 
adjacent parcels (APN 083-430-031 and -035). After the death of the lead grower/farm 
manager in 2017 the organic farming operation ceased to exist. In its place approximately 20-
25 acres of oat hay was grown instead of row crops in 2017-2018. Unfortunately, there are no 
detailed records for water use in those years, but an estimate of 50-75 AFY is being supplied 
based on a water use factor of 2.5-3.0 AFY /acre for oat hay. The property was farmed in hemp 
in 2019, but only on a limited basis (5 acres) with an estimated water consumption of 9 AFY. 
The farm ground was left fallow in 2020. Combining all of the water consumption estimates and 
records from 2010 through 2019 (10 years) the average annual water usage was 82 AFY. 

PROJECTED WATER USE 

The recent UC Ag Extension data for water consumption for row crops in Santa Barbara County 
lists a value of 2.5 acre-feet per year per acre (AFY /Ac) for these crops. San Luis Obispo County 
utilizes 1.9 AFY / Ac for these same crops. From researching recent water consumption on 
several area cannabis operations, it appears as though the water demand estimates for 
cannabis have been grossly overstated at 1.9 to 2.0 AFY /Ac. A recent cannabis presentation in 
front of the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisor by CCA located on Santa Rosa Road in 
Buellton revealed a demand factor of approximately 0.50 AFY/Ac. This data was based on 
accurate water metering and recordkeeping and also involved the use of state-of-the-art drip 
irrigation for in-ground cultivation. Consequently, this project is similar to Nojoqui Farm in that 
it involves all in-ground cultivation. A second cannabis project also on Santa Rosa Rd. has 
realized similar results with a demand factor of 0.6-0.7 AFY/Ac. occurring over the last 2 years 
of in-ground cultivation as well as cultivation in pots. Consequently, the project demand for 
Nojoqui Farm project has been reduced to 1 AFY/Ac. for the Nojoqui Farm Project. Like the 
above-mentioned cannabis grow for CCA, the Nojoqui Project is unique in that all of the 
cultivation here will be in-ground, with no above ground farming in pots and raised beds along 
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with artificial or manufactured soils. Through discussions with the former crop managers at 
Nojoqui, it appears as though the watering frequency for years for the organic row crops was 
every 4 days rather than every 2-3 days as is the case in the Lompoc and/or Santa Maria Valley 
farming areas. Consequently, it is critical to understand the predominate soil type at Nojoqui 
Farm and how it affects water usage. 

A specific soil type known in the literature as the Sorrento Series is common to the Nojoqui 
Creek area and covers the surface of the Nojoqui Farm parcels. This soil horizon is described in 
the USDA's "Soil Survey of Northern Santa Barbara Area, California" as well drained, grayish
brown sandy loam to clayey loam. These soils occur extensively on floodplains and alluvial fans 
in several areas of Northern Santa Barbara County. This is key to estimating water demand for 
the project as this soil type consists of a significant content offines, i.e. silt and clay (30-40 %), 
and will therefore retain a greater moisture percent than most area soils. This further supports 
the projected lower water demand for the Nojoqui Farm operations. 

Assuming 21.55 acres of outdoor cultivation with hoops and 2.61 acres of outdoor cultivation 
without hoops, there is a total cultivation area of 24.19 acres. Therefore, the total estimated 
water demand for the Nojoqui Project is 24.2 AFY. By adding in the projected water 
consumption for the project landscaping of 0.2 AFY and the total domestic demand of 0.2 AFY, 
the total project water demand is 24.6 AFY. This projected demand is only 30% of the average 
annual water consumption (82 AFY) that occurred on the property in the last 10 years. If one 
compares this estimate to the average annual water demand for the organic farming operations 
from 2010 to 2016 the water estimate for Nojoqui cannabis is 23% of the total annual water 
(106 AFY) consumed by row crops. 

WATERSHED FOR NOJOQUI CREEK DRAINAGE 

The overall watershed area for the Nojoqui Creek drainage is shown in Figure 9. The area is 
quite large for a small basin comprising over 20 square miles. Comparing this drainage area to 
those listed in the USGS Water Supply Paper 1107 {Upson et. al.L the Nojoqui Creek drainage 
lies between the Jameson Lake (18 sq. mi's) and Gibraltar Dam (219 sq. mi's) areas. However, 
due to its location near the ridgeline of the Santa Ynez Mountains above Santa Barbara, both 
Jameson Lake and the area of Nojoqui Creek normally experience higher rainfall amounts. 
Therefore, the runoff measurements at the Jameson location are more applicable. 
Consequently, the runoff attributed to the Nojoqui Creek drainage area is assumed to be 
approximately that of Jameson Lake or an average of 6080 AF annually. 
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Additionally, the geologic setting for the Nojoqui Creek area is similar to both Jameson and 
Gibraltar in that runoff occurs over predominately older rocks and sediments of the Cretaceous 
Jalama Formation up through the Late Miocene Monterey Formation. This results in a greater 
percentage of total rainfall and runoff occupying the creek, streams and riverbeds and their 
associated shallow alluvial sediments rather than infiltrating into any available deeper 
groundwater aquifers, as is the case with the Paso Robles and Careaga Formation in central and 
northern Santa Barbara County. In addition, this condition of less permeable, older rocks 
underlying the watershed does lend itself to greater evaporation. Consequently, it is assumed 
that at least 30% of the total runoff for the Nojoqui Creek drainage is lost to evaporation, 40% is 
attributed to creek and stream surface flow that continues to the north into the Santa Ynez 
River Drainage Basin, and 30% is directed into water storage within alluvial sediments or 
aquifers lying under the Nojoqui Creek drainage area. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. There is an existing water delivery system and Main Well that has been serving the 
Nojoqui Farm properties for over 50 years without any significant impacts to nearby 
Nojoqui Creek. 

2. The Nojoqui Main We" was drilled and completed in December of 1964 for the sole 
benefit of the Nojoqui Property. The existing water system consists of separate 
components, one for domestic service and the other for agricultural service. 

3. The Main Well is producing groundwater from Recent alluvial sediments as well as older 
permeable sediments of the Sacate/Gaviota Formation. 

4. A pump test on the Main Well produced at a rate of 100 gpm with no detected impacts 
to the surface waters of Nojoqui Creek 130 feet away. There is significant evidence that 
confirms that there is minimal influence by the pumping of the Main Well on the surface 
waters of the creek, including a confining clay layer, differing water chemistries between 
the surface water and the subsurface water, and differing static levels. In addition, no 
significant changes occurred in the static levels of two additional wells that were 
monitored during the testing. 
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5. The Nojoqui Main Well does not meet the requirements for subterranean flow as 
determined by the State Water Resources Board in the four-part Garrapata standards; 
lacking impermeable beds and banks and the subsurface water is not flowing in the 
channel. 

6. The historic water demand for the prior organic farming operations at the Nojoqui 
parcels (Nojoqui Property) from 2010 through 2016 was 106 AFY; the 10 year average 
was 82 AFY. 

7. The estimated water demand for the Nojoqui Farm cannabis operation is 24.1 AFY. This 
represents a reduction in water consumption of 75% relative to the historical water 
demand of the organic farming operation. 

8. The productive capacity ofthe Main Well (150-200 gpm) and the two secondary wells 
(40-50 gpm) will provide a more than adequate supply of water to meet the water 
demand of 24.6 AFY for the Nojoqui Project. In fact, the capacity of the Main Well alone 
is sufficient to meet the project water demand. This assumes two crops per year and a 
total growing season of 150 days. 

It is important to note that the Nojoqui parcels are not located within the Santa Ynez River 
Basin (3.5 miles to the north) and are not within any State recognized groundwater basin. 
Therefore, there isn't a reason to apply the County's Water Thresholds. Additionally, the 
overall project demand is 70-75% lower than the historical averages for the Nojoqui Property. 

This report was prepared by Katherman Exploration Co., LLC 

_~---,---_E._. ~----l--'~---__ Date 3ft S' L "U;>7...Z.. 

Charles E. Katherman 
CA Prof. Geologist #4069 
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EXHIBIT 2



M1

M2

1 and 2

3

4, 5, and 6

7

8

9, 10, 11, 12, and 13





USGS 343313120114101 006N032W36J001S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°33'13", Longitude 120°11'41" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 560.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 49.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 76.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 





USGS 343330120114401 006N032W36G001S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°33'30", Longitude 120°11'44" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 600.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 38.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 52.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 









USGS 343230120113601 005N032W11A001S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°32'30", Longitude 120°11'36" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 610.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 39.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 50.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 



USGS 343230120113602 005N032W11A002S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°32'30", Longitude 120°11'36" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 610.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 40.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 48.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 



















USGS 343420120112301 006N031W30E001S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°34'20", Longitude 120°11'23" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 520.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 98.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 250 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 



USGS 343358120115601 006N032W25Q001S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°33'58", Longitude 120°11'56" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 860.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 97.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 98.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 











USGS 343307120113801 006N032W36R001S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°33'07", Longitude 120°11'38" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 560.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 70.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 70.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 







USGS 343309120113601 006N032W36R002S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°33'09", Longitude 120°11'36" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 560.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 47.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 65.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 















USGS 343309120113604 006N032W36R005S  

Santa Barbara County, California 

Hydrologic Unit Code 18060010 

Latitude  34°33'09", Longitude 120°11'36" NAD27 

Land-surface elevation 560.00 feet above NGVD29 

The depth of the well is 26.0 feet below land surface. 

The depth of the hole is 30.0 feet below land surface. 

This well is completed in the Other aquifers (N9999OTHER) national aquifer. 
 



                

Cachuma Resource Conservation District 

                                      920 E. Stowell Rd. Santa Maria, CA 93454 

                                                                    (805) 868-4013 

 

“Your Local Partner in Conservation and Agriculture” 

 

January 3, 2022 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

At this time the Cachuma Resource Conservation District has not conducted any watershed studies in 

the Nojoqui Creek area. We are not aware of the status of the watershed nor the availability of water, 

groundwater or surface.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Anna Olsen 
Executive Director 
Cachuma Resource Conservation District 

Attachment A-3
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# Date Name Comments District?
1 1/13/2022 17:38 Ruby T
2 1/21/2022 2:28 Ed Seaman
3 1/25/2022 23:23 SPAM SPAM
4 1/27/2022 15:49 Lake Francis Mutual Water Company
5 2/4/2022 14:23 Esther Schmitt
6 2/11/2022 22:28 Katie Hershfelt
7 3/14/2022 18:23 Kevin Rodriguez

8 3/24/2022 22:23 Andy Busch
The Nojoquoi Corridor is not the right place for Commercial Cannabis. It is a stunning place
meant for families and ranchers.

9 3/28/2022 16:49 Shay Seaman 2

10 3/28/2022 23:37 Sierra Falso

Ditto on Andy Busch's comment, we feel the same. "The Nojoquoi Corridor is not the right
place for Commercial Cannabis." As a resident of the Nojoquoi Corridor I also believe there
is not enough. water to support commercial cannabis grows and the surrounding
agriculture. -3

11 3/29/2022 6:14 Ericka Buckley

Recreational â€œcropsâ€ take substanƟal and precious resources away from the
community just so people can get high. That is unacceptable. Fact: Private â€œlegalâ€
grows are driving the black market causing more cartel traffic on our coastline. Nothing
good about this in any way. I donâ€™t want more drugs being produced in my town, my
neighborhood already reeks to the point that I cannot open the house at the end of a hot
day. Also, I donâ€™t want my kids being exposed to the normalization of drug use.

12 4/5/2022 4:28 Kurtis S Please protect our local watershed
13 4/5/2022 18:37 daniel corry

14 4/6/2022 14:59 Paul Metzner

Santa Barbara cannabis operations apparently have surpassed the Emerald Triangle of N
California.  While we have numerous cannabis farms consisting of thousands of acres, we
have only 1 U Pick berry farm with limited acreage for tourists and locals alike, especially
young school and preschool children who love the experience and wholesome farm to
table fruits.  Please donâ€™t burden this special place with the demands of heightened
traffic, security, odor and particularly the watershed during Californiaâ€™s protracted
drought.

15 4/7/2022 17:54 Manny Ayala
Please, stop destroying our beautiful back Country. This, proposal if approved will most
definitely have a negative impact in the quality of life for all..

16 4/7/2022 23:32 Randy Jones

We ran completely out of water from a well that worked for 80 years during the last
drought when Nojoqui Farms raised Vegitables up the Nojoqui Creek from the Pork Palace.
We do not irrigate but do raise livestock.  We cannot afford to truck in water like we had to
do the last time the creek went dry because of the excessive pumping and drought. 3

1 OF 11
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17 4/9/2022 17:49 Marion Seaman
18 4/10/2022 5:35 Jill Stassinos Please save our local watershed! 1

19 4/12/2022 3:53 Julie Churchman
I live in Santa Barbara and enjoy the bucolic setting of the Nojoqui Corridor. Please keep it
free of ugly cannibis greenhouses and smells.

20 4/13/2022 3:42 Linda Laskin

Santa Barbara does not need more cannabis farms. The little bit of water we do have
should be used for growing fruits, vegetables, and water for the cattle as well as the
beautiful oaks in the Nojoquoi Corridor. Water is a precious commodity, don't waste it on
cannabis! 2

21 4/13/2022 23:54 Hanh Calkins
22 4/14/2022 15:15 Pat Roberts Please ban the growing of cannabis in the Nojoqui Falls corridor -3
23 4/14/2022 18:33 Jay S Hinkle Iâ€™m opposed to using this land for the cultivation of cannabis
24 4/15/2022 3:19 Mia McElwee 24

25 4/15/2022 4:56 Katie Lekas

Please donâ€™t take away the beauty of this area by ruin the at with cannabis, smell alone
will devastate the area. My children love this area and you were going to ruinous foul
stench of cannabis. Not only that but the type of people that it brings are typically
completely unsafe to be around children.

26 4/15/2022 17:46 Vanessa Furlong 24
27 4/15/2022 19:38 John Furlong Keep cannabis out!  I don't know what district I'm in for SB (Goleta).

28 4/16/2022 3:56 Betty Seaman

Time to respect and restore watersheds no matter the crop. Letâ€™s stop abusing the little
remaining resources before we end up in the same shape as Cuyama valley, and other
mono crop disaster areas. 3

29 4/16/2022 22:34 Rosemarie Harrison 93111
30 4/19/2022 14:53 Camron Baker
31 4/19/2022 14:58 Kevin Shrout
32 4/19/2022 15:55 Renata Brillinger
33 4/19/2022 19:12 Allegra Roth Keep groundwater available for food production!

34 4/21/2022 15:09 Denice Fellows
The Nojoqui FallS Corridor is small and quaint. The traffic, noise, and smell that it would
bring is in direct conflict with the beauty in the area.  Please vote no! -2

35 4/21/2022 15:53 Connie J Margolen
36 4/21/2022 16:33 April Bancroft
37 4/21/2022 16:53 Stuart Halewood 1
38 4/22/2022 17:08 Jennifer Walsh 5
39 4/23/2022 1:12 Randy Davis

40 4/23/2022 13:12 Loretta Redd
How much cannabis needs to be produced for one relatively small community? This is a tax
grab by local politicians. 4

41 4/23/2022 13:53 Susan Trenschel
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42 4/23/2022 14:28 Marcia Pearson
Caifornia may be entering a period of sustained drought.  Prudent planning would seem to
dictate that water would best be used for the natural ecosystem and edible crops. 2

43 4/23/2022 14:45 Dianne Burns
Nojoqui is a jewel. Enuf weed farms already. Per Joni Mitchel; "you don't know what you
got till it's gone."

44 4/23/2022 15:38 Clarinda CONGER BAN COMMERCIAL CANNABIS IN SANTA BARBARA'S BEAUTIFUL NOJOQUI FALLS CORRIDOR 1
45 4/23/2022 16:34 GLEN MOWRER -2
46 4/23/2022 17:20 Darcy Sylvester 5
47 4/23/2022 17:37 Marsha Croninger 1
48 4/23/2022 20:04 Anna Marie Gott 2

49 4/23/2022 20:26 Stephen Ferry

I've been visiting the Nojoqui Falls Corridor for over 50 years.  It would be a shame to see it
degraded by cannabis operations.  As a minimum, the total watershed capacity should be
measured and evaluated before any additional agricultural operations are approved. 2

50 4/23/2022 21:24 Jane Avon 4
51 4/23/2022 21:40 RW Ziegler Jr
52 4/23/2022 21:50 Lorna Moore 4
53 4/24/2022 13:19 Mary Turley 2
54 4/24/2022 13:50 Nancy Leonard
55 4/24/2022 14:14 Bernice James 2

56 4/24/2022 14:31 Dennis Houghton
We must all work to maintain the natural beauty of our open spaces. Hoop houses used in
cannabis cultivation are an eyesore and the operation depletes our limited groundwater. 2

57 4/24/2022 14:33 Joe Selzler 2
58 4/24/2022 14:44 Ruth Green
59 4/24/2022 15:13 Barbara Hirsch Water, water, ecosystems! 2
60 4/25/2022 0:22 Ami Kearns 2
61 4/25/2022 0:26 Abel basch
62 4/25/2022 2:27 Kerstin Corson 2
63 4/25/2022 12:40 Diane Huntoon 11

64 4/25/2022 15:54 Terry Hankenson
I am opposed to the cultivation the marijuana in the Nojocqui Falls watershed. This area
needs to be preserved. 160

65 4/25/2022 18:14 Richard Schoonmaker -4
66 4/25/2022 18:37 Hib Halverson -1

67 4/25/2022 21:30 Judith McCaffrey
Please ban cannabis in the Nojoqui Falls corridor!  We donâ€™t need more cannabis in
Santa Barbara county!! 2

68 4/26/2022 2:32 douglas trantow
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69 4/27/2022 20:21 Cristy Christie
We cannot sustain increased water use pressure. This precious resource needs to be
committed to our food systems.

70 4/30/2022 20:43 Catherine Perman Please protect this precious area and its ecosystem.

71 5/2/2022 16:19 Katherine Carbone
Let's use our water wisely not approve additional projects that we don't have the water to
sustain 4

72 5/4/2022 11:40 Kimberly Lisi 24
73 5/17/2022 19:48 Carrie Elizabeth Eacker
74 5/18/2022 14:19 Denise Diven
75 5/19/2022 0:58 James Diven
76 5/23/2022 3:16 Cassandra Kashanski

77 5/30/2022 15:35 Rachael Siebenaler Letâ€™s preserve the water we have! And keep these beautiful places from stinking!
78 5/30/2022 15:38 Alan Siebenaler 1
79 6/1/2022 16:08 Pamela Dillon
80 6/2/2022 16:19 Charles Pasquini
81 6/3/2022 19:47 CAROL M MAHONEY -4
82 6/3/2022 21:56 Colleen Severson Letâ€™s grow food! 1
83 6/3/2022 22:03 Melanie Pearlman
84 6/7/2022 1:56 Cathy Karol-Crowther
85 6/7/2022 1:59 Jenna Watson 0
86 6/7/2022 1:59 Annette Ruano
87 6/7/2022 2:00 Jill Bender
88 6/7/2022 2:02 Judy Farris We need regenerative agriculture and water conservation in this area 2
89 6/7/2022 2:04 Madeline Hain
90 6/7/2022 2:04 Tara Fergusson

91 6/7/2022 2:04 Maren Savignano

Would hate to see farmers negatively impacted by this. Love the blueberry farm and the
wonderful and unique opportunity it gives kids and adults the chance to pick their own
fruit. Not many places to do that anymore. Our farmers deserve all the help we can give
them to survive and hopefully thrive in these turbulent times.

92 6/7/2022 2:07 Kathryn Moser 93108
93 6/7/2022 2:07 Karen Field 2
94 6/7/2022 2:08 theodore a homeyer 0
95 6/7/2022 2:09 karen greinert
96 6/7/2022 2:12 Michelle Robinson
97 6/7/2022 2:14 Vittoria Cutbirth 3
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98 6/7/2022 2:14 Landis Lynch

PLEASE  BAN COMMERCIAL CANNABIS IN SANTA BARBARA'S BEAUTIFUL NOJOQUI FALLS
CORRIDOR  WHY? There are many good reasons. Start with water- without it, nothing else
matters.  REASONS TO BAN CANNABIS:  -Increased Water Use and Decreasing Rainfall -
Local Food Security -The Affect of Odor on The Corridor -Vehicle Traffic in The Corridor -
Crime and Long-Term Business Viability -Property Values and Ecosystem Conservation
Thank you very much.

99 6/7/2022 2:22 Jeannette Root

100 6/7/2022 2:24 Jessica Rainey
Keep some areas pristine and natural! Too many pot shops in Lompoc and making us want
to leave the state!

101 6/7/2022 2:24 Melissa Wall

Donâ€™t be ridiculous, we need real food to be able to grow in Santa Barbaraâ€™s Nojoqui
Falls Corridor without the worry of commercial cannabis taking the precious limited water
supply.

102 6/7/2022 2:25 Michele Cohen please preserve the area for dryland farming.
103 6/7/2022 2:28 Terri Speier
104 6/7/2022 2:28 Janina Oliphant 93427

105 6/7/2022 2:29 Kate Connell
Cannabis is a beneficial product but this is not the place for a pot farm! Please donâ€™t
allow cannabis farms in the Nojoqui Falls Corridor! 1

106 6/7/2022 2:31 Jennifer herrera

107 6/7/2022 2:35 Mike Longo
Iâ€™m not opposed to Cannabis in general, but this is just the wrong spot at the wrong
timeâ€¦

108 6/7/2022 2:40 Karen Peabody 0
109 6/7/2022 2:40 Kelly Hairrell
110 6/7/2022 2:42 Nicole buell 2
111 6/7/2022 2:42 Hailey Hairrell
112 6/7/2022 2:47 Christiana Hopper 3
113 6/7/2022 2:49 Lauren Andrews
114 6/7/2022 2:49 Phil Carpenter
115 6/7/2022 2:57 Deb Mason
116 6/7/2022 3:01 Kymberly Barlow
117 6/7/2022 3:02 Mike Thomson 93460
118 6/7/2022 3:03 Paul Costales Skunk free bluberries 5
119 6/7/2022 3:04 Rebecca Murdy
120 6/7/2022 3:05 Linda Jean Howard 1
121 6/7/2022 3:05 Kate Finlinson We do not want this project anywhere near the Santa Ynez Valley. 24
122 6/7/2022 3:10 Sara C 3

123 6/7/2022 3:13 Carol Dahme

I donâ€™t actually live in Santa Barbara, but I am a member at the SB ZOO and visit the
Falls  snd the area around it frequently. Please donâ€™t force this Cannabis product
cultivation  in this fragile area.
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124 6/7/2022 3:15 Emmett Fahey
125 6/7/2022 3:20 Teri Taft
126 6/7/2022 3:20 Kelli Butler 0
127 6/7/2022 3:24 Linda Lieblang
128 6/7/2022 3:24 Gerard Lieblang
129 6/7/2022 3:26 Heather Blancho 24
130 6/7/2022 3:26 julie spencer rodgers

131 6/7/2022 3:27 Kief Adler
Enough cannabis farms already!!!!  There are WAY too many in SB county as it is.  Stop it
already.  We don't have the water and don't want the smell and the taint from it.

132 6/7/2022 3:31 Barbara M Howell
133 6/7/2022 3:32 Gabriela Balfour-Ritchie
134 6/7/2022 3:33 emily watkins
135 6/7/2022 3:37 Nancy L
136 6/7/2022 3:37 Darren Dean Potter 1
137 6/7/2022 3:40 Sarah

138 6/7/2022 3:44 Ann M Ortiz
Don't allow or permit these stinky projects to be built in our 24th District to bring down our
property values. 24

139 6/7/2022 3:45 ALBERTO ORTIZ Stop the Cannibus projects 24

140 6/7/2022 3:52 Shannon Filburn Food before marijuana and wine grapes. We donâ€™t have enough water for all of it!
141 6/7/2022 4:01 Rhonda Coombes
142 6/7/2022 4:08 Patty Hayes
143 6/7/2022 4:18 Sabrina Barajas

144 6/7/2022 4:19 Robert Texter

There are plenty of projects throughout the state I think one area without them would not
hurt the state at all and I think because of the watershed and the needs of the people that
are there already the projects should be banned

145 6/7/2022 4:22 Anita La Fargo
146 6/7/2022 4:23 Jamie Raye

147 6/7/2022 4:24 Malisa Yee

Please ban commercial cannabis in Santa Barbara's Nojoqui Falls Corridor. Our family is
concerned about the risk to the watershed and the environmental impact of having such a
business in an ecologically sensitive area. Please do not approve the development of these
large cannabis projects!

148 6/7/2022 4:31 Courtnie Clegg
149 6/7/2022 4:35 Jaelynne Lay
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150 6/7/2022 4:36 Gale Feldman

Most of CA is in the midst of a major drought. We have all been asked to cut our water
usage significantly. To take resident efforts at conservation and offset that with large scale
cannabis farming is ludacris. Cannabis farming requires a LOT of water either from stream
diversion or wells.  Well use by cannabis farms may contribute to long-term stream flow
depletion. The current understanding of the interplay between well location, depth, and
underlying geology on stream impacts is still in its infancy.  Furthering understanding is not
something that should be risked in the midst of historic drought.  While some might argue
that cannabis has minor medicinal benefit, it offers nothing that is crucial to survival -
unlike farms that produce food.  Please vote against allowing commercial cannabis farming
in the Nojoqui Falls Corridor. (Personally I think the farms should be banned in all of
California. Other states that aren't in the midst of drought are far better situated for
optimal growing.)

151 6/7/2022 4:41 Joan Schumacher Ban cannibis!
152 6/7/2022 4:46 Laura Putnam
153 6/7/2022 4:48 Joe Howell

154 6/7/2022 4:48 Tammy Gerenser
Just say NO.  Enough is enough.  Don't waste precious water on cannibis and don't ruin the
beautiful valley. 2

155 6/7/2022 4:50 Christina Teich 2
156 6/7/2022 4:58 Carole MacKenzie

157 6/7/2022 5:03 Mona Harnish
I am not against Cannabis, I make brownies with the leaves- but the farms do not need to
be everywhere.   One reason is the smell, another the water. -2

158 6/7/2022 5:20 Alexa Fitch

159 6/7/2022 5:59 Christopher Flacke

The points made in the petition about the unique qualities of the Nojoqui Falls corridor and
its absolute unsuitability for water-intensive cultivation of cannabis (or any other crop)
seems well-founded to me.

160 6/7/2022 6:06 Anne Thomas
161 6/7/2022 7:24 Tom
162 6/7/2022 7:34 Carole Fong
163 6/7/2022 7:43 Edna Lacuesta

164 6/7/2022 8:11 David Fong

Please ban industrial cannablis in the Nojoqui Falls Corridor! It will negatively affect the
area in so many way--water use in an already stressed supply, odor of the plants, increased
traffic, and the ruination of traditional farming. 0

165 6/7/2022 8:28 Taylor Demarest
166 6/7/2022 12:38 victoria magnanimo
167 6/7/2022 13:32 Stephanie M Foster 93455
168 6/7/2022 13:35 Benjamin Curaza I AGREE with this PETITION. 2
169 6/7/2022 13:39 Lisa Barrios
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170 6/7/2022 13:42 Douglas Cummings
The drought means no cannabis farms.  There isn't going to be more water in the future
there will be less.

171 6/7/2022 14:02 Eric eacker
172 6/7/2022 14:02 Sylvia Castellanos 91342

173 6/7/2022 14:18 Deidre King
The changing climate and importance of water is reason alone to keep cannabis farms out
of this area.

174 6/7/2022 14:19 Andrew Yee

The value of farms like the u-pick blueberry site to families like mine is of greater value
than a cannabis farm. Plus the value to the local community for preserving the ecosystem is
far greater. I oppose the development of cannabis farming in that region.

175 6/7/2022 14:31 Scott Hampton
176 6/7/2022 15:05 Malinda Putnam Keep area pristine. 3
177 6/7/2022 15:06 Scott Putnam Keep area pristine. 3
178 6/7/2022 15:14 Virginia Nixon Ban large canibis farms near Noji Falls 93111
179 6/7/2022 15:45 T Kelley No weed in the valley! 3
180 6/7/2022 15:45 Kori Wadsworth
181 6/7/2022 16:24 Kristine  Brouillet 93427

182 6/7/2022 16:44 Hilary N Steves
I use CBD products and am not opposed to marijuana. But our valley has plenty growing
farms already, and I don't think we need more in this particular area. 93436

183 6/7/2022 17:06 Christine Hammer

No longer live in CA, but when we lived in Nipomo, we loved to go down to Blueberry fields
and get the wonderful berries.  The area is so breathtaking beautiful, why do we have to
spoil it with this type of farming.

184 6/7/2022 17:34 Jessica Carpenter
185 6/7/2022 17:53 Sue Scaduto No more cannabis farms in SB. 2
186 6/7/2022 18:47 Olga Requenez
187 6/7/2022 19:06 John Thompson
188 6/7/2022 19:16 Michael J Gerenser 2
189 6/7/2022 20:03 David Cassidy

190 6/7/2022 20:14 Debbie Foster
I studied California Water in college you CANNOT afford to use water anymore for frivolous
projects, like another cannabis farm. SAVE BLUEBERRIES!

191 6/7/2022 20:56 Sara McInerney
192 6/7/2022 21:19 Laura 92084
193 6/7/2022 21:50 D Yamamoto
194 6/7/2022 22:04 Denise Dee Williams There are ENOUGH cannabis farms already!
195 6/7/2022 22:19 Michelle Neal
196 6/7/2022 22:30 Terry Holland 2
197 6/8/2022 0:04 Susanne Hammel-Sawyer Please protect this most beautiful part of the county from cannabis farms! -2
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198 6/8/2022 0:44 MARIA SOCORRO A DREES
Sooooo against growing cannabis at a huge commercial scale in Santa Barbara's beautiful
Nojoqui Falls Corridor!

199 6/8/2022 1:16 Martha Santana
200 6/8/2022 2:16 RL Fletcher Terrible location.  Needs too much water!!!

201 6/8/2022 2:18 Shirl Fletcher
Cannabis should not be grown in this area.  Pesticides are bad for all things currently living
here and furthermore, there is not enough water.  Thank you.

202 6/8/2022 4:43 Lucas Natalini
203 6/8/2022 7:18 Liz Muench
204 6/8/2022 15:00 Christina Dalmas
205 6/8/2022 15:31 Kathy Neely Conserving water should be a priority. 8
206 6/8/2022 16:15 Kelly Streeton 2
207 6/8/2022 16:53 S Silva

208 6/8/2022 19:02 Rosanna Montes-Figueroa

There are plenty of Cannabis farms in California stop squeezing out much needed food
supply for Californians and United States im sick and tired of getting products from Mexico,
China because we keep pushing out small business  especially for pot farms , our farms
don't get enough water to water their crops and it seams cannabis farms is having no
problem getting water and a lot of time they are stealing it politicians  have their priority's
sucked up

209 6/8/2022 22:10 Becky
210 6/9/2022 1:31 Joan Barnett 24

211 6/9/2022 5:03 Louise Webb

This is NOT the place to expand cannabis growing.  It uses too much water and will harm
the farms in the area that grow food.  Good healthful food is much more important than
cannabis.  Please think of our health, the health of our planet and the farms that are
already in that area.  Please BAN CANNABIS growing in this area.

212 6/9/2022 5:06 Elizabeth Teare Preserving water resources is vital... 2
213 6/9/2022 14:06 Alexis Donkin
214 6/9/2022 14:33 Darlene Krohn 37
215 6/9/2022 16:57 Kathleen A Hunt 2
216 6/10/2022 1:05 Joan Schneider
217 6/10/2022 17:12 JOSEPH CHESTER
218 6/10/2022 20:46 Laurie McGill
219 6/11/2022 19:22 Sharon Robinson
220 6/12/2022 17:19 Karin Baty 3
221 6/12/2022 23:32 Ashley Mahoney
222 6/12/2022 23:52 Cynthia Diane Guggia 24
223 6/13/2022 0:38 Lana
224 6/13/2022 0:43 Chad Enos 5
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225 6/13/2022 0:45 Sarah Enos 5
226 6/13/2022 2:57 Ami P
227 6/13/2022 5:21 Judy l Paulson NO TO POT 5
228 6/13/2022 5:22 Ronald Walter Dewey No on Pot 5
229 6/13/2022 16:19 Natalie Mahoney 4

230 6/13/2022 16:37 LAURA E  PASSMORE SUPPORT LOCAL GROWERS FOR FOOD FOR ALL!   NOT MIND ALTERING DRUGS FOR A FEW. 4
231 6/13/2022 18:52 Heather Jones There are plenty of other places to grow. Please don't allow it here.

232 6/14/2022 6:28 Fong Trinh
I love Santa Barbara Blueberries! Would hate to be smelling cannabis during berry season
which 0

233 6/14/2022 13:19 Lisa ONeil Thereâ€™s already enough marijuana farms
234 6/14/2022 13:56 John Schumacher 0
235 6/14/2022 22:39 Sophia Wolczko
236 6/16/2022 20:36 Melinda Wirthlin
237 6/20/2022 20:28 Shari Phelps 93460

238 6/23/2022 13:13 Ramon Cloud

We are in an obvious and severe drought cycle. That alone should be enough to not expand
use of the watershed. Oppose approval of any new grows of any type in Nojoqui Region.
Ray & Debi Cloud Santa Maria CA

239 6/25/2022 15:25 Mendy Dearborn

240 6/25/2022 16:35 Suzie Clary
Grow agave and mesquite farms for farm animal feed instead. It's designed for low water
use. 24

241 6/25/2022 16:49 Patricia Gonzalez 1

242 6/26/2022 2:01 Denise Lesmeister

Do NOT ruin our beautiful areas.  This area cannot sustain a big grow like these and the
quality of life will be affected for so many in the area, and the smell will be overpowering.
While I don't oppose growing or using cannabis, this is not the area for it. 18

243 6/26/2022 23:04 Susan Maroney
244 6/28/2022 20:18 Beryl Ann DeCoste
245 6/30/2022 19:17 Nick Busch 3

246 7/12/2022 20:29 Carol Hatley
We own a small vineyard on Santa Rosa Road in Buellton. The hoop houses are a blight on
the landscape and the stench from the cannabis is overwhelming.

247 7/18/2022 19:43 Debby Jones
248 7/22/2022 14:12 Diane Nunes
249 7/30/2022 3:40 Nate Irwin
250 7/30/2022 3:53 Debra Keys-Thomas Stop this project.  And all projects like it 2
251 7/30/2022 6:03 Karla Mora
252 7/31/2022 4:25 michael schmitt
253 8/1/2022 1:21 Lynn luft
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254 8/1/2022 1:47 Michael Irwin
255 8/1/2022 3:28 Rashelle E Wedgwood
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Vosburg, Alia

From: Boland-Brien, Samuel@Waterboards <Samuel.Boland-
Brien@waterboards.ca.gov>

Sent: Thursday, April 7, 2022 9:47 AM
To: Dargel, Joseph
Cc: Vosburg, Alia; Dutton, Philip@Waterboards
Subject: RE: SB County and State Water Board Discussion

Caution: This email originated from a source outside of the County of Santa Barbara. Do not 
click links or open attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Joe, 
 
That is an accurate and well-put summary of our discussion.  I would add that our online database includes Statements 
of Diversion and Use, which are claims filed by water users.  Those claims have not been affirmed by the State Water 
Board as surface water diversions.  So, I would limit your second paragraph to water right permits, licenses, or 
registrations identified in our online database.  
 
Also copied on this email is Philip Dutton, who oversees the Division of Water Rights’ Registration Program.   
 
Sam 
 

From: Dargel, Joseph <jdargel@countyofsb.org>  
Sent: Thursday, April 7, 2022 9:38 AM 
To: Boland-Brien, Samuel@Waterboards <Samuel.Boland-Brien@waterboards.ca.gov> 
Cc: Vosburg, Alia <avosburg@countyofsb.org> 
Subject: RE: SB County and State Water Board Discussion 
 

EXTERNAL:  
 
Hi Samuel, 
 
I’m following up our meeting from last month and wanted to thank you for taking the time to chat with us. As discussed, 
we understand that SWRCB Water Rights Division does not wish to review all cannabis applications submitted to the 
County of Santa Barbara. We also understand from that discussion, that when a cannabis applicant utilizes a water well 
as a water source, the State presumes that the water is percolating groundwater, unless a specific determination has 
been previously made by the SWRCB’s Board or a court.  
 
We also discussed that there is no formal determination from the Water Board, or a court, regarding the Santa Ynez 
River, and therefore, wells nearby the River can be presumed to be using groundwater unless specifically identified on 
the Water Board’s online database as a surface water diverter. 
 
Could you please confirm that I’ve summarized this accurately? Thanks again – hope all is well with you. 
 
Joe 
 

Attachment B
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Joseph Dargel, PG 
Supervising Planner 
Planning & Development  
123 E. Anapamu St. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
805-568-3573 
jdargel@countyofsb.org 
http://www.countyofsb.org/plndev/home.sbc 

 
 
-----Original Appointment----- 
From: Dargel, Joseph  
Sent: Tuesday, March 8, 2022 10:10 AM 
To: Dargel, Joseph; Stork, Natalie@Waterboards; Boland-Brien, Samuel@Waterboards; Leyva, Petra; Lehr, Kathryn; 
Seawards, Travis 
Cc: Hackett, Caroline@Waterboards 
Subject: SB County and State Water Board Discussion 
When: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 3:30 PM-4:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________  

Microsoft Teams meeting  

Join on your computer or mobile app  
Click here to join the meeting  

Or call in (audio only)  
+1 805-724-0311,,129767326#   United States, Santa Barbara  
Phone Conference ID: 129 767 326#  
Find a local number | Reset PIN  

Learn More | Meeting options  

________________________________________________________________________________  
 


