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Cruz, Patrick

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica,

Donna and Bob Jordan [bdjordan@cox.net]

Sunday, August 06, 2017 10:56 AM

Metzger, Jessica

Cannabis Land Use Ordinance and Licensing Program

My wife and I live in the City of Carpinteria. This morning we woke up and smelled something foul in the air. It
approximated the odor made by a skunk, but I've smelled enough of that odor to judge that it wasn’t. The morning air
was very still so there was little movement and the odor persisted.

I’'m not opposed to cannabis as a crop, but | will become opposed unless effective steps can be taken to eliminate the
odor problem. Why should a small population of people be permitted to foul the air breathed by all of us?

The greenhouse industry has gone high tech so they should be able to address this problem by employing hepa-filters to
scrub exhaust air and perhaps processing their products in climate controlled clean rooms where odors can be
removed. I’'m not against them making a buck, but I'll draw the line when it creates a stink.

Bob Jordan

1360 La Mesa Plaza
Carpinteria, CA 93013

684-0414
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Metzger, Jessica

From: Bonnie Freeman [bonniegoleta@cox.net]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2017 3:34 PM

To: Villalobos, David

Cc: Metzger, Jessica

Subject: Comments re MAUCRSA

Dear County and Montecito Planning Commissioners,

As a concerned community member and EGVPAC on the EGV Community Plan, I would like to say
that i have many concerns re the proposed Cannabis Land Use Ordinance that I've finally had
the opportunity to go through. While I appreciate the work gone into this project I have so
many questions and concerns that I fear the average person will also find confusing if more
public meetings are not planned (than what I see is already proposed) and since my computer
crashed I cannot go into details on my cell just now.

But main areas of concern are some allowed uses in AG-1 properties, shopping centers, nearby
schools, parks, public facilities, and many environmental impacts with noise, energy,
lighting, etc for the EIR that need to be defined further and/or explained in small group
meetings at times working community members could attend. This is a huge project and getting
this short notice is problematic. Please do not leave this to just the upcoming PC or
Montecito land use committees for explanation, it requires much more comprehension, and
scrutiny.

Thank you for your consideration,

Bonnie Freeman

415 W Quinto St, SB 93105

805/683-1878

Sent from my iPhone
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Cruz, Patrick

From: Bonnie Muench [bonniemuenchart@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 8:01 AM

To: Cannabis Info

Subject: opposition permits to grow marijuana in neighborhoods

Attention: Jessica Metzger

Project Manager

SB County Planning Commission
Dear Jessica Metzger,

Our Sungate Ranch Community has been notified, regarding the proposed permitting of growing
marijuana in our

surrounding neighborhoods. Besides Sungate Ranch, I would like to list all of the schools ,
etc., which can be located on

a large map, to best clarify effected areas to the commission. Please include: San Marcos
High School, Hollister Elementary

School, E1 Camino Elementary School, Girls Inc, Salvation Army pre-school and after school
care, Montessori future school

site, and The Episcopal Church. Our community of Sungate Ranch and some of the schools would
share property lines

with pot-crops, if permitted. We propose the commission help us take care of our
neighborhoods with all due respect to the

future generations of children in our Santa Barbara and Goleta environment. San Marcos
Growers, Lane Farms and The

Orchard are just fine growing non polluting crops.
We are well aware, as you are, of all the negative forces the drug industry poses to our
neighborhoods. No one wants pollution

of water and traffic or the criminal elements to further burden our police and hospitals. Our
home values will plummet along

with the building of high fences, looking more like an industrial zone than a community. YES,
not in my back yard. SB County

is a large area to seek out growing cannabis.. not within an established community. The
increase in tax revenue is just not

worth pollution of our homes, just as the decision was made not to pollute our ocean for gas
and oil. Solutions between growers

of this recreational drug and the county need to be made in outback locations. Please do not
succumb to the tax dollars proposed
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by the mega marijuana growers industry. Be creative.. there is a better way!

Thank you for your attention,

Bonnie Muench
Sungate Ranch
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Metzger, Jessica

From: Bonnie Muench [bonniemuenchart@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 5:24 PM

To: Cannabis Info

Subject: No on cannabis permits along the Hollister Corridor
Attn: Jessica Metzger

Senior Planner

Long Range Planning
County of Santa Barbara
123 East Anapumu St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Jessica Metzger,

Please help to see that the committee of “2” .. holding secret and private meetings.. will be
stopped.

It’s time to share information and ideas with the public (the people they work for). The
plans being discussed

need to be public. The Hollister Corridor is in our county too.. with communities, schools,
organizations,

homes and businesses. For all concerned, time is overdue and now ideas on pot growing permits
are

up for public input and review.
I encourage all of us, as citizens living and working in this most beautiful place, to do
what we can to protect our

environment for the future of our children.. just as we rallied to Save the Ocean. Are not
the futures of our

children and grandchildren most important and not to be compromised for dollars and
questionable revenue?

The news today informs us regarding the illegal influx of opioids on the market and certainly
to affect prices

of man made pain (?) drugs. Why gamble investments by degrading communities on pot growers
when there are

so many other solutions. Please do not overburden our police and hospital resources with the
permitting of growing

cannabis in our midst.
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Thank you for your time,

Bonnie Muench
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From: Bruce Watkins <bwileywatkins@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 28, 2017 7:20 AM

To: Metzger, Jessica

Subject: Reports from Bruce Watkins; email 1 of 3
Attachments: Geology and Aquifer Analysis Tepusquet Canyon.pdf
Jessica,

It was a pleasure meeting you last night, and thank you for providing me the proper email address to share this
information with you. I had previously submitted this information to the email address
“cannabisinfo@countyofsb.org”; and was surprised I had not received any acknowledgements.

I am sending you three emails this morning; this first one is the report on the local geology and subsurface aquifers
of upper Tepusquet Canyon where our land is held. Another is in response to Tepusquet resident concerns
expressed at the June 30 public hearing. The third is a presentation I had provided at an in-person meeting with
Supervisor Lavagnino that I had with him on June 23. Due to the file sizes of these attachments, I'm sending this
information as three separate emails.

I hope you will see from these that we are earnest in being strong, supportive members of the community. Please
do not hesitate to contact me with questions, or let me know how I might assist the County now and in the future.
With best regards,

Bruce Watkins
bwileywatkins@gmail.com

(m) 858.336.4324

www linkedin.com/in/bwileywatkins
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From: Bruce Watkins <bwileywatkins@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 28, 2017 7:24 AM

To: Metzger, Jessica

Subject: Reports from Bruce Watkins; email 2 of 3
Attachments: 070717 Tepusquet Neighbor Concerns.pdf
Jessica,

In follow up to the email I just sent you, please find attached the second of three reports I had previously
submitted to the email address “cannabisinfo@countyofsb.org”.

The first email I just sent is the report on the local geology and subsurface aquifers of upper Tepusquet Canyon
where our land is held. This report is in response to Tepusquet resident concerns expressed at the June 30 public
hearing. The third and final email I will send you is a presentation I had provided at an in-person meeting with
Supervisor Lavagnino that I had with him on June 23.

Again, due to the file sizes of these attachments, I'm sending this information as three separate emails. Thank you
again for your consideration.

Bruce Watkins

bwileywatkins@gmail.com
(m) 858.336.4324
www linkedin.com/in/bwileywatkins



From: Bruce Watkins <bwileywatkins@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, July 28, 2017 7:31 AM

To: Metzger, Jessica

Subject: Reports from Bruce Watkins; email 3 of 3
Attachments: 062317 Intro Steve Lavagnino.pdf
Jessica,

In follow up to the two emails I just sent you, please find attached the final of three reports I had previously
submitted.

This third and final email is a presentation I had provided at an in-person meeting with Supervisor Lavagnino that
I had with him on June 23.

When you get a moment, please confirm with me that you received all three emails with their attachments from
me so I'm not guessing whether these were received again.. :)

Thanks again for your consideration, and please do not hesitate to contact me if I may answer questions or be of
further assistance.

Bruce Watkins
bwileywatkins@gmail.com

(m) 858.336.4324

www linkedin.com/in/bwileywatkins



Sub-Surface Geology and Aquifer Analysis
Upper Tepusquet Canyon

SUB-SURFACE GEOLOGY AND ACQUIFER ANALYSIS
OF UPPER TEPUSQUET CANYON

Synopsis:

There is little scientific evidence to suggest cannabis cultivation in the higher altitudes of Tepusquet

Canyon can meaningfully influence the water levels of Tepusquet creek or subterranean wells to the
lower altitudes further south;

However

There is a strong body of scientific data to suggest deep wells into potential aquifers in the higher
altitudes of Tepusquet are physically separated from Tepusquet Creek and the lower altitudes by the
subterranean geology of the area. From this body of existing scientific data, it can be understood that the
use of deep subterranean water wells for cannabis cultivation within California state cannabis
regulations will not negatively impact water availability for Tepusquet residents.

Based on all of this scientific data, we applied for and drilled a permitted water well 500’ into the bottom
of the aquifer represented in attachment D (syncline A2), such that we tapped a clearly-identified, ten-
year supply of water assuming no future rains over the next ten years - but that will predictably remain
self-sustaining now and in the future assuming average annual rainfalls - and that is geologically isolated
so it cannot flow north or south to impact water levels of Tepusquet Creek or other Tepusquet residents.

PREPARED FOR:

Ad Hoc Subcommittee Regarding Cannabis Operations

in Unincorporated Santa Barbara County

By:

Bruce Watkins
Ph: 858.336.4324
Email: bwileywatkins@me.com

July 2017
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Sub-Surface Geology and Aquifer Analysis
Upper Tepusquet Canyon

A. Report Summary:

Some residents of Tepusquet Canyon have expressed concern that deep wells drilled into properties
located at the higher altitudes of Northern Tepusquet Canyon can deplete the waters of Tepusquet Creek,
and water availability for residents along Tepusquet Road further to the south and at lower altitudes.
While this may seem intuitive, the overwhelming body of scientific evidence and studies that have been
performed in the area does not support this.

More specifically, this report and the attachments provided herewith overwhelmingly support that wells
drilled into deep subterranean aquifers at the higher altitudes of northern Tepusquet cannot
substantively impact the surface-level water of Tepusquet Creek, or any subterranean aquifers of
residents at lower altitudes to the South. The waters of Tepusquet Creek are subject to depletion through
evaporation and runoff to lower southern altitudes; not subterranean aquifer drilling. Where it relates to
subterranean aquifers of residents further south, the documented geology of the region clearly shows
potential aquifers at higher altitudes to the North are physically separated from potential aquifers at
lower altitudes to the South by the documented geology of the area.

Over 2500 pages of research published between April 2015 and 1951 that specifically mention
Tepusquet Canyon and Tepusquet Creek, were located and reviewed in the preparation of this report.
Specific page numbers referencing Tepusquet are documented, and the publication name, publish dates,
and authors are provided as Attachment A. Notably, although several deal with water flows, hydrology,
sensitive species, precipitation and the geology of the Tepusquet area, there is no published science to
support the assertion that drilling into northern Tepusquet aquifers effects the waters of Tepusquet
Creek or aquifer levels further south on Tepusquet.

Conversely, a substantial body of scientific research exists from the US Geological Survey and nearby
geologists that clearly show any potential subterranean aquifers run in a Northwest to Southeast
direction that cross perpendicular to, not coincident with, the “North-South” surface topology of
Tepusquet Creek. Moreover, at subterranean depths much below 20’ where evaporation no longer occurs
it is not possible for these potential northern aquifers to re-supply Tepusquet creek at lower southern
altitudes. The primary targeted aquifers exist at depths 200’ to 500’ below the surface, or deeper. A
roughly parallel series of synclines and anticlines serves as a series of multiple physical geological
barriers arranged from north to south that keeps aquifers at higher altitudes in the north from
connecting water flow to potential aquifers at lower altitudes to the south along Tepusquet.

)

Finally, an analysis of one potential aquifer in the northern high altitudes of Tepusquet is paired with the
water requirements of one intended cannabis cultivation submitted to the Santa Barbara County
cannabis registry. This analysis supports that the geologically isolated aquifer can potentially support
planned cultivation operations for ten years without replenishment by annual rainwater. There is little
scientific evidence to suggest cannabis cultivation in the area can be a significant influence on the water
levels of Tepusquet creek or subterranean water for Tepusquet residents.

REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK
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Sub-Surface Geology and Aquifer Analysis
Upper Tepusquet Canyon

B. Review of Attachments:

Attachment A: Existing Published Research on Tepusquet Creek and Canyon:

Over 2500 pages of published data in nine separate publications published between April 2015 and 1951,
and that specifically mention Tepusquet Canyon and Tepusquet Creek, have been located and reviewed.
Specific page numbers referencing Tepusquet are documented, and the publication name, published
dates, and authors are provided. Notably, although several deal with water flows, hydrology, sensitive
species, precipitation and the geology of the Tepusquet area, not one analysis of the underlying geology of
Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship to below-ground aquifer flow is discussed.

Attachment B: Geologic Map of Tepusquet Canyon and Manzanita Mtn. Quadrangles, California
Attachment B presents a detailed map by the US Geological Survey for Tepusquet Canyon, published
1964. On this map, Tepusquet Road is highlighted in yellow. The vicinity highlighted in orange is the
highest elevation on Tepusquet Road. Tepusquet Creek flows downhill, in a North-to-South direction,
alongside Tepusquet road from highest elevation to lowest elevation towards Sisquoc. The lines
highlighted in pink show major fault, syncline and anticline formations. It can be seen that the pattern of
faults, synclines and anticlines crosses Tepusquet road in a Northwest-to-Southeast direction.

Subterranean aquifers will follow the pattern of faults, synclines and anticlines. These have no
correlation to the north-south surface level topography along which Tepusquet Creek flows. As can be
easily seen, this implies that the availability of surface water in Tepusquet Creek has little correlation to
potential subterranean aquifer flows along the faults and synclines beneath Tepusquet Creek. This is
further reinforced by the geology presented in the following Attachments C and D.

Attachment C: Map of Synclines and Anticlines in Upper Tepusquet Relative to Tepusquet Creek
Attachment C is a Geological Foundation Map of the Tepusquet Canyon Quadrangle prepared by T.W.
Dibblee Jr., published in 1994 for the US Geological Survey. It maps the pattern and slope of subterranean
geological formations, synclines and anticlines in the area. Where bounded below by a geological
formation through which water cannot permeate, a syncline will represent the deepest level of water in
aquifer-bearing formations (much like the bottom of a “water trough”). An anticline can represent the
highest level across which water cannot flow in the aquifer-bearing layer (much like a “ridge”); unless
water levels are so high that water essentially “spills over” the anticline ridge. A geologic cross-section of
such syncline trough and anticline ridges can be viewed in Attachment D as well.

In Attachment C, the orange highlighted lines show subterranean syncline troughs where aquifer waters
will pool and collect, and the pink highlighted lines show subterranean anticline ridges that form physical
geological barriers to water flow. The yellow line highlights Tepusquet Creek on the surface. “A”
represents the beginning of a syncline that slopes generally in a subterranean Northwest direction from
“A”. “B” represents the beginning of another syncline to the south that slopes generally in a subterranean
Southeast direction from “B”. “C”, “D”, and “F” represent subterranean anticlines across which any
subterranean aquifers found in “A” and “B” cannot generally flow in a North-South direction except in
high-water conditions where the syncline aquifers might overflow. The anticlines are 200’ to 500’ above
the synclines, meaning the aquifers can be 200’ to 500’ deep before waters can spill over the anticline
ridges. “E” represents the northern end of Tepusquet creek during times of the year when it flows to the
south along the surface. What this map shows is that water cannot flow from subterranean synclines in a
southward direction to re-supply Tepusquet creek on the surface at depths above the anticlines (which, in
essence, can form a dam to block such water flows through the subterranean geology).

The straight dotted-lines highlighted in Blue represent parcel boundaries for which cannabis cultivation
registry submissions notifying the County of future intent to cultivate have been submitted. It can be
seen from this that appropriately located deep subterranean wells can be located to tap synclines for
cultivation water without impacting the surface-level flows of Tepusquet Creek.
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Sub-Surface Geology and Aquifer Analysis
Upper Tepusquet Canyon

Attachment D: Map of Subterranean Topology in Upper Tepusquet

Attachment D shows a vertical cross section of the depths at which the TM, TML, TMSS and KCSS lie
relative to one another at subterranean depths, and is prepared by Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc., of
nearby San Luis Obispo, published in October, 2012.

What these show is that the “good aquifer” TM geology formation sits above the “impermeable” TML
layer to a depth of approximately 200’ to 500’ below the surface. The impermeable TML formation is
approximately 500’ thick, before another “good aquifer candidate” layer of TMSS formation is reached.

The TMSS layer is approximately 200’ thick, below which another impermeable layer exists in the KCSS
formation.

Al represents the lowest elevation topography above the TM formation. A2 represents the syncline of
the TM layer and corresponds to the “A” depicted on Attachment C. A3 represents the deeper syncline of
the TML formation. These synclines can act as “troughs” into which water collects into subterranean
aquifers. A4 represents the even deeper syncline of the TMSS formation. “F” represents the anticline of
the TML formation depicted on Attachment C, also as “F”, and serves as a “ridge barrier” to keep waters in
the aquifer/syncline collects from flowing in a north/south direction.

An accurate interpretation of this geology is that the TM layer is water-bearing, and sits above the TML
formation through which water cannot descend to deeper depths. As such, the A2 syncline represents
the deepest subterranean aquifer level (trough) for the TM formation; approximately 200’ to 500’ below
the surface. In addition, the TMSS formation represents another viable aquifer at its syncline, with access
to surface-level rainwater captured further to the Southwest where the TMSS formation reaches the
surface (where-after water can drain and collect downwards towards the syncline trough). As such, the A4
syncline represents the deepest subterranean level for the TMSS formation; approximately 1000’ below
the surface. This formation also sits atop another impermeable layer formed by the KCSS formation.

It can be seen that these deep synclines are bounded to the North and South by anticline formations
through which water captured by the synclines at A2 and A4 cannot pass. As such, it can be seen that

these formations cannot contribute meaningfully to the North-to-South flow of Tepusquet creek along the
surface.

Attachment E: Northern High Altitude Aquifer Lifetime Analysis

This analysis presents an estimate of the reservoir size for the potential aquifer contained within the TM
(Monterey Formation, Siliceous Shale) formation from Attachment D and the syncline represented as “A2”;
and also represented as the “A” syncline in Attachment C. The potential aquifer in this TM formation sits
above the impermeable TML formation. Also presented is an estimate of water usage associated with
planned future cannabis cultivation as submitted to the Santa Barbara County cannabis cultivation
registry. By comparing this potential reservoir aquifer water-bearing capacity with planned cultivation
water usage, and estimate of the lifetime of the potential aquifer assuming no new rainwater replenishes
the aquifer can be estimated. The table shows the lifetime of the reservoir aquifer - with no recharge
from rain and with the cannabis cultivation projected - can be somewhere over 10 years.
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Attachment A
Existing Published Research on Tepusquet Creek

Over 2500 pages of published data in nine separate publications published between April 2015 and 1951, and that specifically
deal with and mention Tepusquet Canyon and Tepusquet Creek, have been located and reviewed. Specific page numbers
referencing Tepusquet are documented, and the publication name, published dates, and authors are provided. Notably, although
several deal with water flows, hydrology, sensitive species, precipitation and the geology of the Tepusquet area, not one analysis
of the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship to below-ground aquifer flow is discussed.

1. Publication Name: 2014 Annual Report of Hydro-geologic Conditions, Water Requirements, Supplies and Disposition:

o  Published by: Santa Maria Valley Management Area

o Publish Date: April 2015

o  Author(s): Luhdorffand Scalmanini; Consulting Engineers and Certified Hydrogeologists

o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 23, 24, 94, 112, 123 (these are the .pdf document page numbers, not
the actual numbered pages in the 142 page report)
Synopsis:

(e]

Atno point in this 142 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship

to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the measurement of surface level water flows of

Tepusquet creek itself.

*  Discusses discharge of Tepusquet Creek and States Discharge of Tepusquet Creek hasn’t been measured
since the early 1980’s (page 23, 24)

*  Recommends reactivation of stream gauges (page 94, 112, 113, 123)

2. Publication Name: 2040 Santa Barbara County Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy, Final

Environmental Impact Report
o Published for: Santa Barbara County Association of Governments
o  Publish Date: July 2013
o Author(s): Rincon Consultants, Inc.

o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 174, 175 (these are the .pdf document page numbers, not the actual
numbered pages in the 634 page report)
Synopsis:

*  Atno pointin this 634 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship
to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only state and federally listed species considered to have
potential to occur within Santa Barbara County and the vicinity of 2040 RTP-SCS construction projects.

* More specifically; on page 175, Table 4.3-1: Sensitive Communities and Critical Habitats Documented
within Santa Barbara County does not list Tepusquet as a community considered “Sensitive” by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

o

3.  Publication Name: Monitoring Program for the Santa Maria Valley Management Area

o  Published for: Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara and Twitchell Management Authority

o  Publish Date: October 2008, with revisions April 2011 and Aril 2013.

o Author(s): Luhdorffand Scalmanini; Consulting Engineers and Certified Hydrogeologists

o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 13, 14 and 24 (these are the .pdf document page numbers, not the

actual numbered pages in the 142 page report)
o Synopsis:
"  Atno pointin this 43 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship

to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the measurement of surface level water flows of
Tepusquet creek itself.

4. Publication Name: Biological Assessment for the Twitchell Dam Watercourse Project — APN 014-271-031 - Santa Maria, San
Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties, California

o  Published for: Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District

o  Publish Date: September 2008

o Author(s): Althouse and Meade, Inc., Biological and Environmental Services

o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Page 44. (this is the .pdf document page numbes, not the actual numbered
page in the 97 page report)

o

Synopsis:
*  Atno pointin this 97 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship

to below-ground aquifer flow discussed.

*  Deals only with the presence of the California (Silvery) Legless Lizard and notes that the closest reported

occurrence of this species is at the confluence of Tepusquet Creek and the Sisquoc River, located at the
very southern end of Tepusquet.

5. Publication Name: Waste Discharge / Recycled Water Requirements: Order No. R3-2005-0014
©  Published for: City of Guadalupe Wastewater Facility; Santa Barbara County
o  Publish Date: September 2005
o Author(s): Roger W. Briggs, Executive Officer and Robert A. Mulane; Planning Commission Secretary

Page 1 of 2



6.

7

8.

9.

Attachment A
Existing Published Research on Tepusquet Creek

o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 309, 325, 326, 391, 410, 411, 421 (these are the .pdf document page
numbers, not the actual numbered pages in the 434 page report)
o Synopsis:
*  Atno point in this 434 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship
to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the measurement of surface level water flows of
Tepusquet creek itself.

Publication Name: Sisquoc Steelhead Report Survey

o  Published by: Matt Stoecker and Jim Stoecker
Survey Publish Date: December 16,2002

Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 62-65
Synopsis:

* At no point in this document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship to
below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the surface level topography and water flows of
Tepusquet creek itself, and more specifically with the location of culverts and waterfalls that would
impede the upstream migratory patterns of Steelhead Trout.

[o 2 e e]

Publication Name: Development of a Numerical Ground-Water Flow Model and Assessment of Ground-Water Basin Yield:
Santa Maria Valley Ground-Water Basin
o  Published for: Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District
o Publish Date: March, 2000
o Author(s): Luhdorff and Scalmanini; Consulting Engineers and Certified Hydrogeologists
o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 48, 50, 264, 280, 281, 346, 365, 366, 376 (these are the .pdf
document page numbers, not the actual numbered pages in the 480 page report)
o  Synopsis:
*  Atno pointin this 480 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship
to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the measurement of surface level water flows of
Tepusquet creek itself.

Publication Name: Rainfall Analysis for Drainage Design, Volume II, Long-Duration Precipitation Frequency Data.
o Published for: California Department of Water Resources
o  Publish Date: October, 1976
o  Author(s): ]. D. Goodridge
o  Specific References to Tepusquet Creek: Pages 45 and 278 (these are the .pdf document page numbers, not the
actual numbered pages in the 412 page report)
o Synopsis:
*  Atno pointin this 412 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship
to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the measurement of rainfall near Tepusquet.

Publication Name: Geology and Ground-Water Resources of the Santa Maria Valley Area, California
o Published by: The United States Printing Office
o  Published Date: 1951
o Author: G.F. Worts, Jr.
o  Specific References to Tepusquet: Found on Pages 10, 27, 37, 48, 58, 59, 62, 68 and 71-74 (these are the .pdf
document page numbers, not the actual numbered pages in the 169 page book).
o  Synopsis:
L

At no pointin this 175 page document is the underlying geology of Tepusquet Canyon and its relationship
to below-ground aquifer flow discussed. Deals only with the surface level topography and water flows of
Tepusquet creek itself.

*  Addresses surface level topography feeding into Sisquoc Creek (page 28)

*  Addresses creek-bed rock-types, (page 48)

*  Addresses measured stream flow/discharge and location of stream flow gauging stations (page 58, 59, 62,
68,71-74)

Page 2 of 2
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Attachment E
Northern Tepusquet High Altitude Aquifer Lifetime Analysis

This analysis presents an estimate of the reservoir size for the potential aquifer contained within the TM
(Monterey Formation, Siliceous Shale) formation from Attachment D and the syncline represented as “A2”;
and also represented as the “A” syncline in Attachment C. The potential aquifer in this TM formation sits
above the impermeable TML formation. Also presented is an estimate of water usage associated with
planned future cannabis cultivation as submitted to the Santa Barbara County cannabis cultivation
registry. By comparing this potential reservoir aquifer water-bearing capacity with planned cultivation
water usage, and estimate of the lifetime of the potential aquifer assuming no new rainwater replenishes
the aquifer can be estimated.

It must be first shared and understood that this aquifer size and capacity is an estimate; the actual size
and capacity are not truly known. Key assumptions used include the accuracy of the geology survey
relative to what actually exists in the “real world”, which can vary. As such, the width, depth, and length
estimates can vary significantly - but as presented these are based on the apparent sizes of the potential
TM aquifer depicted in attachments C, D, and E. Another key assumption is the “porosity” of the TM
aquifer, where porosity is an estimate of how much space exists within the rock of the TM formation
where water can collect. Where porosity is described, as well, it is probably better not to visualize the
formation as a “sponge” where water can collect in a uniform fashion. Rather, aquifer waters are more
likely to collect in cracks, fissures and seams throughout the formation; and any well drilled into the
aquifer may involve a certain amount of luck to reach a water-bearing fissure within the aquifer zone,
versus potentially missing any nearby water bearing seam or fissure by only a few feet.

That said, when looking at the drawing of Attachment D, the TM formation sits atop the TML formation,
such that the TML formation can be thought of as “the bottom of a swimming pool”. Rainwater that falls
on the surface of the TM formation will drain downward through the formation until it reaches the
“bottom of the pool” at the TM/TML boundary layer, and drain downward towards the bottom of the
syncline represented at A2. When the “pool” fills enough such that the static water level (the height of the
water in the pool) exceeds the height of A1 (in Attachment D), it will flow downhill as a surface level
stream in A1l and/or C. Water cannot collect and rise above the anticlines represented at high points to
the south of “C” and to the north of “F” on Attachment D, and so this is a good depiction of why waters
potentially located in this aquifer cannot flow to the north or south in Tepusquet canyon.

Based on these assumptions, the table presented below and on the following page depicts the anticipated
lifetime of this reservoir based on water consumption from the planned cannabis cultivation, assuming
that no new rainwater falls on the surface of the TM formation shown in Attachments C,Dand E. The

table shows the lifetime of the reservoir aquifer - with no recharge from rain and with the cannabis
cultivation projected - can be somewhere over 10 years.

Reservoir Size Estimate:

Item Units Notes
Reservoir Width 1500 Feet
Feet (Assume water table begins below the lowest surface
Reservoir Depth 120 represented by A2 in Attachment D)
Reservoir Length 1500 Feet
Reservoir Size 270,000,000 Cubic Feet
Porosity 1.00% % H20 Capacity, remaining 99% is rock
Reservoir Water 2,700,000 Cubic Feet of Water
Cubic Feet to Gallons 7.48 Conversion Ratio for Water; Cubic feet into Gallons
Reservoir Gallons 20,196,000 Gallons Water
Water Consumption Per Type 2B License
Item Units Notes
Maximum Flowering Plants 1,500 Harvest-Ready Adults; entire canopy
Harvest Pounds per Plant 0.5 Dry Flower Weight

Page 1 of 2



Attachment E
Northern Tepusquet High Altitude Aquifer Lifetime Analysis

Gallons per pound dry flower 1.0 Per Day Peak Requirement, younger plants need less
Gallons per license per day 750 Peak daily water requirement assuming all plants at full size,
Drip Irrigation and Covered Pots

Maximum Water Consumption and Reservoir Lifetime (without rain replenishment)

Item Units Notes

Maximum Type 2B Licenses 7 For this reservoir / location; assuming licenses granted
Maximum Gallons per Day 5,250 Gallons to supply 7 licenses, peak daily requirement
Days to Reservoir Depletion 3,847 Assuming no reservoir recharge

Years to Reservoir Depletion 10.5 Assuming no reservoir recharge from annual rains

REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK
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August 10, 2017

Jessica Metzger, Office of Planning and Research
Santa Barbara County

123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
jmetzger@countyofsb.org

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the Cannabis Land Use Ordinance
and Licensing Program draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH N0.2017071016

Dear Ms. Metzger:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Cannabis Land Use Ordinance and Licensing Program for development of a draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) and draft
Cannabis Land Use (CLU) Ordinance collectively, the Project (Project).

The proposed Project would amend both Santa Barbara County and Montecito Land Use and
Development Code. The Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinances (Ordinance). The
ordinances amendments are specifically designated to regulate medicinal and non-medicinal
cannabis activities. The Project also involves other amendments to the county code to establish
a county licensing program for cannabis-related activities.

For California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) purposes, the proposed Project includes future
activities expected to be undertaken pursuant to the amended ordinances. Santa Barbara
County had previously approved medicinal Cannabis use beginning in 2003 and up until 2016
when the Medicinal Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MRCSA), was enacted. In response,
Santa Barbara County adopted ordinances banning both medicinal cannabis dispensaries and
medicinal cannabis cultivation, except in few unincorporated areas of the County where
cannabis-related activities were still allowed to operate.

Proposition 64 , Regulate and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act, “(also known as the Adult Use of
Marijuana Act, or AUMA)” (ESD, page 4) establishes a comprehensive regulatory protocol for
legalization of marijuana, its control, and specific regulation for cultivation, processing,
manufacturing, distribution, testing, sale, tax, and growth of the industry. The AUMA also
promulgates provisions for cultivation of industrial hemp. However, all these cannabis-related
activities require state licensing by January 1, 2018.

The Project area encompasses all Santa Barbara County, including the coastal zone,
approximately 1,779,619 acres. Excluded are land under the jurisdiction of incorporated cities,
the federal government (Los Padres National Forest and Vandenberg Air Force Base, and the
University of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB).

The draft CLU Ordinance, to be analyzed in the EIR, would allow types of cannabis activities by
zone district within unincorporated Santa Barbara County, as described below:

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/
mailto:jmetzger@countyofsb.org

Jessica Metzger, Office of Planning and Research
Santa Barbara County

August 10, 2017

Page 2 of 16

» Allow cultivation of cannabis in Agricultural | (AG-I), Agricultural Il (AG-Il), Industrial
Research Park (M-RP), Light Industry (M-1), and General Industry (M-2) zone districts;

+ Allow manufacturing of non-volatile extraction in Agricultural | (AG-I), Agricultural II
(AG-II), Limited Commercial (C-1), Retail Commercial (C-2), General Commercial (C
3), Community Mixed Use - Los Alamos (CM-LA), Service Commercial (SC), Mixed
Use (MU), Industrial Research Park (M-RP), Light Industry (M-1), and General Industry
(M-2) zone districts;

+ Allow manufacturing of volatile extraction in Agricultural Il (AG-Il), Light Industry (M 1),
and General Industry (M-2) zone districts;

+ Allow post-processing and packaging in Agricultural | (AG-I), Agricultural Il (AG-II),
Limited Commercial (C-1), Retail Commercial (C-2), General Commercial (C-3),
Community Mixed Use - Los Alamos (CM-LA), Service Commercial (SC), Mixed Use
(MU), Industrial Research Park (M-RP), Light Industry (M-1), and General Industry (M
2);

* Allow testing in General Commercial (C-3), Community Mixed Use - Los Alamos (CM
LA), Service Commercial (SC), Mixed Use (MU), Industrial Research Park (M RP),
Light Industry (M-1), General Industry (M-2), and Professional and Institutional (Pl);

* Allow commercial retail sales in Limited Commercial (C-1), Retail Commercial (C-2),
General Commercial (C-3), Service Commercial (SC), Mixed Use (MU), and Light
Industry (M-1) zone districts;

* Allow wholesale commercial sales in General Commercial (C-3), Industrial Research
Park (M-RP), Light Industry (M-1), and General Industry (M-2), and;

 Prohibit cannabis activities in all other zone districts including all Residential,
Mountainous Areas, Highway Commercial (CH), Resort/Visitor Serving Commercial (C
V), Coastal Dependent Industry (M-CD), Coastal Related Industry (M-CR), Public
Works Utilities and Private Service Facilities (PU), Recreation District (REC), Resource
Management (RES), and Transportation Corridor (TC) zone districts. (Environmental
Scoping Document, 2017)

The CDFW recognizes that the Lead Agency will need to analyze and determine if the Project,
once implemented, may result in potentially significant impacts to native vegetation (habitat),
biological resources, and special status plant and wildlife species. Project analysis should also
consider the Project’s impacts on a project-specific and cumulative effects basis.

The following comments and recommendations have been prepared pursuant to the
Department’s authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines section 15381 over
those aspects of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California
Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code § 2050 et seq.) and Fish and Game Code
section 1600 et seq., and pursuant to our authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over
natural resources affected by the Project (California Environmental Quality Act, [CEQA]
Guidelines § 15386) to assist the Lead Agency in avoiding or minimizing potential Project
impacts on biological resources.
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Specific Comments

In particular, CDFW has three primary concerns addressing marijuana cultivation: 1) Land
conversion, 2) Water supply, and 3) Pesticide use. This letter is to provide early guidance to
assist the Lead Agency and the Project biologists regarding our concerns and recommended
Project avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures to be included in the DEIR as
enforceable mitigation measures.

Monarch (Danaus plexippus plexippus) and La Purisima blue (Philotiella speciose purisima)
Butterfly

These locally rare butterflies occur in both cool riparian corridor systems and open spaces
grasslands of the Project area. Both species have a plant obligate relationship; and could be
harmed directly by either pesticide or herbicide applications. Pesticide and herbicide restrictions
should be closely restricted and closely monitored for CLU licensing permitting purposes. A
Project wide Integrated Pest Management Plan should be developed to ensure protection of the
Monarch and La Purisima blue butterfly, both of which are imperiled.

California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense)

The California tiger salamander is an endemic amphibian in Santa Barbara County and are
listed as federally and state endangered. Maintaining critical habitat and migration corridors
should be paramount in developing CLU locations for Project(s) in unincorporated Santa
Barbara County, as very few intact breeding ponds and upland hibernation habitat and
movement corridors remain for this critically imperiled species.

Red-legged frog (Rana draytonii)

Red-legged frog is listed as federally threatened and is protected by federal and California
Species of Special Concern. The main cause of the population decline is habitat loss and
destruction, but introduced predatory species, such as American bullfrogs, are also a factor.
Remnant populations of this species occur throughout the Project area and should be given
special protection under the new ordinance when they are considered.

Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard (Gambelia sila)

Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard is known to occupy habitat within the Project area, which includes
core habitat areas important for the species’ continued existence. Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard
is fully protected, therefore, CDFW cannot authorize take of the species and full avoidance is
required. BNLL protocol surveys are recommended if ground or vegetation disturbing activities
will lead to habitat removal and if maintenance or other activities are to occur in suitable habitat.
Suitable BNLL habitat includes all areas of grassland and shrub habitat in the San Joaquin
Valley and the northern tip of Santa Barbara County that contains required habitat elements,
such as small mammal burrows. BNLL are also known to utilize open space patches between
suitable habitats including disturbed sites and unpaved access roadways.

To observe avoidance of BNLL, focused surveys following the 2004 survey methodology titled
“Approved Survey Methodology for the Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard”, which was developed by
CDFW, is recommended. These surveys, the parameters of which were designed to optimize
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Jessica Metzger, Office of Planning and Research
Santa Barbara County

August 10, 2017
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ec: Ms. Christine Found-Jackson, CDFW, Newbury Park
Ms. Jamie Jackson, CDFW, Oxnard
Ms. Sarah Rains, CDFW, Newbury Park
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
Roger Root, USFWS, roger_root@fws.gov
Valerie Carrillo-Zara, RWQB, valerie.carrillozarra@waterboards.ca.gov
Jacqueline Phelps, CCC, jacqueline.phelps@coastal.ca.gov
Aaron O. Allen, Ph.D., USACE, splregventura@usace.army.mil
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located and immediate adjacent residential areas to mitigate increase in crime? While the
elevated risk of crime isn’t an impact under CEQA, it is a great concern to neighbors and
residents located near cannabis retail outlets to their quality of life.

Public Utilities: Scoping document lists increased waste from cannabis cultivation, but
I believe the waste issue is broader than that. Some cannabis waste may be hazardous and
needs to be handled differently than waste that isn’t. What are impacts and evaluate
capabilities of local facilities/vendors in handling increased and hazardous waste.

Buffers as mitigation: California has established a minimum of 6001t buffer for K-12
schools and day care facilities. EIR must examine if this is sufficient distance to mitigate
the impacts from various aspects of cultivation and dispensaries in the commercial and
residential neighborhoods. Also to be included in any 6001t or greater buffers are other
youth oriented centers where youth congregate on a regular basis. Permanent facilities
like the Boys and Girls Club, Girls, Inc., Ben Page Youth Center, all on Hollister as well
as for tenants in commercial/retail buildings which cater to youth, like the Indoor
Trampoline Club in the Turnpike Shopping Center, and the SB Gymnastics Club at 4179
State Street. Also buffers should occur for libraries and, public transit stops where youth
take the bus..

See below for links/reference material from Aesthetics/Visual Resource Section and Land
Use Planning

There are three scenic highways in Santa Barbara County, all important visual resources.

e Highway 101 along the Gaviota coast, from the western boundary of the City of
Goleta, north to the intersection of Highway and State Route 1 at Las Cruces.

e State Highway 1 from its intersection with Highway 101 at Las Cruces, north to the
southerly city limits of Lompoc.

e The entire length of Highway 154.

For your consideration is the initial Board Letter regarding the scenic highway
designation for the Gaviota Coast

https://santabarbara.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?1D=2847879&GUID=502721C
A-BC4A-4F00-A023-CF3F3B035456

The final application packet for the Gaviota Coast Scenic Highway Designation
application to Caltrans is located here:

http://longrange.sbcountyplanning.org/programs/gaviotascenichighway/Santa%20Barbar
a%20Co_%?20Application%20Packet NOV2016.pdf

This is a useful page from Caltrans about the Scenic Highways program, that talks about
the benefits of designation:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/lap/livability/scenic-highways/fag.html
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| Grow operations
out of control

The First District Supervi-
- sor’s Office and Carpinteria
City Council seem asleep at the
wheel as greenhouses immedi-
ately adjacent to housing in Car-
ginteria are converted to canna-
- bis grow operations. Residents
‘»fa)'e subjected to noxious odors,
noise and night lighting in what
has become a 24/7 industrial
farming process. This is affect-
ing residents’ health, property
values and quality of life, Some
city residents have bedrooms
within feet of the county green-
houses.

That the greenhouses are in
county jurisdiction is no ex-
cuse for inaction by each agency.
Greenhouses are being illegally
converted to cannabis opera-

tions, and no agency is holding
~ Up a stop sign. A buffer zone of

1,000 feet seems a minimum set-

back between housing, schools

‘and grow operations.

The lure of tax dollars should
not override the government’s
duty to protect and serve the
people. A wise decision would *
be to limit cannabis grow op-
erations to rural areas far from
housing and schools, in locations
where water supply is available
and rural residents are not af-

fected. I doubt any such place
exists. : '

A wiser decision would be to
not permit commerecial cannabis
grow operations in Santa Bar- .
bara County. Qur county’s repu-
tation as a clean, environmen-
tally concerned and welcoming
tourism destination will go down :
the drain with all the negative
effects of cannabis operations.
The direct impacts to individu-
al residents and the cumulative
effects to communities such as
Carpinteria by grow operations
will be disastrous,

John Culbertson

Carpinteria
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CHERNIS LAW GROUP P.C.
2425 Olympic Blvd. Suite 4000-W
Santa Monica, CA 90404
Telephone: (310) 566-4388
Facsimile: (310) 382-2541

Email: michael@chernislaw.com

August 11, 2017
VIA E-MAIL
Jessica Metzger, Program Manager
Santa Barbara County Long Range Planning Division
123 E. Anapamu St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
cannabisinfo@countyofsb.org

Re: Draft Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Public Comments

Dear Ms. Metzger:

I am writing on behalf of Chernis Law Group P.C. (“CLG”), a Santa
Monica-based law firm, that represents collectives, dispensaries, deliveries,
cultivators, manufacturers, landlords, patients, and other cannabis-related clients. I
am writing concerning the Draft Cannabis Land Use Ordinance released on July
12,2017, on behalf of a client in Santa Barbara County who resides in an
Agriculture II zone, and who will be seeking multiple cultivation permits for her

property.

CLG and its client greatly appreciate the efforts of the Santa Barbara County
Long Range Planning Division and their Staff in promulgating the draft land use
ordinance for commercial cannabis activity. Your office has been transparent,
professional and helpful during this process. However, the Draft Cannabis Land
Use Ordinance did not address a few issues of concern to our client, and likely
other prospective applicants, and to that end we respectfully submit the following
comments and recommendations for your consideration:

1. The Draft Cannabis Land Use Ordinance authorizes issuance of commercial
cannabis cultivation in certain zones, and specifies the types of cultivation
25-1 permits available along with the maximum square footage to be associated
with that permit type, on a particular “premises.” However, it does not
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address whether an applicant may seek multiple cultivation licenses or
permits on a single parcel of land, thereby creating multiple “premises” on
their parcel. I would note that State law (SB 94) authorizes multiple
“premises” on a single parcel of land, provided they are “separate and
distinct” in some fashion. Ca. Business and Profession Code § 26053(c). The
Draft Land Use Ordinance does not provide a “premises” definition, but
states that if a word is not defined, the Director will determine the correct
definition utilizing State law. Since State law permits issuance of multiple
licenses or permits on a parcel provided each licensed or permitted
“premise” is “separate and distinct,” we would recommend that a permittee
in Santa Barbara County be able to seek multiple permits for cultivation on a
single parcel provided they are on distinct “premises” as defined by State
law. This would avoid any inconsistency between State and local laws.

. Along the same lines, and assuming multiple “premises” on a single parcel

for outdoor and/or mixed light cultivation are permissible in Santa Barbara
County, we recommend that the Ordinance describe at least by example
what type of division or separation would be required to create a “separate
and distinct” premise. For example, we recommend for purely outdoor
cultivations that each “premise” be separated by a surrounding fence line,
and for mixed light cultivations that each “premise” merely identify the hoop
structures or greenhouse that comprise such “premise.”

. Still assuming multiple “premises” are to be permitted on a single parcel,

and in turn multiple permits, the Draft Cannabis Land Use Ordinance does
speak to any limits on the number of permits that may be obtained by a
single applicant on a single parcel for multiple “premises.” State law (SB 94)
generally imposes no limits in this regard. Likewise, it does not limit the
aggregate amount of square footage that can be devoted to cultivation on a
parcel of land. Rather, it provides that, “a person may apply for and be
issued more than one license under this division, provided the licensed
premises are separate and distinct.” Ca. Business and Profession Code §
26053(c). While Ca. Business and Profession Code § 26061(a)(8)-(10) notes
that the State will limit the number of Type 3, 3A, and 3B licenses that the
Department of Food and Agriculture can issue; it imposes no limits
whatsoever with regard to Type 2, 2A, or 2B licenses. See Ca. Business and
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Professions Code § 26061(a)(5)-(7). Thus, we recommend that Santa
Barbara County not restrict the number of Type 2, 2A, or 2B permits or
licenses a person may obtain for a single parcel of land with multiple
“premises”, or if limits are to be imposed set the limit at an aggregate of no
less than two acres of canopy on a single parcel (including the comprised
“premises”), and no less than four acres of cultivation canopy per “Owner”
across the County.

25-1
Cont.

Thank you for taking the time to consider our comments and
recommendations.

Sincerely,

Y oo

Michael Chernis, Esq.
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Cruz, Patrick

From: Cheryl Mrachek [cherylmrachek@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 9:57 AM

To: Cannabis Info

Subject: Rezoning for marijuana growing

Attention of Jessica Metzger, Project Manager

I do not support the rezoning of the farm areas on Hollister, or any other residential area
in Santa Barbara County, in order to grow marijuana plants. This will cause property
devaluation as well as odor and breathing issues for all of us who live and work within this
26-1| area.

We need you to stop this rezoning effort. Please listen to our needs.

Thank you,

Cheryl Mrachek

340 01d Mill Rd #96

Santa Barbara,CA

93110

Sent from my iPhone
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CITY of CARPINTERIA, caurornia

August 10, 2017

Attention Ms. Jessica Metzger

County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development Department
Long Range Planning Division

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2058

Re: Notice of Preparation and Scoping of an Environmental Impact Report
Cannabis Land Use Ordinance and Licensing Program EIR
Case No. 170RD-00000-00004

Dear Ms. Metzger:

/
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Cannabis Land Use Ordinance and Licensing Program. As
described in the scoping document, the project under consideration is the adoption of a cannabis
ordinance that would allow commercial cannabis cultivation, manufacturing/processing with non-
volatile and volatile extraction, post-processing and packaging, testing, distribution and retail. The Draft
EIR will describe the nature of these different aspects of commercial cannabis operations, identify the
potential environmental impacts of uses, and identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures to
address these impacts.

The City has reviewed and is generally in agreement with the issues and potential impacts identified in
the County’s Environmental Scoping Document. This includes the general topics of Aesthetics and Visual
Resources, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Public Safety, Hydrology and Water
Resources, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Public Services, Transportation and Circulation, and Public
Utilities.

Due to the City’s immediate adjacency to extensive agriculturally designated lands in the unincorporated
area of the County, natural resources in the City and its residents, visitors and businesses, may be
uniquely affected by any impacts resulting from expanded cannabis-related operations in the Carpinteria
Valley. According to the County’s recent voluntary registry effort, almost one quarter (52) of the 216
self-reported current cultivators countywide are located in the Carpinteria Valley. Of these 52
cultivators, it is not known how many are operating in a manner consistent with current law at the local
and/or state levels. Furthermore, the number of self-registered cultivators located in the Valley
underscores the desirability of the greenhouse and open field agricultural lands in the Carpinteria Valley
for commercial cannabis operations. It is expected that many of the 506 self-registered “future
cultivators” throughout Santa Barbara County are also looking at additional sites in the Carpinteria
Valley.

5775 CARPINTERIA AVENUE e CARPINTERIA, CA 93013-2603 (805) 684-5405 ¢ FAX (805) 684-5304
www.carpinteria.ca.us
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The City has reviewed the County’s Draft Cannabis Land Use Ordinance dated July 12, 2017. Comments
herein identify issues, potential impacts, possible alternatives and/or mitigation measures that are
germane to the City’s statutory authority and are aimed at assuring that the project (i.e., Ordinance) and
its potential impacts to the physical environment affecting the City are understood and properly
disclosed. The City believes this is a project of area-wide significance and is responding in the belief that
the project could affect residents, businesses, natural resources and public facilities within its
jurisdiction.

This comment letter is provided for the limited purpose of assisting the County in scoping the project
EIR. The City anticipates providing comments at the appropriate time on the various elements of the
draft regulations applicable to the Carpinteria Valley including but not limited to what cannabis uses and
activities are allowed, where certain uses are allowed, and development and operating standards.

Land Use and Agricultural Resources

Issue L1: As part of the EIR for the pending Cannabis Land Use Ordinance, the County should consider
the consistency of the project with the County’s Carpinteria Valley Greenhouse Program (Program) and
resultant Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay District, and the potential for any new cannabis regulations to
encourage or promote further conversion of open field agricultural lands to greenhouse facilities in the
context of the Program regulations. The adopted Program included a numerical cap on the total amount
of permissible new greenhouses and greenhouse-related development (including packing and shipping
facilities and hoop structures) in Area “A” of the Overlay District. The City is not aware of any available,
current figures concerning the remaining acreage capacity for new greenhouse development in this
Area. Furthermore, and as discussed throughout this letter, the City is generally concerned with the
land use and environmental effects of any additional greenhouse development in the Carpinteria Valley.
The proliferation of greenhouses and greenhouse-related development in the Valley has led to a
continued industrialization of Carpinteria Valley agricultural lands. The City believes further
development of such uses and facilities in the Carpinteria Valley is inappropriate and inconsistent with
the intent of Agricultural land use designations in the Coastal Zone.

By way of background, in 2004, the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) finalized their adoption and
incorporation of amendments to Article Il of Chapter 35 of the Santa Barbara County Code to address
the outcomes and findings of the Carpinteria Valley Greenhouse Program (Program), including the
establishment of the Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay District. The purpose of the program was to
identify, limit (through regulation) and mitigate the potential impacts to coastal resources in the
Carpinteria Valley resulting from future cumulative greenhouse development. The City of Carpinteria
worked closely with the County, providing feedback and comments on the Program throughout the
adoption process, to address concerns over continued greenhouse development germane to the City.

The City of Carpinteria General Plan/Coastal Plan, certified in 2003, also includes a number of Objectives
and Policies (i.e., Objective LU-4 and Policies LU-4a, -4b and -4c) meant to ensure that development
patterns in the unincorporated Carpinteria Valley are supportive of the Coastal Act and City objectives to
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preserve unique coastal resources by maintaining open field agricultural uses as the predominant use in
the unincorporated Valley.

Alternatives/Mitigation: References in the Land Use and Development Code use tables should include a
reference to compliance with the applicable provisions of the Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay District for
any new cannabis operations contemplated in the Carpinteria Valley. If necessary, license or acreage
caps could be considered to limit the proliferation of indoor/greenhouse cannabis operations in the
Valley and/or to preserve available capacity for other non-cannabis agricultural uses.

Issue L2: The County’s Draft Cannabis Land Use Ordinance dated July 12, 2017, contemplates allowing
cannabis cultivation (Types 1-4) and non-volatile manufacturing (Type 6) in both the AG-l and AG-Il zone
districts, as well as volatile manufacturing (Type 7) in the AG-Il zone district. The EIR should describe the
nature of, intensity and processes involved in both types of cannabis-related manufacturing and
compare these activities to the types and intensities of agricultural processing currently allowed in the
AG-l and AG-Il zones for “traditional” agricultural products. Those differences should be discussed in
terms of intensity of uses (employment, traffic trips, etc.) and risks to public health, safety, and natural
resources. Risks associated with allowing volatile manufacturing in areas of moderate or high fire
hazards should be especially carefully considered and evaluated in coordination with fire protection
agencies.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Alternatives considered should include further restricting or prohibiting where
and/or to what extent manufacturing (Types 6/7) is permitted to occur, particularly in areas where
manufacturing is determined to be inconsistent with current policies for preserving agriculture.
Mitigation to be considered could include siting manufacturing facilities in areas that do not pose
significant safety risks to surrounding land uses or wildlands, requiring the incorporation of additional
safety measures (e.g., fire sprinkler systems, spill containment response plans, etc.) in all manufacturing
facilities to minimize risk of accidents, fires, or spills, and requiring individual permitting/coordination of
such facilities with applicable fire protection agencies (in the case of the Carpinteria Valley, this is
primarily the Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District).

Issue L3: The County’s Draft Ordinance does not specify whether cannabis manufacturing/processing
would be limited to on-premise products only, or whether off-premise product
manufacturing/processing would also be allowed. We note that presently for other non-cannabis
agricultural processing, only the processing of on-premise products are a permitted use in the AG-1 and
AG-Il zones, with production of off-premise products being a conditionally permitted use only in the AG-
Il zone district. The EIR being prepared for the Cannabis Land Use Ordinance should identify and
evaluate the potential environmental effects of allowing cannabis manufacturing/processing of off-
premise products within the AG-1 and AG-Il zones. Specifically, the City is concerned with increased
employee vehicle and/or truck traffic associated with deliveries to/from such facilities and the potential
for the increased industrialization of activities occurring within Agriculturally-designated areas in the
Coastal Zone.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Alternatives considered should include limiting cannabis
production/manufacturing to on-premise products (only) in both the AG-1 and AG-Il zone districts (if
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manufacturing/processing is to be allowed at all (see Issue L2 above). Such alternatives would help to
discourage the likelihood of large scale “industrialized” cannabis operations in or among the smaller AG-I
and AG-Il designated parcels found in the Carpinteria Valley. Mitigation measures that limit the extent,
number or location of such manufacturing/production facilities could also be considered.

Issue L4: The EIR Scoping Document prepared by the County did not identify possible effects to the
CEQA issues of population and housing as an anticipated area of study. We believe that the potential for
the project to result in socio-economic changes to the nature or intensity of agricultural employment,
and/or agricultural employee housing demands must be analyzed and discussed in the EIR. The EIR must
consider the employment demands generated by cannabis operations in comparison to other
agricultural uses currently being practiced in the County (and specifically in the Carpinteria Valley), and
the distribution of residency of employees for cannabis operations compared to other agricultural uses.
Again, in light of the City’s immediate adjacency to extensive agricultural lands under the County’s
jurisdiction and the City historically serving as a primary source of housing for many individuals
employed in the Carpinteria Valley’s agricultural industries, the City is especially exposed to the
potential impacts of any intensification of employment demands related to new or expanded
commercial/medical cannabis operations.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Alternatives that are based upon the available potential work force, housing
costs in the area, commute distances from affordable housing, etc. should be considered. If increased
availability of housing affordable to the work force is anticipated, the availability of suitably designated
and located land in the County should be identified. Possible mitigation measures to consider include
revisiting allowances for agricultural employee housing in the AG zone districts, and/or implementing a
Development Impact Fee or In-Lieu fee program to set aside funds for additional affordable housing for
increased agricultural employees resulting from any intensification of agricultural operations over
existing conditions as a result of the considered Ordinance.

Issue L5: The EIR should consider the potential for expanded cannabis operations to support or
encourage the growth of ancillary, supporting or complementary uses, including but not limited to
tourism-based operations (e.g., tours, “tastings,” “cannabis clubs,” “farm stays,” etc.). Potential land
use, traffic circulation, public safety, and environmental effects of such uses, including where, or if, such
uses would be permitted, should be discussed evaluated.

Alternatives/Mitigation: If allowed at all, potential mitigation could include limiting where, when and at
what level of intensity such uses are permitted. Licensing/permitting of such uses should be required
with coordination through appropriate municipal and/or public safety agencies.

Issue L6: Numerous nuisance complaints related to odor, light and noise have been brought to both the
City and County resulting from the impacts of existing cannabis operations in the unincorporated
Carpinteria Valley occurring in close proximity to sensitive receptors located within the City of
Carpinteria, including but not limited to schools, youth centers/daycares and residences. Further
expansion and intensification of cannabis operations in the Carpinteria Valley has the potential to
exacerbate the inherent conflicts between these land uses.
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Alternatives/Mitigation: As discussed elsewhere in this letter, mitigation measures to be considered
should include mandatory buffers or setbacks from nearby sensitive receptors, numeric caps on licenses
issued within a defined geographic area, and other physical development standards or required
improvements (e.g., odor controls, etc.) for permitted premises to address and abate nuisance impacts.

Issue L7: The EIR should consider if and how cannabis operations would utilize the unique
characteristics of agricultural land in Coastal Zone (e.g., soils, climate), and if and how the products
produced are uniquely suited to the characteristics of the Coastal Zone or whether they succeed
similarly in non-coastal areas when grown under similar conditions. The comparative costs of producing
in the Coastal Zone versus other areas where the same products could be grown/produced should also
be considered.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation considered should include means of assuring the availability of
agricultural lands in the Coastal Zone for the growing of products that require the area’s unique
attributes.

Issue L8: While not specifically a CEQA issue, we do note that the County’s urgency ordinance
prohibiting all non-medical cannabis operations in unincorporated Santa Barbara County will expire in
April, 2019, however, the County’s timeline for the adoption of the Cannabis Land Use Ordinance (as
presented at the July 11, 2017 Board of Supervisors hearing) suggests certification of a Local Coastal Plan
Amendment (LCPA) to incorporate cannabis regulations into the County’s Article || Coastal Zoning
Ordinance may not be considered by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) until May 2019 (or later,
depending upon scheduling, among other variables). Post-certification work efforts associated with the
final implementation of the Ordinance within the Coastal Zone (e.g., returning the approved LCPA to the
County BOS for acceptance, CCC acknowledgement of County acceptance of CCC action, etc.) would
further delay the Ordinance from immediately taking effect.

In light of this potential timing gap between when the current urgency ordinance expires and when the
Cannabis Land Use Ordinance would take effect in the Coastal Zone, what is the County’s strategy for
addressing and regulating existing cannabis operations and prospective new operators in areas located
within the Coastal Zone during the period when no local regulations would otherwise be in effect? Of
particular concern to the City are operations that are ongoing yet are subject to little, if any, regulation
and generate complaints from residents and members of the public due to nuisances (e.g., odor, light,
etc.). What is the status of enforcement efforts and what will be the County’s enforcement strategy
should the development and approval of regulations extend beyond the anticipated timeline?

Traffic & Circulation

Issue T1: Access to greenhouse and open field agricultural lands in the Carpinteria Valley from U.S. 101
is provided by local arterial and collector streets that pass through the City of Carpinteria, including
Casitas Pass Road, Linden Avenue, Santa Monica Road and Cravens Lane. Existing agricultural uses in the
Valley impact City streets and intersections through increased traffic, as well as the unique impacts
associated with heavy truck traffic, such as damage/wear on local roads, and the inadequacy of some
intersections and driveways to accommodate heavy truck turning movements. These concerns also
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apply to State Route 192, which passes through the Carpinteria Valley and the City of Carpinteria.
Changes in the intensity or nature of vehicle trips associated with existing agricultural uses as a result of
expanded Cannabis cultivation and production must be considered.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation could include operational measures such as excluding truck traffic
from certain streets where conditions merit and/or limiting new vehicle trips during peak hours or
similar methods. The County could also consider the establishment of a Development Impact Fee
program to assess intensified uses for their incremental share of roadway and infrastructure
improvements necessary to meet increased demands. We note the County previously established a
similar program as part of the Carpinteria Valley Greenhouse Program to mitigate identified traffic
impacts to the Santa Monica Road/Via Real/U.S. 101 intersection associated with future greenhouse
development.

The potential for road/intersection repairs or improvements, addition of bike or walking paths,
improving site distances at driveways and intersections, and ensuring adequate loading and parking
facilities are provided onsite for cannabis operations should also be considered. If expanded cannabis
operations would result in increased heavy truck traffic for concentrated areas, an assessment should be
completed that determines whether or not local streets in the affected area are constructed adequately
to accommodate increased truck traffic. Mitigation that would offset the proportionate share of
damage done to local streets by traffic associated with increased, concentrated cannabis
cultivation/manufacturing operations should be considered.

Issue T2: Assessing the potential impacts related to traffic and circulation will depend greatly on an
understanding of the number of employees required for the expected number of cannabis operations
and from where they will be coming. A study of the expected cumulative employment generation,
where affordable housing for the work force is located and by what means and routes employees will
commute to work must be completed in order to assess potential project impacts and provide adequate
mitigation.

Alternatives/Mitigation: If warranted, mitigation considered could include methods for reducing
vehicle trips (e.g., carpooling, bicycle lanes, etc.) and the establishment of housing affordable to the
work force convenient to, or within, the project area(s).

Issue T3: In areas where expanded, concentrated cannabis operations are expected to occur (like in the
Carpinteria Valley), a significant intensification in the number of agricultural employees associated with
cannabis operations could impact the need for public transportation in the area. The EIR should include
an assessment of the public transportation available, how it would be impacted and whether or not
existing locations/routes would adequately support increased demand in these areas.

Alternatives/Mitigation: If warranted, mitigation could include cooperation with municipal
transportation providers in the area to determine projected usage by agricultural employees and to
determine if alterations in schedules and/or routes is necessary or possible. Similarly, the expansion or
improvement of existing bicycle lanes along primary commute routes to/from affected agricultural lands
could be considered.
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Visual Resources & Blight

Issue V1: Lighting impacts from indoor and outdoor cannabis operations associated with both
cultivation/production operations and site security measures must be considered and evaluated.
Specifically, the City is concerned with cumulative impacts to the Carpinteria Valley night sky such that
visibility and aesthetics in the area would be diminished, as well as nuisance impacts to other
surrounding land uses (e.g., residences) in close proximity to such uses.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation that could be considered includes the use of roll-down covers or
similar physical means of preventing light leakage or spillover from cultivation operations. Night sky
friendly, hooded lighting that does not result in spillover onto adjacent properties should be required for
all security and property lighting.

Issue V2: As noted above under “Land Use and Agricultural Resources” Issues, the City is concerned
with the potential for the contemplated cannabis regulations to encourage or foster further growth and
expansion of greenhouse and manufacturing/production facilities within the Carpinteria Valley and the
impacts this would have on the visual character of the Valley. The proliferation of such facilities
contributes to an increasing industrialized character of agricultural lands in the Valley. Furthermore, a
general lack of adequate screening, setbacks and/or buffering of such uses from adjacent residential
land uses and from nearby public roads throughout the Carpinteria Valley further degrades the visual
quality of the area and contributes to a blighting effect upon the area.

Issue V3: The aesthetic impacts of the increased securitization of agricultural lands (e.g., large imposing
fencing/gates, use of razor wire or similar physical deterrents, armed security, surveillance equipment,
additional lighting, etc.) resulting from cannabis cultivation and manufacturing facilities should be
considered and evaluated. Again, a proliferation of such infrastructure may contribute to a blighting
effect and an increasingly industrialized character of the Carpinteria Valley that is not in keeping with
the largely rural nature of the Valley, which has been identified for protection in both the County’s and
City’s LCPs.

Issue V4: Aesthetic and quality of life impacts on adjacent land uses as a result of any increased
industrialization and/or securitization of rural agricultural lands, and the impacts such changes would
have on property values should be considered and addressed.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation should be considered that would result in the creation of
development standards that take into account aesthetic treatments of new cannabis operations and any
needed security improvements, and may include required setbacks, screening, landscaping or similar
buffering elements from adjacent uses and public spaces (including roads) with the intent of preserving
the existing rural character of the area. Additionally, exterior security lighting should be required to be
limited to the minimum necessary for safety purposes and designed to be “night-sky” compliant.

Issue V5: Improvement requirements made by the County are often not implemented through
approved development or are not properly maintained so as to be effective. Unpermitted
improvements are also often not observed or abated for extended periods. Enforcement of
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development standards and other zoning requirements has been lax allowing necessary and required
improvements to be ignored and unpermitted uses to occur, which further impacts the visual quality of
the Valley.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation should be considered that would result in Code Enforcement
officer(s) being dedicated to actively regulating and monitoring cannabis operations through the County.
Public notifications, including mailed notices to nearby surrounding neighbors, concerning new or
expanded licenses would help to inform concerned neighbors of pending operations and provide an
opportunity for affected neighbors to share their input. Mandatory recurring inspections as part of
ongoing licensing requirements (including renewals) would also help to ensure ongoing permit
compliance. This would ensure a greater level of compliance at the construction stage, maintenance of
required improvements over the long term, and responsiveness to citizen inquiries/concerns.

Air Quality/Odors

Issue AQ1: The EIR should describe and evaluate any public health effects from exposure of persons to
odors or airborne particulates associated with the contemplated types of cannabis operations (e.g.,
cultivation, manufacturing/processing, etc.). This analysis should include a discussion of impacts to
persons that have particular sensitivity or allergies to the types of organic and chemical compounds
inherent to the uses and activities contemplated by the regulations.

Alternatives/Mitigation: If appropriate, mitigation could include mandatory buffers from sensitive
receptors, including residences, and/or limiting such activities to indoor, enclosed operations that are
outfitted with appropriate air filtering/scrubbing technologies.

Issue AQ 2: Intensification or expansion of indoor cannabis cultivation/manufacturing uses in the
Carpinteria Valley has the potential to further impact air quality in the area, both from point sources
(such as emissions from new large cultivation/production/manufacturing facilities) and non-point
sources (e.g., increased vehicle and large truck trips). As stated previously, it will be important to
consider cumulative impacts from new construction and employment generation, including the resultant
impacts to housing demand (and location), vehicle trips/circulation, etc.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation measures considered should include design measures to reduce
GHG emissions associated with point sources and means for reducing the number and distance of
vehicle trips traveled in association with cannabis operations. If warranted in specific areas, intersection
and/or street improvements that are capable of reducing congestion could also be considered.

Issue AQ3: Complaints concerning nuisance odors from cannabis operations occurring in
unincorporated areas of the County in proximity to sensitive receptors such as schools, youth
centers/day cares and residences located within the City of Carpinteria have increased significantly over
the last couple of years. Residents complain that the odor is objectionable, degrades their quality of life
and may pose health risks. Nuisance impacts related to the unique odor characteristics of cannabis
operations must be considered and addressed.
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Alternative/Mitigation: Mitigation considered should include recognition that certain aspects of
cannabis operations should not occur within certain distances of sensitive receptors, including
residential uses. Incorporation of air scrubbing technologies on cannabis operations must be considered
to help mitigate nuisance odor complaints.

Issue AQ3: The EIR should evaluate if, or how, pesticide, fertilizer or chemical usage (including for both
volatile and non-volatile manufacturing) associated with the cannabis industry differs from that of
existing agricultural operations, particularly in areas where such agricultural uses occur in close
proximity to other land use types. Impacts related to odor from, and exposure to, such materials must
be addressed.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation considered should include ensuring ongoing compliance with
application standards and operating procedures as managed through the Agricultural Commissioner’s
office. If necessary, appropriate buffers from nearby surrounding sensitive receptors could also be
considered.

Noise

Issue N1: Nuisance noise from fans, ventilation systems and other operating characteristics of cannabis
industry for nearby sensitive receptors, including residential land uses in City, must be addressed and
evaluated. Like odor and lighting, noise complaints have seen a recent increase among residential areas
in close proximity to existing cannabis operations in the Carpinteria Valley.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation considered should include recognition that certain aspects of
cannabis operations should not occur within certain distances of sensitive receptors, including
residential uses, and/or during certain hours that are likely to disturb residents or other sensitive
receptors. Appropriate development standards should be established and enforced.

Public Facilities & Services

Issue PF1: The EIR should describe and evaluate potential impacts to law enforcement service demands
associated with the various aspects of commercial cannabis activities. The potential for the cash basis of
the cannabis industry to lead to an increase in crime, including the potential for an increased incidence
of crime in areas adjacent to commercial cannabis activities (i.e., robberies, burglaries, weapons
possession, etc.) should be investigated/analyzed in the EIR.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Possible alternatives to be considered include physically limiting the number
or geographic extent of the various types of commercial cannabis activities so as to not create an
overconcentration of such uses. Any such alternative should consider the cumulative impacts of the
concentration of commercial cannabis activities with other “traditional” blighting uses (e.g., bars, liquor
stores, pawn shops, adult-oriented businesses, etc.). Potential mitigation measures to be considered
should include additional law enforcement personnel to serve affected areas, minimum requirements,
certifications, licenses and inspections for individual cannabis operations and their employees, minimum
buffers/separation requirements from other blighting uses and/or exploring options for establishing and
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requiring participation of commercial cannabis operations in safer alternatives to an “all-cash”
operation.

Issue PF2: Potential increased demands for fire protection services associated with the contemplated
cannabis operations relative to existing agricultural activities should be described and evaluated. In
particular, any potential increased risks of fire, spills, and accidents associated with cultivation and
manufacturing activities should be evaluated. We note that much of the Carpinteria Valley is located in
or near moderate and/or high fire hazard areas. The appropriateness and risks associated with, for
example, volatile manufacturing in such areas, should be carefully evaluated and reviewed with proper
fire protection authorities. The potential for any increased incidence of traffic accidents associated with
the various aspects of commercial cannabis activities should also be described and evaluated.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Alternatives considered could include prohibition or further limitations (e.g.,
license number caps, size thresholds, etc.) on where particularly high risk activities associated with
commercial cannabis are permitted to occur. Mitigation measures considered could include use of
development standards to buffer or separate uses from adjacent at risk land uses/resources, requiring
mandatory incorporation of appropriate safety measures/technologies, and/or establishing a fee
program or similar to require new/intensified uses to pay an incremental share toward additional fire
safety personnel, equipment and/or facilities to serve affected areas.

Issue PF3: Differences in water use and demand relative to traditional agricultural crops grown in the
County and in specific sub-areas like the Carpinteria Valley, should be described and evaluated. This
should include demands on both municipally-provided water (like the Carpinteria Valley Water District)
and from groundwater reserves through the use of private wells. Impacts to water availability and
reserves, particularly in times of drought, resulting from commercial cannabis cultivation should be
considered.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation considered could include caps on the number of licenses issued or
the amount of acreage allowed to be used for cannabis operations (i.e. cultivation, etc.) for a given
geographical area so as to not exceed or pose an undue burden on available water resources. Mitigation
should also explore options for cultivation and manufacturing operations to use recycled and/or
recirculated water systems and low water use irrigation technologies.

Issue PF4: The EIR should consider and describe the means of providing electrical service to cultivation
and processing facilities, and the impacts on demand and availability of such services resulting from
increased growing operations (particularly as a result of energy intensive indoor growing facilities),
including cumulative impacts from other future anticipated land uses in the County. If generators or
other “off the grid” technologies will be considered for cannabis operations, they should be evaluated
for their own potential environmental and nuisance impacts to surrounding land uses.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Appropriate measures should be developed to ensure expanded cannabis
operations in a defined area do not reduce existing or anticipated service levels. Measures to reduce
energy usage, while avoiding negative environmental impacts should also be explored.
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Water Quality/Flooding and Drainage/Groundwater Recharge

Issue W1: The EIR should consider the potential impacts to water quality/runoff, flood and drainage,
and groundwater recharge impacts from the expansion of cannabis cultivation and manufacturing
activities, particularly in areas where cannabis activities are expected to be concentrated such as the
Carpinteria Valley. Cumulative impacts of new operations along with existing agricultural operations
should be included, particularly as it relates to increases in impervious surfaces within a defined
watershed.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation considered should include implementation of low impact
development strategies and stormwater best management practices to address water quality and runoff
concerns from cultivation and manufacturing operations. Irrigation methods that result in no or minimal
offsite runoff should also be considered. In the case of new greenhouse or building construction,
preservation of sufficient permeable areas to allow for onsite runoff retention and percolation should be
required.

Biological Resources

Issue B1: The EIR should consider the potential impacts to biological and habitat resources from the
expansion of cannabis cultivation and manufacturing activities, particularly in areas where cannabis
activities are expected to be concentrated such as the Carpinteria Valley. Cumulative impacts of new
operations along with existing agricultural operations should be included.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Specific means for the protection and preservation of sensitive habitats such
as wetlands and creeks should be considered. Means of protection could include but are not limited to
on-site preservation and restoration through mandatory buffers or setbacks from such resources, and
development restrictions/requirements aimed at avoiding or minimizing impacts to nearby resources.

Issue B2: The potential for direct impacts to wildlife domestic pets as a result of pest control activities
associated with cannabis cultivation operations should be discussed and evaluated. Use of poisons,
rodenticides and similar pest control strategies on cultivation sites near wildlands and/or urban
residential areas could result in unintended impacts to wildlife and domestic pets, including incidences
where a domestic pet ingests another animal previously exposed to such materials.

Alternatives/Mitigation: Mitigation measures to address this concern could include limitations or
restrictions on the types of pest control measures permitted to be used in sensitive areas (e.g., near
creeks or wildlife corridors, or near residences), requirements for appropriate physical deterrents to
discourage targeted wildlife or pets from entering cultivation sites, and written notification to
neighboring residential land uses concerning the presence and potential hazards of exposure to such
pest control materials.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact me at (805) 755-4414 or by email
at steveg@ci.carpinteria.ca.us.
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Sincerely,

oY faer ™ )
23 (e

’D—f{,u—b =3 g 'Std
Steve Goggia, Director

Community Development Department
City of Carpinteria

Cc: City Ad Hoc Cannabis Committee
City Council members
Dave Durflinger, City Manager
Nick Bobroff, Senior Planner
Ed Foster, Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District
Sheriff Bill Brown, Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department
Bob McDonald, Carpinteria Valley Water District



Director's Office
Tel: (805) 564-5502
Fax: (805) 564-5477

Administration, Housing
& Human Services

Tel: (805) 564-5461
Fax: (805) 564-5477

Building & Safety
Tel: (805) 564-5485
Fax: (805) 564-5476

Planning
Tel: (805) 564-5470
Fax: (805) 564-5477

Rental Housing
Mediation Program
Tel: (805) 564-5420
Fax: (805) 564-5477

630 Garden Street
PO Box 1990

Santa Barbara, 3\8-1
93102-1990

City of Santa Barbara

Community Development Department SantaBarbaraCA.gov

August 10, 2017

Jessica Metzger

County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development
Long Range Planning

123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

jmetzger@countyofsb.org

28-2

Comments on Notice of Preparation and Scoping for Cannabis Land Use and
Licensing Program EIR

SUBJECT:

Dear Ms. Metzger:

Thank you for the notification, and opportunity to comment on the scoping of the EIR analysis
for the Cannabis Land Use and Licensing Program. The City of Santa Barbara Planning
Division offers the following comments:

We reviewed the County’s proposed ordinance and considered the existing zoning in the City’s
Sphere of Influence, and along the City/County boundary. Given that the existing County zoning
in these areas is primarily agricultural, and the existing City zoning is primarily residential
single-unit, the regulations could allow cannabis cultivation near residential areas, with the
potential for environmental effects. Issues related to cannabis cultivation that may result in
effects in the City are odors and light trespass/pollution, along with dust, noise, and pesticide
exposure, some of which are to be addressed in the EIR analysis.

Because the profitability of cannabis cultivation could result in more intensive use of
agriculturally zoned land, we suggest including an analysis of potential intensification be
included in the Environmental Impact Report. We appreciate that the scope will include a look
at water use as that is an important issue for the region. Part of the analysis might also include
consideration as a mitigation measure or alternative of an ordinance provision for a required
minimum distance between cultivation and residential land use, for example 600 to 1000 feet.
In the scope and in the draft ordinance, we suggest more analysis and detail about security
measures that will be required to protect neighbors. In addition to requirements, there should be
information about additional types of security measures commonly implemented for cannabis
cultivation (types of fencing, guards, motion lighting, cameras, etc.) and how those measures
may impact neighboring residential areas, visual resources, biological resources, traffic, etc.
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We would like to offer the following comments on lighting and odor issues:

Lighting — 35.42.075.D.2

The proposed ordinance provides clear measures to address lighting with greenhouses being
completely shielded between sunset and sunrise.

35.42.075.D.2a states: “Lighting shall be shielded to prevent light trespass into the night sky
and/or glare onto lots other than the lots that constitute the project site, or rights-of-way.”

The City uses the term “light pollution” with regard to light escaping into the night sky, and
“light trespass” with regard to light beams crossing property boundaries. The City has design
guidelines for outdoor lighting which express the City’s concerns and objectives related to the
control of outdoor lighting:
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BloblD=17314

Odor — 35.42.075.D.3

The proposed ordinance provisions to control odor appear vague in that they lack clear direction
on the preparation of an odor abatement plan per 35.42.075.3.a, and how such a plan will be
determined to be acceptable.

Consider addressing, or cross referencing in the code, how problems related to lighting and odor
are enforced, including repeat violations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Renee Brooke, AICP

City Planner :

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA, Community Development

Cc: Tony Boughman, Assistant Planner, City of Santa Barbara
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Metzger, Jessica

From: Craig Bittner [craigbitther@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 9:45 PM

To: Cannabis Info

Cc: Craig Bittner

Subject: Voting "No" on rezoning "Noleta" to allow growing of cannibus

| recently heard that there are steps underway to rezone the area known as “Noleta” to
allow farms to grow pot on a commercial scale. | want you to know that | am vehemently
against this proposal for the following reasons:

1) The marijuana plant exudes a skunky smell and its off-gassing of the plant can cause
severe allergic reactions. 2) Burning eyes and tight lungs and headaches are common
side effects of the air pollution created by pot farms.

3) The growers spew out perfumes and air fresheners to try to cover the smell, but the air
fresheners have their own additional health risks.

4) The health risks would permeate the heavy concentration of people and children in our
neighborhoods, which include a major high school with multiple athletic programs.

5) Additionally doctor offices, Cottage Hospital, eateries, Vons supermaket and other
restaurants would be negatively impacted as the workers and their patrons would be
affected by these health risks.

There is plenty of space to grow the plants on the North side of the mountains. Why risk
the health of our families and children? This would be an irresponsible decision.

Craig Bittner
805-964-6497
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Metzger, Jessica

30-2

30-3

From: Dave Clary [templeclary@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2017 3:32 PM

To: Cannabis Info

Cc: Dave Clary

Subject: Cannabis land use and licensing program

Attention Jessica Metzger ..

This is on behalf of David and Lillian Clary who have resided at 2988 Tepusquet Road, County
of Santa Barbara since December 16, 1996.

This is basically a reiteration of the key points made by Dave Clary at the EIR meeting in
Santa Maria on July 27, 2017. We do not purport to speak for all members of the Tepusquet
Canyon Cannabis Committee.

ZONING ISSUE

In your Draft Land Use Ordinance, what is proposed to be allowed or disallowed is established
by Zone. Most of Tepusquet Canyon is zoned Ag I or Ag II. Hence, when we of the Tepusquet
Canyon Crisis Committee, individually or as a group make recommendations, they would apply to
all the areas in the county of Santa Barbara that are zoned Ag I or Ag II.

This is not what we intend. We do not purport to represent or speak for any area that is
zoned Ag I or Ag II that is outside of Tepusquet Canyon or its feeder road areas. So we hope
you can find a way to narrow the focus for those of us in Tepusquet Canyon to just the canyon
and its feeder areas.

By feeder areas, I am referring to those areas zoned Ag I or Ag II that use roads that feed
into Tepusquet Canyon for entrance and exit. I am thinking of, for example, Colson Canyon
road. There are marijuana growers that use that road for ingress and egress both in, at
least, one inholding in the Los Padres National Forest as well as other parts of the National
Forest. There may be others before the National Forest boundary is reached using that road
as well.

WATER

You have received numerous comments about water issues in the canyon. We, in particular,
have heard accounts of enormous amounts of water being trucked to cannabis growing sites past
the home of one of the members of our group. The account, which given the source, I consider
to be very accurate, is of 30,000 gallons per week (perhaps more at this point). We worry a
great deal about the usage of water in the canyon, especially from water sources within the
canyon.

Last year, before the rainy season, many of our neighbor’s wells had dried up and they were
facing the costs of digging deeper wells. Many were worried about exhausting the
availability of water completely. It is very disturbing to hear those on the side of the
cannabis growers claim at public meetings before the county ad hoc cannabis committee that
cannabis cultivation uses very little water. This is not the real world they are portraying.
We personally are opposed to any cultivation of cannabis in the canyon not already mandated
by law.

QUALITY OF LIFE

This is an amorphous issue that encompasses each underlying problem mentioned already ..
water, traffic, pollution, noise, fire hazard and one more (at least) and that is an
atmosphere of fear and intimidation. We all know about the activities and viciousness of the
cartels in Mexico. We do not know if there is any contact or representation among the
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growers in Tepusquet Canyon from these groups. We do know some ignhore easement issues and
have threatened residents.

We have read in a recent New York Times article, their California section, that approximately
80% of the cannabis grown in California is shipped out of state, largely to areas where the
sale of cannabis is illegal. What kind of business person is going to engage in this kind of
enterprise? It would appear to draw those entities that already have ties to illegal sales
out of state. Does that mean cartels? It certainly means people we are reluctant to trust,
and whose public claims of friendly neighborliness grate against common sense.

One case reported to me is that a known grower (or employee of that grower) demanded that a
local resident allow him to use all the water in his water storage tank, many thousands of
gallons. The owner of the tank and property refused. The next day, while no one was home,
someone stole all the water from his tank. The owner is so intimidated by the attitude of
the grower he has been afraid to report it to the sheriff (who has taken no enforcement
actions in other situations in the canyon regarding cannabis growers).

We have seen enormous commercial gasoline tanker trucks driving up dirt roads for deliveries
to cannabis growers. What is going on? The increased fire hazard that threatens is scary.
(Contrary to general knowledge, much of the canyon remains unburned.) Some of our long term
neighbors have mentioned they were considering moving from the canyon, selling their
property. This would probably make the growers happy; but it is wrong that anyone in the
canyon should so feel his or her quality of life is threatened in that fashion.

Thank you for your consideration.

David and Lillian Clary
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TO: Jessica Metzger, jmetzger@countyofsb.org, August 10, 2017

County Decision Makers,

As | watch the initial stages of our County's effort to design a plan for the scope and impact of the new cannabis
industry in our neighborhoods, | have several concerns:

e There is clearly a gold-rush fever element (by a relatively small % of County residents) to get the now
legalized marijuana industry ramped up as fast as possible. With big revenues on the line for the County,
local entrepreneurs and outside interests , the highly charged push for 'everything pot', seems to be
steamrolling the normal, steady, sensible planning practices we expect to be in play for any community
game-changer of this magnitude.

e The private subcommittee approach of Supervisors Williams and Lavagnino to date is suspect, suggesting
hidden motives, potential corruption, and an obvious skirting of the Brown Act. Is the public really expected
to trust that this unconventional process is somehow in the general community's best interest?

From here on out, everything cannabis-related should be out in the light in the purview of all 5 Supervisors
and under the public's watchful eye. Isn't that why we have governance with established processes?
Furthermore, Supervisor Wolf needs to be directly involved in any changes in her District. Here in the
Eastern Goleta Valley, we have spent 10+ years developing a mutually beneficial community plan with our
Supervisors and expect that any tweaks to that plan will go through the same, rigorous channels. We care
about our neighborhoods !!

e Have County executives issued any mandate or inference that the cannabis industry must be allowed to
thrive here in order to stimulate County revenues? Everything on the table please. With oil and developer
interests, the County has always been careful and deliberate to not sell-out our communities so that a few,
very pushy personalities, can get even richer. What's different here? Established neighborhoods and
historical quality of Santa Barbara life come first !!

e Asresidents in Carpenteria have testified, pot crops stink and should be kept miles away from any
established neighborhoods. The wind can blow in any direction on the South Coast, and downwind patterns
should be thoroughly examined.

o Keep the industrial aspects of the cannabis business far away from established residential areas, including
our local shopping centers. That means any growing, processing, packaging, warehousing of pot products
should be located in sparsely populated, more remote areas. Interesting Note: Few knew or cared about
the illegal pot industry operating for decades in the remote areas of Los Padres National Forrest. Out of
Sight, Out of Mind, is still a good model for current scoping and locale considerations.

e Don't rezone anything without due diligence, public reviews, substantial input from the Planning
Commission, Environmental Review, police, fire, schools, and neighborhood representatives. We haven't
invested years of our energies to build a great community here, only to recklessly throw it away because a
small minority of citizens suddenly think that we can't live without the non-essential pot industry in our
midst.

Bottom Line: Permanent Land Use is the issue here and must be studied carefully over time for the good of the large
majority of County residents who are not pot-infatuated. We have real concerns about the long term effects of
unleashing irreversible, cannabis ordinances on our local culture and youth. Learn from the negatives in Colorado.
Our State has not mandated any timelines or requirements to do anything locally. Be smart and prudent for the
long-term good of our communities.

--David Kloos, Eastern Goleta Valley
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Cruz, Patrick

From: Dennis LaLumandiere [dlalu@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 1:11 PM
To: Cannabis Info

Subject: Proposed Rezoning for cannabis farming

Attention: Jessica Metzger, Project Manager

Dear Ms. Metzger,

| subscribe to a number of neighborhood news groups in unincorporated Santa Barbara County. Several of the groups
recently have had numerous discussions regarding the potential rezoning of growing areas adjacent to Hollister Avenue
between Turnpike Road and Patterson. This rezoning would allow for cannabis cultivation.

If this is the case, | find it very troubling and | am very much opposed to this happening. While | know that the citizens of
California have voted to allow for the cultivation and distribution of recreational marijuana, | believe that the spirit of the
law assumes responsible and common sense application. The current growing areas that may be subject to rezoning
have existed in harmony with the adjacent neighborhoods because the products grown have not affected the quality of life
of the residents.

| am opposed to the rezoning of this land for three reasons:

When grown, cannabis emits an overwhelming odor which, depending on the direction of the wind, could drift to the
surrounding neighborhoods. This could have a severe impact on the quality of life of the residents in the neighborhoods in
the area. This has been reported by those that live adjacent to the greenhouses in Carpinteria where apparently cannabis
is currently being cultivated.

Cannabis is illegal in most states, which makes it very valuable and subject to a potential increase criminal activity in the
areas where it is grown.

There are a number of schools near the area in question and while growing the product there would be legal, | don't
believe it is prudent to expose our children to it.

In closing, | believe common sense should apply and this rezoning should not take place. | respect the laws of the state
and my comments have nothing to do with any personal feelings about marijuana use. However, while | enjoy eating a
steak from time to time, | would oppose the placement of a stock yard next to any neighborhood. | believe that those who
enjoy marijuana should not expect that neighborhoods should be subject to the odors created in the growth of the product
that they consume. | hope that the decision makers in this process will respect the wishes of the communities that might
be impacted and find more suitable, common sense sites that would not impact nearby neighborhoods.

Respectfully,
Dennis LaLumandiere

4600 Camino del Mirasol
Santa Barbara County
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