


Background:

In addition to mandating annual public hearings to assess cannabis activities and impacts,
Resolution 18-43 placed an arbitrary cap of 3500 on total number of commercial cannabis cultivation
permits, as well as caps for each of 12 planning watersheds, including critical (impacted and salmonid
thermal refugia) subwatersheds.

Resolution 18-43 promised a potential adaptive management tool that was to later acquire data
to justify rational permit numbers and distributions. The Resolution called for an “---analysis of the
condition of these planning watersheds, including review of water flow data and applicable studies or
information prepared by the following state and local agencies: California Department of Fish & Wildlife,
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, State Water Resources Control Board, and the Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection..”, and further stated:

“Following the establishment of a countywide cap on the total number of permits and acreage of cultivation that
may be approved, beginning in May of 2019, the Board of Supervisors agrees to conduct an annual review of the
limits and prescribed distribution of permitting and acreage allowances found in the above table. Review shall
occur at a noticed public hearing held during a meeting of the Board of Supervisors, during which the Board
shall receive and consider a report providing an update on local permitting efforts.”

Per Resolution 18-43, annual public hearings were to include reports “---detailing the number and
status of all applications received, permits approved, compliance agreements that have been executed, and code
enforcement actions undertaken by the Department. Law enforcement and other relevant officials from local and
state agencies shall be contacted and invited to provide and present input and information to be considered by
the Board during annual review. After holding a public hearing and considering all information and testimony
received, the Board may choose to establish new caps on acreage and permits as well as change their
distribution within watersheds."

However, there has never been any watershed carrying capacity analysis or any other study that
has justified the current 1400 or so permits, let alone the 3500 permit cap proposed in Resolution 18-
43, and there has never been any 18-43 public hearing to assess permit numbers and acreage.

The County concedes its lack of technical capacity to conduct this critically necessary
evaluation, and that it needs to effectively engage with State agencies for watershed studies and
monitoring. In that regard, the County had agreed to participate in watershed analysis: “...a watershed
analysis to establish cannabis cultivation caps for each watershed would be difficult for the County to conduct
as it would require details on existing water users in each watershed and the extent that riparian water rights
may be exercised. The County lacks the technical experience to collect this extent of data and determine what is
the appropriate aquatic carrying capacity. Regional and state agencies that would have the appropriate
technical information and experience to conduct a watershed analysis include State Water Board, North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and CDFW. The County would be willing to participate in joint
watershed evaluation studies with the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and other interested
agencies.” (FEIR 2-96)

No such watershed analysis has taken place and, likewise, even though stipulated in the FEIR,
no routine monitoring of streams has taken place. (FEIR 2-23)

Similarly, there have not been any cumulative impact analyses to evaluate social and
environmental impacts associated with these permits. Section 15130(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines
requires a discussion of the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
cumulatively considerable (FEIR 2-51) and the County acknowledges unevaluated cumulative impacts
on water and infrastructure: "The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with the provision




of sufficient water supplies and infrastructure needs would be cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable." (FEIR 1-4)

Implementation of the 18-43 adaptive management goals constitutes a practical application of
the “Precautionary Principle,” to minimize unanticipated and preventable environmental or social harm
resulting from current practices under 2.0., and to help those practices evolve sustainably.

In summary, until adequate evaluations of watershed carrying capacities, cumulative impacts,
and FEIR-stipulated routine water monitoring are conducted, there is no rational justification to
continue issuing either new cultivation permits, or expanding allowable cultivation on existing ones.

Respectfully,

Ad Hoc Watershed Adaptive Management Group, April 18, 2024
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From: Kate McClain <katemcclain1@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2024 1:46 PM

To: COB

Subject: Public hearing on cannabis permit distributions Board of Supervisors meeting scheduled

for April 23, 2024, at 9:00

Caution: This email was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when clicking links or opening
attachments.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

In 2018 Humboldt County created an ordinance to oversee commercial cannabis land use. Six years later weaknesses in
the ordinance have become apparent. Given the lack of analysis of social and environmental impacts associated with
permits, I request that you seriously consider and take steps to implement sensible and practical measures as articulated in
Adaptive Management Data for Cannabis Ordinance 2.0.

1. Freeze new permits to the current number until and unless studies and data show no potential social or environmental
harm. If industry is indeed contracting locally, this should not be a burden, but it will guard against any unmitigated green
rush associated with federal legalization or state legalization of direct

sales.

2. Freeze expansion of current permit cultivation areas pending studies and data showing no potential social or
environmental harm from expansion.

3. Consider incentives to promote social and environmental stewardship, including
terroir.

4. Develop appropriate and credibly interactive public processes for data collection needed to assess watershed viability
and health, and capacity to sustain cannabis cultivation.

In the interest of protecting the environment, communities, and neighbors, AND considering the cannabis economics of
quality vs quantity; and because a Programmatic EIR depends on project-level evaluations, ---for each watershed and sub-
watershed we offer the following suggested data necessary to begin the process:

*Detailed maps of permitted and pending permit sites showing locations, original and expansion cultivation areas and
types, energy sources/generators, water sources, roads,

*Data from watershed and sub-watershed studies and analyses, including temporal monitoring data on stream flow and
water quality (eg. nutrients, bacteria, sediment, etc), and on road and traffic data. The FEIR acknowledges that these areas
are inadequately mitigated, resulting in passage of the FEIR with “Overriding Concerns.”

Thank you for taking responsibility to assure that Humboldt County’s natural and social environments are well protected,
honored and respected.

Sincerely,
Kate McClain

McKinleyville
707 496-0865



To: Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
From: Bonnie Blackberry

Date: April 18, 2024

For: April 23, 2024 meeting

RE: Cannabis permitting report
Dear Chairman and members of the Board,
Please consider the following recommendations.

The impacts of cannabis cultivation to the electrical grid and capacity affecting
communities in Southern Humboldt needs to be included in analysis of cumulative
impacts.

The Garberville PG&E substation was expanded a few years ago and yet we are in a
situation where no new hookups can happen because of limits in the transmission lines
to provide more power.

Since the expansion of the substation the only substantial new development has been
the permitting of high energy consumption cannabis operations including; indoor,
mixed light, nurseries, drying, processing and storage. The overall impact has impeded
the possibility for new development such as housing.

The collection of data of the permitted cannabis operations energy consumption needs
to happen, along with the broader community impacts which should be included in the
analysis of cumulative impacts.

Respectfully,
Bonnie Blackberry




e Commaud-
April 17, 2024
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
825 5th Street Eureka, CA 95501
COB@co.humboldt.ca.us

Humboldt County Planning Commission
825 5th Street, Room 111 Eureka, CA 95501

Planningclerk@co.humboldt.ca.us
Humboldt County Planning Department\ 3015 H Street Eureka, CA 95501

jford@co.humboldt.ca.us

RE: Watershed Analysis / Data Collection & Reporting / Humboldt County
Cannabis Ordinance 2.0

TO: Humboldt County Board of Supervisors, Humboldt County Planning
Commission, and Director Ford
FROM: Betsy Watson, PhD

7653 Kneeland Road, 95549

If Resolution 18-43 is taken seriously we will have the first steps toward an adaptive
management plan. To do this we need solid data and with this in mind I offer the
following:

1. Pause permitting, including expansions, until data from studies show a less
than significant impact on water use, and no significant impacts on social
and/or environmental health.

2. Actas lead agency, inviting CAFW and regional water board to develop a
watershed-monitoring plan for surface waters at the watershed and sub-
watershed levels. Monitoring should include stream flows and water quality
(including turbidity, temperature, nutrients, bacteria levels)

3. Develop a groundwater-monitoring plan AND develop a groundwater policy
to go forward.

4. Offer a stewardship program with rewards built in for all agricultural
businesses. Offer tax reduction for such things as reducing or eliminating
plastic waste, storing water during wet season, installing solar, etc.

5. Increase real public participation, particularly at the neighborhood level.
When reviewing the public comments from the FEIR process for 2.0
ordinance, a lot of consensus was found on issues such, as size, water use,




and concern for forest fragmentation. What was also noticeable was that
the opinions of the public were totally ignored. This is a chance to partner
with local residents to improve the way we do things so that we have a
healthy environment for all of us.






















