Alternatives Ascent Environmental

Table 6-1 Major Differences Between the CMMLUO and the Proposed Ordinance Performance Standards
Requirements CMMLUO Proposed Ordinance
Generators 60 decibels at a site’s property line. Generators would be required to not result in an increase in existing ambient

noise levels at the property line of the site, and would not be audible by humans
from neighboring residences located on separate nearby parcels.

Where located within one (1) mile of mapped critical habitat for marbled
murrelet or spotted owls where timberland is present, maximum noise exposure
from the combination of background and generator created noise may not
exceed 50 decibels measured at a distance of 100 feet from the generator or
the edge of habitat, whichever is closer. Where ambient noise levels, without
including generator noise, exceed 50 decibels within 100 feet from the
generator or the edge of habitat, generators may continue to be used when an
increase in ambient noise levels would not result.

The permit application must include information demonstrating compliance with
the noise standards, including: a site plan detailing the location of the generator,
property lines, and nearby forested areas, existing ambient noise levels at the
property line using current noise measurements (excluding generators) during
typical periods of use, details on the design of any structure(s) or equipment
used to attenuate noise, as well as details on the location and characteristics of
any landscaping, natural features, or other measures which provide serve to
attenuate generator noise levels at nearby property lines or habitat.

Lighting Cultivators using artificial lighting for mixed-light Structures used for mixed-light cultivation and nurseries shall be shielded so that
Standards cultivation shall shield greenhouse so that little tono | no light escapes between sunset and sunrise.
light escapes. No mixed-light cultivation may occur within 200 feet of a riparian zone.

All security lighting would be shielded and angled in such a way as to prevent
light from spilling outside of the boundaries of the site or directly focusing on any
surrounding uses.

Renewable 100 percent renewable energy requirement for indoor | Energy would be supplied through one of the following:

Energy cultivation. 4 on-grid power from 100 percent renewable energy source (PG&E Solar
Choice, RCEA Community Choice Aggregation, etc.);

4 on-grid power with purchase of carbon offset from an accredited source;
4 on-site zero net energy provided by a renewable energy source,

Existing sites may be allowed to use 20 percent generator/80 percent
renewable energy supplies, upon issuance of a Zoning Clearance Certificate and
compliance with other energy and generator noise performance standards.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Aesthetics

Under Alternative 1, new commercial medical cannabis operations in the County could alter localized views
of scenic vistas or resources. The limitations on size, coverage, and location of cannabis cultivations
provided under the CMMLUQ, in addition to existing County code and coastal zoning regulations, would limit
the potential for cannabis-related uses to result in a substantial adverse visual impacts on scenic vistas or
resources. This impact would be less than significant because cannabis operations would blend with existing
rural and agricultural uses located in these scenic viewsheds for reasons identified Impact 3.1-1. Compared
to the proposed ordinance, there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities that could
occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential for adverse effects on scenic resources. Thus,
relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts on scenic vistas or resources would be of lesser magnitude
under Alternative 1.
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Improvements to existing cannabis operations and new cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 1
would be visually consistent with the existing rural and agricultural character of the County. Cannabis
operations are not substantially different in appearance from other agricultural operations, and non-
cultivation activities would appear as similar to other warehouse-based facilities. This impact would be less
than significant for the reasons discussed under Impact 3.1-2. Compared to the proposed ordinance, there
would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County and,
consequently, less potential for adverse effects on visual character. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts on visual character to quality would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Commercial cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 1 could involve the use of lighting, such as for
the interior of hoop houses and other light fixtures used at night, which could create new light sources that
are out of character with the area. Under Alternative 1, CMMLUO standards require that “little to no light
escapes” from cultivation sites. The performance standards under the proposed ordinance include more
restrictive standards that would expressly prohibit any light escaping from nurseries and mixed-light
cannabis cultivation operations. Compared to the proposed ordinance, there would be a smaller number of
commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential
lighting and glare impacts. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, light and glare impacts would be of
lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Cannabis is defined under the CMMLUO and by the state as an agricultural product and as such, Alternative
1 would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses nor conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use. The County has determined that cannabis cultivation is a compatible use on lands under
Williamson Act contracts. There would be no impact on conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use, or
conflict with zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract under Alternative 1 or the project.
Relative to the proposed ordinance, this impact would be of similar magnitude for Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 1and the proposed ordinance, no new commercial cultivation sites would be allowed on
lands zoned as Timber Production Zone (TPZ). For existing cultivation sites, timberland conversion may only
occur in association with on-site remediation and reconfiguration activities, including reforestation, subject
to performance standards. Therefore, cannabis cultivation and associated activities would not cause
conflicts that could result in substantial conversion of forest land to a non-forest use or rezoning of TPZ
lands. Under Alternative 1, this impact would be less than significant and of similar magnitude to the
proposed ordinance.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 1 would result in operational PMa1o air quality impacts related to road dust emissions during
harvest season from new cultivation operations. As identified in Impact 3.3-2, there are no feasible
mitigation measures available to address this impact. Thus, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable. Compared to the proposed ordinance, there would be a fewer commercial cannabis activities
throughout the County and, consequently, less potential to generate road dust. Thus, relative to the
proposed ordinance, PM1o air quality impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts would be less than significant as identified under Impact 3.3-3. Alternative 1
would have fewer GHG emissions because of less cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations
county-wide as compared to the proposed ordinance. However, the proposed ordinance would require the
use of renewable energy on existing and new mixed-light cultivation and non-cultivation operations that is
not required under the CMMLUO. Therefore, on the balance, GHG impacts of Alternative 1 would be of
similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Objectionable odors could result from cannabis operations under Alternative 1 for the reasons described
under Impact 3.3-4. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.3-4 would assist in addressing this
impact, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 1 would have a reduced extent
of potential odor impacts because of the smaller number of outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation
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operations that are a source of objectionable odors as compared to the proposed ordinance. Thus, odor
impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Biological Resources

Under Alternative 1, potential land use conversion would result in potentially significant impacts to habitat
conditions, special-status plant and animal species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife movement
for reasons identified under Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-6. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Compared to the
proposed ordinance, the extent of significant of these impacts under Alternative 1 would be reduced.
Alternative 1 would result in less cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations that would disturb less
land area as compared to the proposed ordinance. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would
be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Cultural Resources

Future commercial cannabis operations associated with Alternative 1 could be located on lands that contain,
or are nearby historic resources or contain archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Impacts to historic
and archaeological resources would be potentially significant for reasons identified in Impact 3.5-1 and 3.5-
2. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” would reduce these
impacts to less than significant. Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant for
reasons identified under Impact 3.5-3. Cultural resource impacts under Alternative 1 would be potentially
less than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because fewer cannabis cultivation and non-
cultivation operations would likely disturb fewer resources. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts
would likely be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Geology and Soils

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in the less-than-significant geologic and soil stability impacts
because these impacts would be addressed through compliance with existing state and local standards as
identified in impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. Future development of commercial cannabis facilities under
Alternative 1 could result in potentially significant impacts associated with the damage or destruction of
undiscovered paleontological resources for the same as reasons identified under Impact 3.6-5. Mitigation
identified under Impact 3.6-5 would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 1’s geology and soils
impacts would be of lesser magnitude than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because
there would be a reduced extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation
operations that could disturb paleontological resources.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials,
exposure to hazards from airport operations and wildfires, and conflicts with emergency response and
evaluation plans for reasons identified under Impacts 3.7-1 and 3.7-3 through 3.7-7. This alternative could
result in a potentially significant impact associated with the accidental release of unidentified contamination
or hazardous waste during construction activities of new commercial cannabis operations for reasons
identified under Impact 3.7-2. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.7-2 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level. Relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude
under Alternative 1 because there would be fewer new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation
operations developed county-wide that could potentially disturb contaminated sites.

Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would have potentially significant operational water quality, drainage, and surface water
impacts from new cultivation and non-cultivation operations for reasons identified under impacts 3.8-2, 3.8-4,
and 3.8-5. Mitigation measures identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Alternative 1's impact would be less than those that would occur
under the proposed ordinance because of the fewer commercial cannabis cultivation operations that could
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impact water resources. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude
under Alternative 1.

Alternative 1 would include the groundwater performance standards that are identified in the proposed
ordinance. Localized groundwater impacts were identified as potentially significant for reasons identified under
Impact 3.8-3. Mitigation for this impact was identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” which
would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 1's impact would be greater than those that would
occur under the proposed ordinance because it would not require testing requirements for new wells and
limitations in new well operations to protect local groundwater resources and wells. Thus, relative to the
proposed ordinance, impacts would be of greater magnitude under Alternative 1.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant land use impacts associated with the physical division of
established communities or conflicts with applicable land use policy provisions of the County similar in
magnitude to the proposed ordinance for reasons identified under Impact 3.9-1 and 3.9-2.

Noise

Construction of new commercial cannabis operations in the County that may occur under Alternative 1 could
result in potentially significant noise impacts for reasons identified under Impact 3.10-1 . Mitigation
measures identified under Impact 3.10-1 would reduce construction noise to a less-than-significant level.
This alternative’s construction noise impacts would be less than those that would occur for the proposed
ordinance, because of the reduced extent of land area that would be disturbed from new cannabis
cultivation and non-cultivation operations development that could generate construction noise. Thus, relative
to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts or traffic noise impacts as
further described under Impact 3.10-2 and 3.10-3. Alternative 1’s impact would be less than those that would
occur under the proposed ordinance because of the reduced extent of development of commercial cannabis
operations that could generate noise. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 1.

Public Services

Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant impacts to fire protection services and law enforcement. As
identified under Impact 3.11-1 and 3.11-2, cannabis operations would be required to comply with state and
local regulations related to building, electrical, and fire regulations. This alternative’s public service impacts
would be less than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because of the reduced extent
cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations would generate lower public service demand. Thus,
relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative, 1 construction and operation of cannabis cultivation facilities would generate traffic on
the County roadway system. These increases in traffic would not reduce level of service (LOS) operations on
state highways below LOS “C.” This would be a less-than-significant traffic impact for reasons further
identified under Impact 3.12-1 and 3.12-2. This alternative’s traffic impacts would be less than those that
would occur for the proposed ordinance because of the fewer cannabis cultivation facilities that would
generate lower traffic volumes. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 1.

The CCMLUO under Alternative 1 does not include roadway standards for cannabis facilities, but would be
subject to Chapter 10 - Fire Safe Regulations of the Humboldt County Code that require the provision of safe
access for emergency wildland fire equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently. Compliance with these
requirements would reduce potential impacts to emergency access to a less-than-significant level. This
alternative’s emergency access impacts would be less than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance
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because fewer cannabis cultivation that would generate a lower potential for emergency access conflicts. Thus,
relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 1 could increase the demand for wastewater and water supply services within existing provider
service boundaries from new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations. This impact
would be potentially significant for reasons discussed under Impact 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. Mitigation measures
identified in Section 3.13, “Utilities and Service Systems,” would reduce this alternative’s impact to less than
significant for wastewater service, but not for public water supply which would remain significant and
unavoidable. This alternative’s utility service impacts would be less than those that would occur for the
proposed ordinance because of the fewer cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations that would
generate a lower demand for public wastewater and water service. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance,
impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 1.

Energy

Alternative 1 would have a less-than-significant energy impact as it would not result in a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy by complying with 2016 Title 24 standards and the 100 percent
renewable energy requirement for all indoor cultivation operations under the CMMLUO. This alternative
would not implement the proposed ordinance’s renewable energy efficiency requirements that apply to
existing and new mixed-light cultivation, indoor cultivation, and other non-cultivation activities that provides
for further energy efficiency (see Impact 3.14-1 and Table 6-1). Alternative 1 would increase the amount of
cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation energy use as compared to the proposed ordinance because it would
not offset the energy use of new commercial cannabis operations and reduce all existing outdoor and mixed-
light cannabis cultivation operations by 80 percent as required under the proposed ordinance. Thus, this
alternative’s energy impacts would be of greater magnitude than the proposed ordinance.

This alternative would also result in a less-than-significant impact to electrical and natural gas infrastructure
for reasons identified under Impact 3.14-2. Cannabis operations that are able to use the existing energy grid
in the County would be supplied by PG&E, which is anticipated to maintain sufficient capacity. Thus, this
alternative’s energy infrastructure impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

6.3.2  Alternative 2: No Project, New Permits Issued

The CMMLUO would continue to regulate commercial medical cannabis operations in the County, but would
not allow non-medical operations (e.g., microbusinesses). Section 55.4.17 (Sunset for Applications) would
be eliminated. The County would accept applications for existing operations that intend to comply with the
CMMLUO and applications for new commercial medical cannabis operations. New applications for cannabis
operations would be accepted beyond those submitted before December 31, 2016. The potential extent of
permitted commercial medical cannabis operations is assumed to be the same as the proposed ordinance
(1,012 new commercial medical cannabis cultivation sites and 108 new commercial medical cannabis non-
cultivation sites).

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Aesthetics

Under Alternative 2, new commercial medical cannabis operations in the County could alter localized views
of scenic vistas or resources. The limitations on size, coverage, and location of cannabis cultivations
provided under the CMMLUO, in addition to existing county code and coastal zoning regulations, would limit
the potential for cannabis-related uses to result in a substantial adverse visual impacts on scenic vistas or
resources. This impact would be less than significant because cannabis operations would blend with existing
rural and agricultural uses located in these scenic viewsheds for reasons identified Impact 3.1-1. Alternative
2 would have the same number of commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County as
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the proposed ordinance, consequently, a similar impact on scenic resources. Thus, Alternative 2 impacts on
scenic vistas or resources would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Improvements to existing cannabis operations and new cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 2
would be visually consistent with the existing rural and agricultural character of the County. Cannabis
operations are aesthetically not substantially different in appearance from other agricultural operations, and
non-cultivation activities would appear as similar to other warehouse-based facilities. This impact would be
less than significant for the reasons discussed under Impact 3.1-2. Compared to the proposed ordinance,
Alternative 2 would have the same visual character impact because there would be the same extent of
commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County. Thus, Alternative 2 impacts on visual
character would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Commercial cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 2 could involve the use of lighting, such as for
the interior of hoop houses and other light fixtures used at night could create new light sources that are out
of character with the area. Under Alternative 2, CMMLUO standards require that little to no light escapes
from cultivation sites. The performance standards under the proposed ordinance include more restrictive
standards that would expressly prohibit any light escaping from nurseries and mixed-light cannabis
cultivation operations. Compared to the proposed ordinance, Alternative 2 would have greater potential for
light and glare impacts from less restrictive lighting standards. Thus, impacts on light and glare under
Alternative 2 would be of greater magnitude than the proposed ordinance.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Cannabis is defined under the CMMLUO, and by the state as an agricultural product and as such, Alternative
2 would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses nor conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use. The County has determined that cannabis cultivation is a compatible use on lands under
Williamson Act contracts. There would be no impact on conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use, or
conflict with zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract under Alternative 2 or the project.
Relative to the proposed ordinance, this impact would be of similar magnitude for Alternative 2.

Under Alternative 2 and the proposed ordinance, no new commercial cultivation sites would be allowed on
lands zoned as TPZ. For existing cultivation sites, timberland conversion may only occur in association with
on-site remediation and reconfiguration activities, including reforestation, subject to performance standards.
Therefore, cannabis cultivation and associated activities would not cause conflicts that could result in
substantial conversion of forest land to a non-forest use or rezoning of TPZ lands. Under Alternative 2, this
impact would be less than significant and of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 2 would result in operational PMa1o air quality impacts related to road dust emissions during
harvest season from new cultivation operations. As identified in Impact 3.3-2, there are no feasible
mitigation measures available to address this impact. Thus, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable. Compared to the proposed ordinance, Alternative 2 would have the same operational air
quality impact because there would be the same extent of commercial cannabis activities that could occur
throughout the County. Thus, Alternative 2 impacts on visual character would be of similar magnitude to the
proposed ordinance.

Greenhouse gas impacts would be less than significant as identified under Impact 3.3-3. Alternative 2 would
have similar mobile GHG emissions from vehicle miles traveled because of the same extent of cannabis
cultivation and non-cultivation operations county-wide as compared to the proposed ordinance. However, the
proposed ordinance would require the use of renewable energy on existing and new mixed-light cultivation
and non-cultivation operations that would reduce GHG emissions. This renewable energy requirement is not
required under the CMMLUO. Thus, GHG impacts would be of greater magnitude under Alternative 2.

Objectionable odors could result from cannabis operations under Alternative 2 for the reasons described
under Impact 3.3-4. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.3-4 would assist in addressing this
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impact, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 2 would have a similar extent of
potential odor impacts because of the same number of outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation
operations that are a source of objectionable odors as compared to the proposed ordinance. Thus, Alternative
2 odor impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Biological Resources

Under Alternative 2, potential land use conversion would result in potentially significant impacts to habitat
conditions, special-status plant and animal species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife movement
for reasons identified under Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-6. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Compared to the
proposed ordinance, the extent of significant of these impacts under Alternative 2 would be the same
because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations. Thus, Alternative 2
biological resource impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Cultural Resources

Future commercial cannabis operations associated with Alternative 2 could be located on lands that contain,
or are nearby historic resources or contain archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Impacts to historic
and archaeological resources would be potentially significant for reasons identified in Impact 3.5-1 and 3.5-
2. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” would reduce these
impacts to less than significant. Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant for
reasons identified under Impact 3.5-3. Cultural resource impacts under Alternative 2 would be the same
those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because of the similar extent of development of cannabis
cultivation and non-cultivation operations that could disturb resources. Thus, Alternative 2 historic and
archaeological resource impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Geology and Soils

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in the less-than-significant geologic and soil stability impacts
because these impacts would be addressed through compliance with existing state and local standards as
identified in impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. Future development of commercial cannabis facilities under
Alternative 2 could result in potentially significant impacts associated with the damage or destruction of
undiscovered paleontological resources for the same reasons as identified under Impact 3.6-5. Mitigation
identified under Impact 3.6-5 would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 2’s geology and soils
impacts would be of similar magnitude as those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because there
would be the same extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations
that could disturb paleontological resources.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials,
exposure to hazards from airport operations and wildfires, and conflicts with emergency response and
evaluation plans for reasons identified under Impacts 3.7-1 and 3.7-3 through 3.7-7. This alternative could
result in a potentially significant impact associated with the accidental release of unidentified contamination
or hazardous waste during construction activities of new commercial cannabis operations for reasons
identified under Impact 3.7-2. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.7-2 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level. Relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude
under Alternative 2 because there would be the same number of new commercial cannabis cultivation and
non-cultivation operations developed county-wide that could potentially disturb contaminated sites.

Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would have potentially significant operational water quality, drainage, and surface water
impacts from new cultivation and non-cultivation operations for reasons identified under impacts 3.8-2, 3.8-4,
and 3.8-5. Mitigation measures identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Alternative 2’s impact would be the same as the proposed
ordinance because of the similar extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation operations that
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could impact water resources. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar
magnitude under Alternative 2.

Alternative 2 would not include the groundwater performance standards that are identified in the proposed
ordinance. Localized groundwater impacts were identified as potentially significant for reasons identified under
Impact 3.8-3. Mitigation for this impact was identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” which
would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 2’s impact would be greater than what would
occur under the proposed ordinance because of the CMMLUO contains no performance standards to protect
local groundwater resources and wells from the development of new wells from commercial cannabis
cultivation operations. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of greater magnitude
under Alternative 2.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant land use impacts associated with the physical division of
established communities or conflicts with applicable land use policy provisions of the County similar in
magnitude to the proposed ordinance for reasons identified under Impact 3.9-1 and 3.9-2.

Noise

Construction of new commercial cannabis operations in the County that may occur under Alternative 2 could
result in potentially significant noise impacts for reasons identified under Impact 3.10-1. Mitigation
measures identified under Impact 3.10-1 would reduce construction noise to a less-than-significant level.
This alternative’s construction noise impacts would be the same as the proposed ordinance because of the
similar extent of land area that would be disturbed from new cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation
operations development that could generate construction noise. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance,
impacts would be of similar magnitude under Alternative 2.

Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts or traffic noise impact for
reasons identified under Impact 3.10-2 and 3.10-3. However, the CCMLUO noise provisions for generators
would not be as protective of existing ambient noise conditions as the proposed ordinance. Thus, relative to
the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of greater magnitude under Alternative 2.

Public Services

Alternative 2 would result in less than significant impacts to fire protection services and law enforcement. As
identified under Impact 3.11-1 and 3.11-2, cannabis operations would be required to comply with state and
local regulations related to building, electrical, and fire regulations. This alternative’s public service impacts
would be the same as the proposed ordinance because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation and non-
cultivation operations would generate the same public service demand. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude under Alternative 2.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative, 2 construction and operation of new commercial medical cannabis facilities would
generate traffic on the County roadway system. These increases in traffic would not reduce level of service
(LOS) operations on state highways below LOS “C.” This would be a less-than-significant traffic impact for
reasons further identified under Impact 3.12-1 and 3.12-2. This alternative’s traffic impacts would be the
same as the proposed ordinance because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation and traffic generation.
Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude under Alternative 2.

The CCMLUO under Alternative 2 does not include roadway standards for cannabis facilities, but would be
subject to Chapter 10 - Fire Safe Regulations of the Humboldt County Code that require the provision of
safe access for emergency wildland fire equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently. Compliance with
these requirements would reduce potential impacts to emergency access to a less-than-significant level. This
alternative’s emergency access impacts would be greater than those that would occur for the proposed
ordinance because the CCMLOU does not include the County’s Category 4 road standards. The County has
determined that the Category 4 road standard is adequate to accommodate commercial cannabis operation
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traffic volumes and vehicle types (e.g., passenger vehicles, small trucks, large service trucks). Thus, relative
to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of greater magnitude under Alternative 2.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 2 could increase the demand for wastewater and water supply services within existing provider
service boundaries from new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations. This impact
would be potentially significant for reasons discussed under Impact 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. Mitigation measures
identified in Section 3.13, “Utilities and Service Systems,” would reduce this alternative’s impact to less than
significant for wastewater service, but not for public water supply, which would remain significant and
unavoidable. This alternative’s utility service impacts would be the same as the proposed ordinance because
of the same extent of cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations development that would generate
similar service demands. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude
under Alternative 2.

Energy

Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant energy impact as it would not result in a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy by complying with 2016 Title 24 standards and the 100 percent
renewable energy requirement for all indoor cultivation operations under the CMMLUO (see Impact 3.14-1).
This alternative would not implement the proposed ordinance’s renewable energy efficiency requirements
that apply to existing and new mixed-light cultivation, indoor cultivation, and other non-cultivation activities
that provides for further energy efficiency (see Table 6-1). Thus, this alternative’s energy impacts would be of
greater magnitude than the proposed ordinance.

This alternative would also result in a less-than-significant impact to electrical and natural gas infrastructure
for reasons identified under Impact 3.14-2. Cannabis operations that are able to use the existing energy grid
in the County would be supplied by PG&E, which is anticipated to maintain sufficient capacity. Thus, this
alternative’s energy infrastructure impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

6.3.3  Alternative 3: Prohibition of New Outdoor and Mixed-Light Cultivation
Operations in City Spheres of Influence and Community Plan Areas

This alternative would consist of the proposed ordinance, but would prohibit new outdoor and mixed-light
commercial cannabis operations within the spheres of influence of the incorporated cities and the
community plan area boundaries. Commercial cannabis indoor cultivation and non-cultivation operations
would still be allowed in these areas. All other requirements and performance standards in the proposed
ordinance would remain the same as the project. The potential extent of permitted commercial cannabis
operations would be the same as the project (1,012 new commercial cannabis cultivation sites and 108 new
commercial cannabis non-cultivation sites).

This alternative is intended to address environmental impacts associated with objectionable odors from
cannabis cultivation, water supply impacts to service providers, and potential conflict with local groundwater
sources and existing wells.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Aesthetics

Under Alternative 3, new commercial cannabis operations in the County could alter localized views of scenic
vistas or resources. The limitations on size, coverage, and location of cannabis cultivations provided under
the proposed ordinance, in addition to existing county code and coastal zoning regulations, would limit the
potential for cannabis-related uses to result in substantial adverse visual impacts on scenic vistas or
resources. This impact would be less than significant because cannabis operations would blend with existing
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rural and agricultural uses located in these scenic viewsheds for reasons identified Impact 3.1-1. Alternative
3 would have the same number of commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County as
the proposed ordinance, consequently, a similar impact on scenic resources. Thus, Alternative 3 impacts on
scenic vistas or resources would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Improvements to existing cannabis operations and new cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 3
would be visually consistent with the existing rural and agricultural character of the County. Cannabis
operations are not substantially different in appearance from other agricultural operations, and non-
cultivation activities would appear as similar to other warehouse-based facilities. This impact would be less
than significant for the reasons discussed under Impact 3.1-2. Compared to the proposed ordinance,
Alternative 3 would have the same visual character impact, because there would be the same extent of
commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County. Thus, Alternative 3 impacts on visual
character would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance. Alternative 3 would avoid the placement
of new outdoor and mixed-light cultivation facilities nhear concentrated development areas where residents
may view cannabis cultivation negatively.

Commercial cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 3 could involve the use of lighting, such as for
the interior of hoop houses and other light fixtures used at night could create new light sources that are out
of character with the area. This alternative would be subject to the performance standards under the
proposed ordinance that expressly prohibit any light escaping from nurseries and mixed-light cannabis
cultivation operations. This impact would be less than significant for reasons identified under Impact 3.1-3.
Relative to the proposed ordinance, light and glare impacts would be of similar magnitude under Alternative
3 as it would utilize the same lighting standards.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Cannabis is defined under the proposed ordinance and by the state as an agricultural product and as such,
Alternative 3 would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses nor conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use. The County has determined that cannabis cultivation is a compatible use on
lands under Williamson Act contracts. There would be no impact on conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural use, or conflict with zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract under Alternative
3 or the project. Relative to the proposed ordinance, this impact would be of similar magnitude for
Alternative 3.

Under Alternative 3 and the proposed ordinance, no new commercial cultivation sites would be allowed on
lands zoned as TPZ. For existing cultivation sites, timberland conversion may only occur in association with
on-site remediation and reconfiguration activities, including reforestation, subject to performance standards.
Therefore, cannabis cultivation and associated activities would not cause conflicts that could result in
substantial conversion of forest land to a non-forest use or rezoning of TPZ lands. Under Alternative 3, this
impact would be less than significant and of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 3 would result in operational PMa1o air quality impacts related to road dust emissions during
harvest season from new cultivation operations. As identified in Impact 3.3-2, are no feasible mitigation
measures available to address this impact. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Compared to the proposed ordinance, Alternative 3 would have greater operational air quality impacts
because new outdoor and mixed-light cultivation operations would be located in the rural and agricultural
areas of the County, which would increase the extent of vehicle miles traveled on unpaved private roads.
Thus, Alternative 3 impacts on visual character would be of greater magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Greenhouse gas impacts would be less than significant as identified under Impact 3.3-3. Alternative 3 would
have greater GHG emissions because new outdoor and mixed-light cultivation operations would be located in
the rural and agricultural areas of the County that would increase the extent GHG mobile emissions from
vehicle miles traveled on unpaved private roads. Thus, GHG impacts would be of greater magnitude under
Alternative 3.
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Objectionable odors could result from cannabis operations under Alternative 3 for the reasons described
under Impact 3.3-4. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.3-4 would assist in addressing this
impact, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 3 would reduce extent of
potential odor impacts because it would prohibit new outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation within the
cities’ spheres of influence and County community plan areas where there is a concentration of sensitive
receptors. Thus, Alternative 3 odor impacts would be of lesser magnitude than the proposed ordinance.

Biological Resources

Under Alternative 3, potential land use conversion would result in potentially significant impacts to habitat
conditions, special-status plant and animal species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife movement
for reasons identified under Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-6. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Compared to the
proposed ordinance, the extent of significant of these impacts under Alternative 3 would be the same
because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations that could impact biological
resources county-wide. Thus, Alternative 3 biological resource impacts would be of similar magnitude to the
proposed ordinance.

Cultural Resources

Future commercial cannabis operations associated with Alternative 3 could be located on lands that contain,
or are nearby historic resources or contain archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Impacts to historic
and archaeological resources would be potentially significant for reasons identified in Impact 3.5-1 and 3.5-
2. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” would reduce these
impacts to less than significant. Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant for
reasons identified under Impact 3.5-3. Cultural resource impacts under Alternative 3 would be the same
those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because fewer cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation
operations would likely disturb fewer resources county-wide. Thus, Alternative 3 historic and archaeological
resource impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Geology and Soils

Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the less-than-significant geologic and soil stability impacts
because these impacts would be addressed through compliance with existing state and local standards as
identified in impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. Future development of commercial cannabis facilities under
Alternative 3 could result in potentially significant impacts associated with the damage or destruction of
undiscovered paleontological resources for the same reasons as identified under Impact 3.6-5. Mitigation
identified under Impact 3.6-5 would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 3’s geology and soils
impacts would be of similar magnitude as those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because there
would be the same extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations
that could disturb paleontological resources county-wide.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials,
exposure to hazards from airport operations and wildfires, and conflicts with emergency response and
evaluation plans for reasons identified under Impacts 3.7-1 and 3.7-3 through 3.7-7. This alternative could
result in a potentially significant impact associated with the accidental release of unidentified contamination
or hazardous waste during construction activities of new commercial cannabis operations for reasons
identified under Impact 3.7-2. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.7-2 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level. Relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude
under Alternative 3 because there would be the same number of new commercial cannabis cultivation and
non-cultivation operations developed county-wide that could potentially disturb contaminated sites.

Hydrology and Water Quality
This alternative would have potentially significant operational water quality, drainage, and surface water
impacts from new cultivation and non-cultivation operations for reasons identified under impacts 3.8-2, 3.8-4,
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and 3.8-5. Mitigation measures identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Alternative 3’s impact would be the same as the proposed
ordinance, because of the similar extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation operations that
could impact water resources. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar
magnitude under Alternative 3.

Alternative 3 would have the same groundwater performance standards that are identified in the proposed
ordinance. Localized groundwater impacts were identified as potentially significant for reasons identified under
Impact 3.8-3. Mitigation for this impact was identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” which
would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 3’s impact would be less than what would occur
under the proposed ordinance because of the prohibition of new outdoor and mixed-light cannabis
cultivation within the cities’ spheres of influence and County community plan areas where conflicts with
multiple domestic wells may occur. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 3.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant land use impacts associated with the physical division of
established communities or conflicts with applicable land use policy provisions of the County, similar in
magnitude to the proposed ordinance for reasons identified under Impact 3.9-1 and 3.9-2.

Noise

Construction of new commercial cannabis operations in the County that may occur under Alternative 3 could
result in potentially significant noise impacts for reasons identified under Impact 3.10-1. Mitigation
measures identified under Impact 3.10-1 would reduce construction noise to a less-than-significant level.
This alternative’s construction noise impacts would be less than what would occur under the proposed
ordinance because it would prohibit new outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation within the cities’ spheres
of influence and County community plan areas where there is a concentration of noise-sensitive receptors.
Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 3.

Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts or traffic noise impact as further
described under Impact 3.10-2 and 3.10-3. This alternative’s operational noise impacts related to
generators would be less than what would occur under the proposed ordinance because it would prohibit
new outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation within the cities’ spheres of influence and County community
plan areas where there is a concentration of noise-sensitive receptors. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 3.

Public Services

Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant impacts to fire protection services and law enforcement. As
identified under Impact 3.11-1 and 3.11-2, cannabis operations would be required to comply with state and
local regulations related to building, electrical, and fire regulations. This alternative’s public service impacts
would be the same as the proposed ordinance because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation and non-
cultivation operations would generate the same public service demand. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude under Alternative 3.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative 3, construction and operation of new commercial cannabis facilities would generate traffic
on the County roadway system. These increases in traffic would not reduce level of service (LOS) operations
on state highways below LOS “C.” This would be a less-than-significant traffic impact for reasons further
identified under Impact 3.12-1 and 3.12-2. This alternative’s traffic impacts would be the same as the
proposed ordinance because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation development, which would generate
similar traffic volumes. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar magnitude
under Alternative 3.
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Alternative 3 would include the proposed ordinance’s roadway standards for cannabis facilities and would
also be subject to Chapter 10 - Fire Safe Regulations of the Humboldt County Code that require the
provision of safe access for emergency wildland fire equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently.
Compliance with these requirements would reduce potential impacts to emergency access to a less-than-
significant level. This alternative’s emergency access impacts would be the same as the proposed ordinance
because of the similar extent cannabis cultivation development that would generate the same potential for
emergency access conflicts. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of similar
magnitude under Alternative 3.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 3 could increase the demand for wastewater and water supply services within existing provider
service boundaries from new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations. This impact
would be potentially significant for reasons discussed under Impact 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. Mitigation measures
identified in Section 3.13, “Utilities and Service Systems,” would reduce this alternative’s impact to less than
significant for wastewater service, but not for public water supply which would remain significant and
unavoidable. This alternative’s utility service impacts would be less than what would occur under the
proposed ordinance because it would prohibit new outdoor and mixed-use cannabis cultivation within the
cities’ spheres of influence and County community plan areas where public wastewater and water services are
provided. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative
3.

Energy

Alternative 3 would have a less-than-significant energy impact as it would not result in a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy by complying with 2016 Title 24 standards and the renewable energy
requirements under the proposed ordinance for renewable energy for existing and new mixed-light
cultivation, indoor cultivation, and other non-cultivation activities (see Impact 3.14-1). Alternative 3 would
have greater mobile energy use because new outdoor and mixed-light cultivation operations would be
located in the rural and agricultural areas of the County, which would increase the extent of vehicle miles
traveled on unpaved private roads. Thus, energy efficiency impacts would be of greater magnitude under
Alternative 3.

This alternative would also result in a less-than-significant impact to electrical and natural gas infrastructure
for reasons identified under Impact 3.14-2. Cannabis operations that are able to use the existing energy grid
in the County would be supplied by PG&E, which is anticipated to maintain sufficient capacity. Thus, this
alternative’s energy infrastructure impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

6.3.4  Alternative 4: Prohibition of New Outdoor and Mixed-Light Cultivation
Operations

This alternative would cap the extent of new commercial cannabis outdoor and mixed-light cultivation
allowed under the proposed ordinance to applications received on or before December 31, 2016 under the
CMMLOU. Commercial cannabis indoor operations and non-cultivation operations would not be subject to
this prohibition. All other requirements and performance standards in the proposed ordinance would remain
the same as the project. The potential extent of new commercial cannabis outdoor and mixed-light
cultivation would be limited to 863 new applications for 260.85 acres of cultivation area (based on
application data provided in Table 2-2).

This alternative addresses overall environmental impacts associated with new outdoor and mixed-light
cultivation activities that include objectionable odors from cannabis cultivation, biological resources, water
quality and drainage, water supply impacts, and operational air quality impacts related to particulate matter.
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Aesthetics

Under Alternative 4, new commercial cannabis operations in the County could alter localized views of scenic
vistas or resources. The limitations on size, coverage, and location of cannabis cultivations provided under
the proposed ordinance, in addition to existing county code and coastal zoning regulations, would limit the
potential for cannabis-related uses to have a substantial adverse visual impact on scenic vistas or
resources. This impact would be less than significant because cannabis operations would blend with existing
rural and agricultural uses located in these scenic viewsheds for reasons identified Impact 3.1-1. Compared
to the proposed ordinance, there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities that could
occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential for adverse effects on scenic resources. Thus,
relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts on scenic vistas or resources would be of lesser magnitude
under Alternative 4.

Improvements to existing cannabis operations and new cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 4
would be visually consistent with the existing rural and agricultural character of the County. Cannabis
operations are not substantially different in appearance from other agricultural operations, and non-
cultivation activities would appear as similar to other warehouse-based facilities. This impact would be less
than significant for the reasons discussed under Impact 3.1-2. Compared to the proposed ordinance, there
would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities that could occur throughout the County and,
consequently, less potential for adverse effects on visual character. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts on visual character to quality would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Commercial cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 4 could involve the use of lighting, such as for
the interior of hoop houses and other light fixtures used at night could create new light sources that are out
of character with the area. This alternative would be subject to the performance standards under the
proposed ordinance that expressly prohibit any light escaping from nurseries and mixed-light cannabis
cultivation operations. This impact would be less than significant for reasons identified under Impact 3.1-3.
Relative to the proposed ordinance, light and glare impacts would be of similar magnitude under Alternative
4 as it would utilize the same lighting standards.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Cannabis is defined under the proposed ordinance and by the state as an agricultural product and as such,
Alternative 4 would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses nor conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use. The County has determined that cannabis cultivation is a compatible use on
lands under Williamson Act contracts. There would be no impact on conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural use, or conflict with zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract under Alternative
4 or the project. Relative to the proposed ordinance, this impact would be of similar magnitude for
Alternative 4.

Under Alternative 4 and the project, no new commercial cultivation sites would be allowed on lands zoned as
TPZ. For existing cultivation sites, timberland conversion may only occur in association with on-site
remediation and reconfiguration activities, including reforestation, subject to performance standards.
Therefore, cannabis cultivation and associated activities would not cause conflicts that could result in
substantial conversion of forest land to a non-forest use or rezoning of TPZ lands. Under Alternative 4, this
impact would be less than significant and of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 4 would result in operational PMa1o air quality impacts related to road dust emissions during
harvest season from new cultivation operations. As identified in Impact 3.3-2, are no feasible mitigation
measures available to address this impact. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Compared to the proposed ordinance, there would be fewer commercial cannabis activities throughout the
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County and, consequently, less potential to generate road dust. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance,
PM1o air quality impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Greenhouse gas impacts would be less than significant as identified under Impact 3.3-3. Alternative 4 would
have fewer GHG emissions, because there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities
that could occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential to generate GHG emission. Thus,
GHG impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Objectionable odors could result from cannabis operations under Alternative 4 for the reasons described
under Impact 3.3-4. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.3-4 would assist in addressing this
impact, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 4 would have a reduced extent
of potential odor impacts because of the smaller number of new outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation
operations that are a source of objectionable odors as compared to the proposed ordinance. Thus, odor
impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Biological Resources

Under Alternative 4, potential land use conversion would result in potentially significant impacts to habitat
conditions, special-status plant and animal species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife movement
for reasons identified under Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-6. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Compared to the
proposed ordinance, the extent of significant of these impacts under Alternative 4 would be reduced.
Alternative 4 would result in less cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations, which would disturb
less land area as compared to the proposed ordinance. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts
would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Cultural Resources

Future commercial cannabis operations associated with Alternative 4 could be located on lands that contain,
or are nearby historic resources or contain archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Impacts to historic
and archaeological resources would be potentially significant for reasons identified in Impact 3.5-1 and 3.5-
2. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” would reduce these
impacts to less than significant. Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant for
reasons identified under Impact 3.5-3. Cultural resource impacts under Alternative 4 would be less than
those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because of a smaller extent of development of cannabis
cultivation and non-cultivation operations that could disturb resources. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would likely be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Geology and Soils

Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in the less-than-significant geologic and soil stability impacts,
because these impacts would be addressed through compliance with existing state and local standards as
identified impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. Future development of commercial cannabis facilities under Alternative
4 could result in potentially significant impacts associated with the damage or destruction of undiscovered
paleontological resources for reasons identified under Impact 3.6-5. Mitigation identified under Impact 3.6-5
would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 4’s geology and soils impacts would be of lesser
magnitude than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because there would be a reduced
extent development of commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations that could disturb
paleontological resources.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials,
exposure to hazards from airport operations and wildfires, and conflicts with emergency response and
evaluation plans for reasons identified under Impacts 3.7-1 and 3.7-3 through 3.7-7. This alternative could
result in a potentially significant impact associated with the accidental release of unidentified contamination
or hazardous waste during construction activities of new commercial cannabis operations for reasons
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identified under Impact 3.7-2. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.7-2 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level. Relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude
under Alternative 4 because there would be fewer new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation
operations developed county-wide that could potentially disturb contaminated sites.

Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would have potentially significant operational water quality, drainage, and surface water
impacts from new cultivation and non-cultivation operations for reasons identified under impacts 3.8-2, 3.8-4,
and 3.8-5. Mitigation measures identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Alternative 4’s impact would be less than those that would occur
under the proposed ordinance, because fewer commercial cannabis cultivation operations. Thus, relative to
the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Alternative 4 would have the same groundwater performance standards that are identified in the proposed
ordinance. Localized groundwater impacts were identified as potentially significant for reasons identified under
Impact 3.8-3. Mitigation for this impact was identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” that
would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 4’s impact would be less than what would occur
under the proposed ordinance because of the smaller extent of development of commercial cannabis
cultivation operations that could impact local groundwater resources and wells. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant land use impacts associated with the physical division of
established communities or conflicts with applicable land use policy provisions of the County, similar in
magnitude to the proposed ordinance for reasons identified under Impact 3.9-1 and 3.9-2.

Noise

Construction of new commercial cannabis operations in the County that may occur under Alternative 4 could
result in potentially significant noise impacts for reasons identified under Impact 3.10-1. Mitigation
measures identified under Impact 3.10-1 would reduce construction noise to a less-than-significant level.
This alternative’s construction noise impacts would be less than what would occur under the proposed
ordinance because of the smaller extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation operations that
could impact adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be
of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts or traffic noise impact as further
described under Impact 3.10-2 and 3.10-3. This alternative’s operational noise impacts related to
generators would be less than what would occur under the proposed ordinance because of the smaller
extent of development of commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations that could impact
adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 4.

Public Services

Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant impacts to fire protection services and law enforcement. As
identified under Impact 3.11-1 and 3.11-2, cannabis operations would be required to comply with state and
local regulations related to building, electrical, and fire regulations. This alternative’s public service impacts
would be less than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because of fewer cannabis cultivation
and non-cultivation operations would generate lower public service demand. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Transportation and Circulation
Under Alternative 4, construction and operation of new commercial cannabis cultivation facilities would
generate traffic on the County roadway system. These increases in traffic would not reduce level of service
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(LOS) operations on state highways below LOS “C.” This would be a less-than-significant traffic impact for
reasons further identified under Impact 3.12-1 and 3.12-2. This alternative’s traffic impacts would be less
than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because fewer cannabis cultivation facilities would
generate lower traffic volumes. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 4.

Alternative 4 would include the proposed ordinance’s roadway standards for cannabis facilities and would
also be subject to Chapter 10 - Fire Safe Regulations of the Humboldt County Code that require the
provision of safe access for emergency wildland fire equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently.
Compliance with these requirements would reduce potential impacts to emergency access to a less-than-
significant level. This alternative’s emergency access impacts would be less than those that would occur for
the proposed ordinance because of the reduced extent cannabis cultivation that would create a lower
potential for emergency access conflicts. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of
lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 4 could increase the demand for wastewater and water supply services within existing service
provider service boundaries from new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations. This
impact would be potentially significant for reasons discussed under Impact 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. Mitigation
measures identified in Section 3.13, “Utilities and Service Systems,” would reduce this alternative’s impact
to less than significant for wastewater service, but not for public water supply which would remain significant
and unavoidable. This alternative’s utility service impacts would be less than those that would occur for the
proposed ordinance because fewer cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations would generate
lower demand for public wastewater and water service. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts
would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 4.

Energy

Alternative 4 would have a less-than-significant energy impact as it would not result in a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy by complying with 2016 Title 24 standards and the renewable energy
requirements under the proposed ordinance for renewable energy for existing and new mixed-light
cultivation, indoor cultivation, and other non-cultivation activities (see Impact 3.14-1). Alternative 4 would
reduce the amount of cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation energy use as compared to the proposed
ordinance because no additional cannabis operations would be allowed beyond those applications submitted
on or before December 31, 2016. Thus, this alternative’s energy impacts would be of lesser magnitude to the
proposed ordinance.

This alternative would also result in a less-than-significant impact to electrical and natural gas infrastructure
for reasons identified under Impact 3.14-2. Cannabis operations that are able to use the existing energy grid
in the County would be supplied by PG&E, which is anticipated to maintain sufficient capacity. Thus, this
alternative’s energy infrastructure impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

6.3.5  Alternative 5: Reduction of New Commercial Cannabis Operations

This alternative is based in part on the Friends of the Eel River Notice of Preparation comments that
suggested a “Watershed and Wildlife Protection Alternative.” This suggested alternative consists of
prohibition of new commercial cultivation operations in subwatersheds that are designated as critical habitat
for species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act. As shown in Exhibit 3.4-5, all watersheds in the
County include critical habitat for chinook salmon, steelhead, marbled murrelet, and/or northern spotted
owl. Thus, this suggested alternative would be a county-wide prohibition of new commercial outdoor and
mixed-light cannabis operations.

Alternative 5 would prohibit all new commercial cannabis outdoor and mixed-light cultivation that did not
exist on or before December 31, 2015 except under the RRR program, and would not allow any new permits
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for pre-existing cultivation in areas zoned Timber Production Zone (TPZ). New commercial cannabis indoor
cultivation and non-cultivation operations would only be allowed within community plan boundaries. All other
requirements and performance standards in the proposed ordinance would remain the same as the project.

This alternative addresses overall environmental impacts associated with new outdoor and mixed-light
cultivation activities that include objectionable odors from cannabis cultivation, biological resources, water
quality and drainage, water supply impacts, and operational air quality impacts related to particulate matter.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Aesthetics

Under Alternative 5, modifications to existing commercial cannabis cultivation operations and new indoor
cultivation and non-cultivation cannabis operations in the County could alter localized views of scenic vistas
or resources. The limitations on size, coverage, and location of cannabis cultivations provided under the
proposed ordinance, in addition to existing county code and coastal zoning regulations, would limit the
potential for cannabis-related uses to have a substantial adverse visual impact on scenic vistas or
resources. This impact would be less than significant, because cannabis operations would blend with
existing rural and agricultural uses located in these scenic viewsheds for reasons identified Impact 3.1-1.
Compared to the proposed ordinance, there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities
that could occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential for adverse effects on scenic
resources. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts on scenic vistas or resources would be of
lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Improvements to existing cannabis operations and new indoor cultivation and non-cultivation cannabis
operations permitted under Alternative 5 would be visually consistent with the existing rural and agricultural
character of the County. Cannabis operations are aesthetically not substantially different in appearance from
other agricultural operations, and non-cultivation activities would appear as similar to other warehouse-
based facilities. This impact would be less than significant for the reasons discussed under Impact 3.1-2.
Compared to the proposed ordinance, there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities
that could occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential for adverse effects on visual
character. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts on visual character to quality would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 5.

Commercial cannabis operations permitted under Alternative 5 could involve the use of lighting, such as for
indoor cultivation and other light fixtures used at night could create new light sources that are out of
character with the area. This alternative would be subject to the performance standards under the proposed
ordinance that expressly prohibit any light escape from nurseries and existing mixed-light cannabis
cultivation operations. This impact would be less than significant for reasons identified under Impact 3.1-3.
Relative to the proposed ordinance, light and glare impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative
5 as there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities that could be a source of lighting
and glare.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Cannabis is defined under the proposed ordinance and by the state as an agricultural product and as such,
Alternative 5 would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses nor conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use. The County has determined that cannabis cultivation is a compatible use on
lands under Williamson Act contracts. There would be no impact on conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural use, or conflict with zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract under Alternative
5 or the project. Relative to the proposed ordinance, this impact would be of similar magnitude for
Alternative 5.

Under Alternative 5 and the project, no new commercial cultivation sites would be allowed on lands zoned as
TPZ. For existing cultivation sites, timberland conversion may only occur in association with on-site
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remediation and reconfiguration activities, including reforestation, subject to performance standards.
Therefore, cannabis cultivation and associated activities would not cause conflicts that could result in
substantial conversion of forest land to a non-forest use or rezoning of TPZ lands. Under Alternative 5, this
impact would be less than significant and of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 5 would result in operational PMao air quality impacts related to road dust emissions during
harvest season from cultivation operations. As identified in Impact 3.3-2, are no feasible mitigation
measures available to address this impact. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Compared to the proposed ordinance, there would be a smaller number of commercial cannabis activities
that could occur throughout the County and, consequently, less potential to generate road dust. Thus,
relative to the proposed ordinance, PMuo air quality impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative
5.

Greenhouse gas impacts would be less than significant as identified under Impact 3.3-3. Alternative 5 would
have fewer GHG emissions, because there would be fewer commercial cannabis activities throughout the
County and, consequently, less potential to generate GHG emission. Thus, GHG impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 5.

Objectionable odors could result from cannabis operations under Alternative 5 for the reasons described
under Impact 3.3-4. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.3-4 would assist in addressing this
impact, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Alternative 5 would have a reduced extent
of potential odor impacts because of the prohibition of new outdoor and mixed-light cannabis cultivation that
are a source of objectionable odors as compared to the proposed ordinance. Thus, odor impacts would be of
lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Biological Resources

Under Alternative 5, potential land use conversion would result in potentially significant impacts to habitat
conditions, special-status plant and animal species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife movement
for reasons identified under Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-6. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Compared to the
proposed ordinance, the extent of significant of these impacts under Alternative 5 would be reduced. This
alternative would prohibit new outdoor and mixed-light commercial cannabis cultivation operations that could
disturb habitat areas and the County’s watersheds where special-status wildlife species occur. Thus, relative
to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Cultural Resources

Future commercial cannabis operations associated with Alternative 5 could be located on lands that contain,
or are nearby historic resources or contain archaeological and tribal cultural resources. Impacts to historic
and archaeological resources would be potentially significant for reasons identified in Impact 3.5-1 and 3.5-
2. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” would reduce these
impacts to less than significant. Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant for
reasons identified under Impact 3.5-3. Cultural resource impacts under Alternative 5 would be less than
those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because fewer new commercial cannabis operations
would likely disturb fewer resources. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser
magnitude under Alternative 5.

Geology and Soils

Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in the less-than-significant geologic and soil stability impacts
because these impacts would be addressed through compliance with existing state and local standards as
identified impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. Future development of commercial cannabis facilities under Alternative
5 could result in potentially significant impacts associated with the damage or destruction of undiscovered
paleontological resources for reasons identified under Impact 3.6-5. Mitigation identified under Impact 3.6-5
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would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 5’s geology and soils impacts would be of lesser
magnitude than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because there would be a reduced
extent development of new commercial cannabis operations that could disturb paleontological resources.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials,
exposure to hazards from airport operations and wildfires, and conflicts with emergency response and
evaluation plans for reasons identified under Impacts 3.7-1 and 3.7-3 through 3.7-7. This alternative could
result in a potentially significant impact associated with the accidental release of unidentified contamination
or hazardous waste during construction activities of new commercial cannabis operations for reasons
identified under Impact 3.7-2. Mitigation measures identified under Impact 3.7-2 would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level. Relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude
under Alternative 5 because there would be fewer new commercial cannabis operations developed county-
wide that could potentially disturb contaminated sites.

Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would have potentially significant operational water quality, drainage, and surface water
impacts from new cultivation and non-cultivation operations for reasons identified under impacts 3.8-2, 3.8-4,
and 3.8-5. Mitigation measures identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Alternative 5’s impact would be less than those that would occur
under the proposed ordinance because of the prohibition of new outdoor and mixed-light commercial cannabis
cultivation operations that could impact water resources and the County’s watersheds. Thus, relative to the
proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Alternative 5 would have the same groundwater performance standards that are identified in the proposed
ordinance. Localized groundwater impacts were identified as potentially significant for reasons identified under
Impact 3.8-3. Mitigation for this impact was identified under Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” that
would reduce this impact to less than significant. Alternative 5’s impact would be less than what would occur
under the proposed ordinance because of the prohibition of new outdoor and mixed-light commercial cannabis
cultivation operations that could impact local groundwater resources and wells. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant land use impacts associated with the physical division of
established communities or conflicts with applicable land use policy provisions of the County, similar in
magnitude to the proposed ordinance for reasons identified under Impact 3.9-1 and 3.9-2.

Noise

Construction of new commercial cannabis operations in the County that may occur under Alternative 5 could
result in potentially significant noise impacts for reasons identified under Impact 3.10-1. Mitigation
measures identified under Impact 3.10-1 would reduce construction noise to a less-than-significant level.
This alternative’s construction noise impacts would be less than what would occur under the proposed
ordinance because of the prohibition of new outdoor and mixed-light commercial cannabis cultivation
operations that would reduce the extent of construction noise impacts in the County. Thus, relative to the
proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant operational noise impacts or traffic noise impact as further
described under Impact 3.10-2 and 3.10-3. This alternative’s operational noise impacts related to generators
would be less than what would occur under the proposed ordinance because of the smaller extent of
development of new commercial cannabis operations that could impact adjacent noise-sensitive receptors.
Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.
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Public Services

Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant impacts to fire protection services and law enforcement. As
identified under Impact 3.11-1 and 3.11-2, cannabis operations would be required to comply with state and
local regulations related to building, electrical, and fire regulations. This alternative’s public service impacts
would be less than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance, because of fewer new commercial
cannabis operations would generated lower public service demand. Thus, relative to the proposed
ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative 5, construction and operation of new commercial cannabis cultivation facilities would
generate traffic on the County roadway system. These increases in traffic would not reduce level of service
(LOS) operations on state highways below LOS “C.” This would be a less-than-significant traffic impact for
reasons further identified under Impact 3.12-1 and 3.12-2. This alternative’s traffic impacts would be less
than those that would occur for the proposed ordinance because of the prohibition of new outdoor and
mixed-light commercial cannabis cultivation operations would generate lower traffic volumes. Thus, relative to
the proposed ordinance, impacts would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Alternative 5 would include the proposed ordinance’s roadway standards for cannabis facilities and would
also be subject to Chapter 10 - Fire Safe Regulations of the Humboldt County Code that require the
provision of safe access for emergency wildland fire equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently.
Compliance with these requirements would reduce potential impacts to emergency access to a less-than-
significant level. This alternative’s emergency access impacts would be less than those that would occur for
the proposed ordinance because of the reduced extent new cannabis cultivation operations that would
generate a lower potential for emergency access conflicts. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts
would be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 5 could increase the demand for wastewater and water supply services within existing provider
service boundaries from new commercial cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation operations. This impact
would be potentially significant for reasons discussed under Impact 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. Mitigation measures
identified in Section 3.13, “Utilities and Service Systems,” would reduce this alternative’s impact to less than
significant for wastewater service, but not for public water supply, which would remain significant and
unavoidable. This alternative’s utility service impacts would be less than those that would occur for the
proposed ordinance because fewer new commercial cannabis operations that would generate a lower
demand for public wastewater and water service. Thus, relative to the proposed ordinance, impacts would
be of lesser magnitude under Alternative 5.

Energy

Alternative 5 would have a less-than-significant energy impact as it would not result in a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy by complying with 2016 Title 24 standards and the renewable energy
requirements under the proposed ordinance for renewable energy for existing mixed-light cultivation, indoor
cultivation, and other non-cultivation activities (see Impact 3.14-1). Alternative 5 would reduce the amount of
cannabis cultivation and non-cultivation energy use as compared to the proposed ordinance because of the
prohibition of new outdoor or mixed-light commercial cannabis cultivation operations. Thus, this alternative’s
energy impacts would be of lesser magnitude to the proposed ordinance.

This alternative would also result in a less-than-significant impact to electrical and natural gas infrastructure
for reasons identified under Impact 3.14-2. Cannabis operations that are able to use the existing energy grid
in the County would be supplied by PG&E, which is anticipated to maintain sufficient capacity. Thus, this
alternative’s energy infrastructure impacts would be of similar magnitude to the proposed ordinance.
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6.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
Table 6-2 summarizes the environmental analyses provided above for the project alternatives.
Table 6-2 Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives in Relation to the Project
Alternative 3 - .
. Prohibition of New Attematived - |y ative 5 -
Alternative 1 - . . . Prohibition of New .
. Alternative 2 - Outdoor and Mixed-Light Reduction of
. . . No Project, No : . . Outdoor and
Environmental Topic | Proposed Project I . No Project, New Cannabis Operations in . . New
Additional Permits . . Mixed-Light .
Permits Issued City Spheres of Influence A Commercial
Issued . Cultivation .
and Community Plan . Operations
Operations
Areas
_ Less
Similar .
. (scenic resources
(scenic resources and i
Less Than visual character) and visual
Aesthetics . Less Similar character) Less
Significant
Greater Similar
(light and glare) (ight and glare)
Agriculure and Less Than Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
Forest Resources Significant
Less Similar Greater
, ) (PMgoemissionsand | (PMioemissionsand | (PMioemissions and
Air Quality and - o
Significant and odors) odors) GHG emissions)
Greenhouse Gas . Less Less
Emissions Unavoidable
Similar Greater Less
(GHG emissions) (GHG emissions) (odors)
Less Than
Biological Resources | Significant (With Less Similar Similar Less Less
Mitigation)
Less Than
Cultural Resources | Significant (With Less Similar Similar Less Less
Mitigation)
Less Than
Geology and Soils | Significant (With Less Similar Similar Less Less
Mitigation)
Hazards and Less Than
. Significant (With Less Similar Similar Less Less
Hazardous Materials e
Mitigation)
Less Similar -
(water qualit (water qualit Similar
. quaily, . qually, (water quality, drainage,
Less Than drainage, surface drainage, surface
Hydrology and Water | .. i surface water)
. Significant (With water) water) Less Less
Quality .
Mitigation)
Less
Greater Greater (groundwate)
(groundwater) (groundwater) g
Land Use and Less Than - _ . - -
Planning Significant Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
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Table 6-2 Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives in Relation to the Project
Alternative 3 - .
. Prohibition ofNew | , ATEMAMVed ~ 1 permatie 5 -
Alternative 1 - . . . Prohibition of New .
. Alternative 2 - Outdoor and Mixed-Light Reduction of
. . . No Project, No . . . Outdoor and
Environmental Topic | Proposed Project . . No Project, New Cannabis Operations in . . New
Additional Permits . . Mixed-Light .
Permits Issued City Spheres of Influence - Commercial
Issued . Cultivation .
and Community Plan . Operations
Operations
Areas
Similar
Less Than (construction noise)
Noise Significant (With Less Less Less Less
Mitigation) Greater
(generator noise)
. . Less Than - -
Public Services - Less Similar Similar Less Less
Significant
Similar
Transportation and Less Than (iraffic operations) -
. . o Less Similar Less Less
Circulation Significant
Greater
(transportation safety)
Utilities and Service Slgnlﬂcgnt and Less Similar Less Less Less
Systems Unavoidable
Greater Greater Greater
Less Than (energy efficiency) (energy efficiency) (energy efficiency)
Energy Sienificant Less Less
e Similar Similar Similar

(energy infrastructure)

(energy infrastructure)

(energy infrastructure)

Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2017

6.5

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CCR Section 15126.6 suggests that an EIR should identify the “environmentally superior” alternative. “If the
environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”

With Alternative 5, impacts to aesthetics, air quality and greenhouse gases, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, noise, public services, traffic, utilities, and energy
would be reduced, when compared to the project. Because it would result in less overall environmental
impact than the project, Alternative 5 would be considered environmentally superior. This alternative would
meet the basic project objectives.
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NOP and Comments Received
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COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

3015 H Street Eureka CA 95501
Phone: (707)445-7541 Fax: (707) 268-3792
http://www.co.humboldt.ca.us/planning/

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Date: April 4, 2017

To: Interested Parties
All Recipients on the Distribution List

Lead Agency: County of Humboldt Planning & Building Department

Contact: Steven Lazar
Humboldt County Planning & Building Department
3015 H Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Project Title: Amendments to Humboldt County Code Regulating Commercial Cannabis
Activities

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the County of Humboldt (County), as Lead Agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for proposed amendments to the Humboldt County
Code regulating cannabis activities authorized under state law (Project). The NOP includes a
project background, description, maps, and an overview of the potential impacts that will be
addressed in the EIR. This NOP was prepared In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA
Guidelines.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE IS: (1) to serve as the NOP to provide interested parties,
including members the public, potential Responsible Agencies, agencies involved in funding or
approving the Project, and Trustee Agencies responsible for natural resources affected by the
Project, with sufficient information to provide meaningful responses as to the scope and
content of the EIR; and (2) to advise and solicit comments and suggestions regarding the
preparation of the EIR, environmental issues and alternatives to be addressed in the EIR, and
any related issues, from interested parties.

A 30-DAY NOP REVIEW PERIOD: The NOP will be circulated for a 30-day review period from
April 6, 2017 to May 9, 2017. The County of Humboldt Planning and Building Department
welcomes responsible and trustee agency input during this review.
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Written comments should be submitted or postmarked no later than 5:00 p.m. on Monday,
May 9, 2017. Please indicate a contact person in your response and send your comments to:

slazar@co.humboldt.ca.us

or

Steve Lazar
Humboldt County Planning & Building Department
3015 H Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Scoping Session: The County will hold one or more scoping sessions at date(s), time(s), and
place(s) to be announced to 1) inform the public and interested agencies about the proposed
Project; and 2) solicit public comment on environmental issues and alternatives to the Project
to be considered in the EIR.

DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW: The NOP and related Project documents
are available for public review at the following location:

County of Humboldt Planning & Building Department
3015 H Street
Eureka, CA 95501

The NOP and related Project documents are also available for public review online at:

https://humboldtgov.org/2308/Cannabis-EIR

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING:

The project location, hereafter referred to as the planning area, is identified as the
unincorporated areas of Humboldt County. With 3,570 square miles (nearly 2.3 million acres)
of land, Humboldt County is the fourteenth largest county in California as well as one of the
more rural counties.

The County is located in the northern coastal region of California between Del Norte County to
the north, Mendocino County to the south, Trinity and Siskiyou Counties to the east, and the
Pacific Ocean to the west. Humboldt and bordering counties Trinity and Mendocino are often
referred to as “The Emerald Triangle”. With a reputation for marijuana cultivation spanning
nearly half a century, this region is believed by many to be the largest producer of cannabis in
the country, and possibly the world.

There are seven incorporated cities in the County (Trinidad, Eureka, Arcata, Blue Lake, Fortuna,
Ferndale, and Rio Dell) occupying 24,040 acres, or just about one percent of the total land area.
Approximately 30 percent of the County is either in public ownership or tribal lands. The
National Forests, National Parks, and public land controlled by the Bureau of Land Management
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totals 110,000 acres, the State Parks System includes 76,500 acres, and other state lands
comprise approximately 8,500. Tribal lands total approximately 127,500 acres (including
reservations, Rancherias, and other trust lands), or 5.7 percent of the total land area in the
county. 2016 data shows a county-wide population of 135,116. Slightly more than half (71,830
persons) of these residents live within unincorporated areas of the county, which are
comprised of a diverse range of settings, including small rural communities, urbanized areas, as
well as agricultural areas characterized primarily by dairies, cultivation of row crops,
greenhouse crops, and orchards and ranch operations. Agriculture, timber, tourism, and
education/government are strong industries in the County.

Humboldt County includes significant portions of the Klamath River, Trinity River, Mad River,
Van Duzen River, Mattole River, Eel River, Bear River, and Redwood Creek watersheds, and
their tributaries. Historically, these rivers provided spawning grounds for salmon and steelhead
runs that were central to the culture of local California Native American Tribes, and once
supported a thriving commercial fishing industry along the northern California coast, now in
serious decline.

Approximately seventy-five percent of the county’s 2.3 million acres are forested coastal
mountains. About fifty percent of this acreage is held as private commercial timberland. The
timber industry economic activity peaked in the 50s and 60s, but is still a significant contributor
to the local economy. In the period 2000-2012 Humboldt County ranked first or second in
timber harvest among all California counties, with 16-20% of the total. Though forests are a
defining feature, agriculture is a key part of the landscape and remains an important base
industry. Approximately twenty percent of Humboldt County (460,000 acres) is host to
conventional agricultural uses, with livestock and dairy operations predominating.

The Project involves proposed adoption of countywide regulations and policies to govern
commercial cannabis activities, as defined and authorized under state law concerning medical
cannabis or adult use of marijuana. This includes: cultivation, processing, distribution,
manufacturing, testing, transportation, and retail sales within select zoning districts. The new
regulations may include a licensing ordinance and zoning ordinance amendments as well as
amendments to other areas of county code. Amendments to the Local Coastal Program (LCP)
may also be required for activities to occur in the Coastal Zone. The new regulations may
supersede, augment, or substitute for existing provisions in County Code regulating these
activities, including but not limited to sections 313 and 314-55 of the code which regulate
commercial activities involving the cultivation, manufacturing, and distribution of cannabis for
medical use, as well as the indoor and outdoor cultivation of medical cannabis for personal use
by qualified patients.

The description in the EIR of the existing conditions of cannabis cultivation in the County, called
the “baseline”, has been informed by the County’s recent registration and time-limited permit
application process that closed December 31, 2016, which resulted in over 2,300 initial
applications. Approximately 75% of these applicants claim to have historically cultivated
cannabis and are seeking a permit for continued cannabis operations. In some cases, applicants
are choosing to retire and remediate existing cultivation sites, and are requesting to relocate to
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new properties which qualify to receive them, with the benefit of allowing for up to a
quadrupling of total cultivation area, or 20,000 square feet of cultivation, whichever is less. A
smaller percentage of the total applications received are linked to projects proposing to
establish new cultivation sites, primarily in agricultural areas determined to be most suitable for
cultivation with the least adverse attendant environmental impacts. The smallest percentage
of applications received involves proposals for indoor cultivation, or the development of
manufacturing operations or wholesale distribution facilities. Additionally, the baseline also
includes existing commercial cannabis operations for which no permit applications have been
submitted. The EIR will assume that some portion of this population will seek to participate in
the legal, regulated marketplace, and others will choose to remain in the black market.

A study of 2012 satellite imagery conducted by Butsic and Brenner?, revealed the presence of
4,428 outdoor cultivation sites within 60 of the 112 subwatersheds (Hydrologic Unit Code 12)
visible in Humboldt County. In 2015, during a presentation before the Humboldt County Board
Supervisors, Mr. Butsic confirmed that the 60 watersheds were chosen as part of a random
sample and that it was therefore reasonable to extrapolate almost double that number existed
within Humboldt County in 20122, Anecdotal information received from observations by local
regulatory and enforcement agencies suggests a pattern of near-exponential growth in the
industry during the past decade, with some estimates of as many as 10,000 — 15,000 cultivation
operations currently in existence.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:
Notable Local and State Legislative History

In November 1996, California voters approved Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act,
providing a limited defense against prosecution for possession and use of marijuana where
medical use has been recommended by physician.

In September 2003, the state legislature adopted SB 420 (Vasconcellos) establishing the
medical marijuana program for authorized patients and collectives and cooperatives to
cultivate, possess and use medical marijuana under limitations protected from prosecution.

In August 2004, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2328 to
provide for local implementation of Proposition 215 and SB 420.

In December 2011, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2468,
providing limitations for the indoor cultivation of medical marijuana for personal use (Phase 1),
and Ordinance No. 2469, establishing a moratorium for processing and acceptance of
applications for medical marijuana dispensaries. The moratorium was subsequently extended
and the permitting of dispensaries prohibited by Ordinance No. 2511 in December 2013.

! Butsic, Van and Jacob C. Brenner. “Cannabis (Cannabis sativa or C. indica) Agriculture and the Environment: A
Systematic, Spatially-Explicit Survey and Potential Impacts.” Environmental Research Letters, 2016; 11 (4):
044023 DOI:10.1088/1748-9326/11/4/044023.

2 Mintz, Daniel. “Researcher: 8,400 Grow Sites in County.” Mad River Union, January 27, 2016,

http://www.madriverunion.com/researcher-8400-grow-sites-in-county-2/.
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In October 2014, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2523
providing limitations for the outdoor cultivation of medical marijuana for personal use on
parcels 5 acres or less (Phase ).

In August 2015, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2534
establishing regulations for permitting dispensaries (Phase lll), but which did not go into effect
until July 2016 pending a separate ordinance to rescind Ordinance No. 2511.

In 2015, the California Legislature passed the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act
(MCRSA), enabling licensing for commercial medical cannabis activities at the state level
(subject to local approval). The law went into effect on January 1, 2016; however, the state
licensing program will not begin until January 2018. In the interim, local governments may
adopt ordinances to permit or license local cannabis cultivation and other commercial
enterprises in preparation for state licensing, or prohibit such operations.

In January 2016, Humboldt County was the first local government in the state to adopt a
comprehensive local regulatory program for commercial medical cannabis. The law known as
the Commercial Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance (CMMLUO) Ordinance No. 2544 (Phase
IV) took effect on February 26, 2016, and included a limited time period for application
submission that ended on December 31, 2016.

In July 2016, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2554,
rescinding Ordinance No. 2511 and amending Ordinance No. 2534 (Phase Il Dispensary
Regulations) and allowing for commercial medical cannabis dispensaries in the County.

In September 2016, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2559
making clarifying and corrective amendments to the CMMLUO Ordinance No. 2544 (Phase IV).

The state legislature adopted a number of amendments to MCRSA, including SB 837, AB 2679,
and AB 2516 with a range of new regulatory requirements.

On November 8, 2016, California Voters approved Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana
Act (AUMA), authorizing a state licensing program for commercial marijuana activities similar to
MCRSA, but not limited to medical cannabis. AUMA allows local governments to enact
ordinances to prohibit or regulate such activities, with certain limitations.

The proposed amendments to the Humboldt County Code will both extend the application
period for commercial medical cannabis activities, and will broaden the regulations to include
activities authorized by AUMA.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed amendments to the Humboldt County Code including provisions previously
established by Ordinance Nos. 2554 and 2559 are intended to achieve the following regulatory
objectives:

Repeal the deadline for applications, and continue to accept applications under Ordinance
No. 2559 for medical cannabis without significant changes.
Expand the scope of the Ordinance Nos. 2554 and 2559 to include commercial marijuana
operations for adult recreational use now authorized by AUMA, under the same general
regulations as medical cannabis.
Expand the areas where new cultivation or expansion of existing cultivation sites will be
permitted to locations with or without prime agricultural soils that are planned and zoned
for agricultural use, meeting specific criteria to be established:
= natural slopes 15 percent or less
= inlower portions of principal watersheds where established riparian water rights exist
= with viable local on-site water source, including:
o rainwater capture and storage
o surface water diversion and storage under standard forbearance period or
refined or dynamic period set by flow data or localized water management plan
o groundwater, where known to be non-hydrologically connected
= |ocated on or within 1 mile of county-maintained roads
= or located on private road systems meeting the category 4 road standard
= with on-grid power or alternative energy source (solar, wind, or micro-hydro)
Restrict or prohibit generator use
Limit new cultivation or expansion to areas not requiring conversion of timberland
Provide for micro-business license type under AUMA within 2 miles of state highways
Apply special requirements/limitations for projects located within spheres of influence or
community areas
Provide consistency with state law amendments to medical cannabis regulations (MCRSA)
Provide consistency with state agency regulations to implement MCRSA and AUMA by
Departments of Consumer Affairs, Food & Agriculture and Public Health, or other agencies
Provide consistency with forthcoming interim principles and guidelines for diversion and
use of water for cannabis cultivation to be prepared by the State Water Resources Control
Board in consultation with the Department of Fish & Wildlife
Provide for additional amendments to existing ordinance provisions including: application
requirements, performance standards, general provisions, and permit types
Amendments to other relevant provisions of Humboldt County Code including but not
limited to:
= County Code Enforcement provisions
=  Humboldt County Streamside Management Area Ordinance
= County Business License provisions
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SUMMARY OF KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN EIR

Pursuant to Section 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of potential project effects on
the environment in the EIR will concentrate on those impacts that the County has determined
may be potentially significant. The most detailed analysis will evaluate the project, however
project alternatives will also be evaluated. The EIR will evaluate the cumulative impacts of the
project when considered in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects.

The County has determined that the proposed Project could potentially result in environmental
impacts in the following topic areas:

e Aesthetics and Visual Resources e Cultural Resources

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Agricultural and Forestry Resources e Air Quality

e Hydrology and Water Quality e Energy Use and Conservation

e Geology and Soils e Greenhouse Gas Emissions & Climate Change
e Land Use and Planning e Biological Resources

e Public Services e Utilities and Service Systems

These topic areas will be evaluated in the EIR, and feasible and practicable mitigation measures
will be recommended to reduce any potentially significant impacts. Brief descriptions of
proposed analyses follow:

Aesthetics: Humboldt County is renowned for the scenic quality of its varied topography which
includes: coastline, forests, rivers, and agricultural areas. Due to its remote setting, the county
has been host to a robust and varied landscape of agricultural uses since nearly its inception.
Many of these areas remain actively in agricultural production today as row crops, vineyards,
and indoor flower greenhouses. Grazing lands comprise the largest percentage of the county’s
agricultural landscape. There are no officially designated state scenic highways in Humboldt
County, although Highways 101, 36, 299, and 96 are eligible for designation. This EIR section
will qualitatively describe the County’s current visual resources, consistent with the County
General Plan and General Plan Update setting information. The EIR analysis will describe how
project implementation could generally change aesthetics within the County, especially from
important vantage points and within potential cultural landscapes. Changes may include
fencing and other visual screens that block views of grow operations, new or additional facilities
related to processing and transportation, as well as additional or expanded outdoor cultivation
activities. Siting requirements (i.e., required distances between project-related uses and
“sensitive uses,” setback specifications from public or private use types, and retention of
CMMLUO Section 55.4.11 regarding lighting standards) that are established within the project
will be reflected in the EIR’s analysis. The analysis will also include a discussion of light- and
glare-related impacts and a discussion of potential impacts to the existing viewshed.
Consultation with the Coastal Commission staff may reveal the need for a varied approach to
the protection of scenic resources within the Coastal Zone.
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The EIR will evaluate the effects of continuing to accept
permit applications by existing operators engaged in cannabis cultivation on lands planned and
zoned for agricultural and timber land use activities. The majority of lands in the county are
host to forest resources meeting the definition of ‘timberland’ found under section 4526 of the
Public Resources Code (Forest Practices Act). To help arrest the pattern of private non-
industrial timberland conversion which accompanied the growth of the cannabis industry
during recent years, Ordinance Nos. 2544 and 2559 prohibited new or expanded cannabis
cultivation on lands zoned ‘TPZ’ and limited permits to the area of existing cultivation as of
January 1, 2016. New or expanded cultivation activities were confined to agriculturally zoned
lands over 5 acres in size that are host to prime soils and slopes of 15 percent or less. The EIR
will analyze the effects of removing the ‘prime soils’ requirement for new or expanded
cultivation proposals, relieving pressure on these limited agricultural resources, while helping
align with common local cultivation practices which rely upon the import of soil to the
cultivation site. The Department of Conservation has affirmed cannabis’ status as an
agricultural product as declared under MCRSA, and clarified that the cultivation of cannabis on
lands enrolled in the Williamson Act program is not prohibited.3 In December 2015, during
their review of the CMMLUOQ, the Humboldt County Williamson Act Advisory Committee found
cannabis cultivation to be a compatible use on lands subject to Williamson Act contracts.

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas (GHGs). The project is located within the jurisdiction of the North
Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD). The EIR will evaluate the potential
criteria pollutant operational emissions of the project. The air quality analysis will document
existing conditions and local, state and federal regulatory standards and thresholds, and
describe attainment/non-attainment pollutants for the North Coast Air Basin. The estimated
emissions will be compared against the district-accepted thresholds for reactive organic gases,
nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter. Humboldt County is in attainment of all federal and
state criteria air pollutant standards, except for annual emissions of particulate matter larger
than 2.5 microns but smaller than 10 microns (PMyg), for which the entire North Coast Air Basin,
including Humboldt County, is currently designated as a non-attainment area. The 2015
Estimated Annual Emissions from Almanac Emission Projection Data maintained by the
California Air Resources Board reveals that fugitive dust from unpaved roads comprises 58.2%
of annual PM1gemissions in Humboldt County.

The EIR will qualitatively evaluate potential odor impacts associated with the project. Cannabis
cultivation and processing operations have odors associated with them, especially during the
final parts of the cultivation cycle (typically beginning in August and continuing until harvest in
October or November). Generally, the larger the size of cultivation and processing activities, the
greater the potential for odor to be evident. In addition, the establishment of micro-businesses
in the County could become focused sources of odors from cannabis cultivation/processing and
on-site consumption.

3 Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection. “Cultivation of Medical Marijuana and the
Williamson Act.” July 2016,
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/Ica/Documents/WA%20Medical%20Marijuana_7.15.2016.pdf.
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The analysis of GHGs will include a brief discussion on the current state of the science (e.g.,
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s [IPCC] Fourth Assessment Report), current
General Plan Update and Climate Action Plan development by the County, along with applicable
regulatory framework and relevant guidance (e.g., AB 32 and SB 32). The analysis will evaluate
the project in terms of its consistency with California’s GHG reduction goals, recommendations
contained in the AB 32 Scoping Plan, and other recent guidance documents for determining
whether project-generated GHG emissions would be a cumulatively considerable contribution
to the global impact of climate change. The EIR will include analysis of changes in carbon
sequestration potential resulting from conversion and substitution of existing vegetation
and/or agricultural activities occurring in tandem with the establishment or enlargement of
outdoor and mixed light cultivation areas. Analysis will also review and consider benefits from
project-driven reforestation performed during the retirement and remediation of existing
cultivation sites in accordance with regulatory incentives provided under the CMMLUO. The
EIR will evaluate Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) linked to management of cannabis cultivation
sites within the county, in association with an analysis of attendant GHG emissions. The EIR will
also evaluate potential GHG emissions from portable generators which may be associated with
cannabis cultivation sites not located on the electrical grid, and from grid connected indoor and
mixed light cultivation sites. An analysis of energy consumption associated with commercial
cannabis activities will be performed in accordance with Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.
This will include development of potential conservation measures.

Biological Resources. The EIR will evaluate potential direct and indirect biological impacts of
the proposed ordinance amendments. Impacts may include direct loss of vegetation and
habitats primarily due to grading and vegetation removal performed in association with the
development of new cultivation sites or expansion of existing cannabis cultivation sites and
associated infrastructure. This includes roads, accessory structures used for on-site processing
or storage, installation and maintenance of irrigation systems including alterations to stream
morphology associated with in-channel disturbances, above and below ground storage of water
used for irrigation, as well as installation of security fencing. Other project features with
potential impacts to wildlife include: improper use of rodenticide and pesticides, loss or
reduction of riparian habitat, noise resulting from increased human activity in remote areas as
well as noise from generator use, installation of fencing which interferes with or obstructs
movement of terrestrial species, increased use of night-lighting associated with security
measures as well as light spillage from mixed-light cultivation. Indirect impacts of chief concern
surround those with the potential to affect in-stream habitat including: discharge of sediment
and nutrient-rich runoff from cultivation sites to nearby watercourses, summertime dewatering
of streams where local cannabis irrigation demands involve use of surface water diversions and
hydrologically connected wells*, reduced input of large woody debris within lower portions of
the watershed, and increases in overall water temperature and loss of cold water refugia linked
to low streamflows and reductions in riparian vegetation and associated shading.

* Scott Bauer, et. al.. “Impacts of Surface Water Diversions for Marijuana Cultivation on Aquatic Habitat in Four Northwestern
California Watersheds.” PLoS ONE 10(3): 0120016, March 18, 2015,
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0120016.
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Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources. Development and management of cannabis
cultivation sites, including support structures and infrastructure, has the potential to impact
cultural resources. The EIR will evaluate the potential for impacts on unknown subsurface
cultural resources, including the disturbance of human remains and impacts to known historic
resources. Though the majority of potential historical resources in the County remain largely
unsurveyed and undocumented at this time, a review of listed historical structures and sites will
be included, as well as a discussion of potential cultural landscapes within areas of permit
activity. An overview of local history, before settlement (pre-1850) and afterward (1850 to
present) will be provided as well as a brief discussion of applicable federal, state, and local
policies and regulations, including methods used to identify and evaluate cultural resources and
criteria for determining significance, identification of impacts, and development of mitigation
measures.

The County contains many archaeological, paleontological, and Native American cultural sites
and historic resources, including numerous unrecorded archaeological sites and historic
resources. Potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources will be evaluated in coordination with
opportunities for tribal consultation initiated pursuant to Section 21080.3.1 of the Public
Resources Code. Information concerning sites, features, practices, cultural landscapes, sacred
places, or objects with cultural value to a California tribe will be incorporated into the EIR’s
analysis. This includes important locations, routes, and riverscapes utilized for resource
gathering and ceremony, such as tan oak and oak woodland, fishing locations, and grasses used
in basketry, as well as the role of prescribed fire.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Storage and use of hazardous materials at locations host to
cultivation activities is not uncommon. Additionally, certain manufacturing processes include
the use of volatile solvents in association with extraction of cannabis oils. If improperly stored
or utilized, all of these materials can result in potentially significant environmental effects.
Additionally, nearly 9 out of 10 existing cultivation sites occur in remote areas of the county
characterized by high or very high fire hazard severity zones. The EIR will assess hazards and
hazardous materials impacts from cultivation and manufacturing sites by considering storage,
handling, and application practices of hazardous materials, as well as review hazards related to
permitting new and ongoing commercial cultivation activities within areas of wildland fire risk.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The existing CMMLUO includes several provisions aimed at
protecting water quality, including that all cultivation sites comply with the 12 Standard
Conditions outlined under the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Waiver of
Waste Discharge requirements (Order No. 2015-0023), administered as part of the Cannabis
Cultivation Waste Discharge Regulatory Program (CCWDRP). As the agency with the greatest
regulatory authority and oversight over water quality matters, the work of the North Coast
RWQCB and the CCWDRP represents the most authoritative evaluation and treatment of
cannabis cultivation water quality considerations to date. The program “does not cover or
authorize development of new cannabis cultivation sites”, but instead applies to Cannabis
Cultivation and Associated Activities or Operations with Similar Environmental Effects, including
associated actions involving remediation, cleanup, and restoration of existing sites compelled
by the order. The EIR will primarily focus on analysis of water quality impacts associated with
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installation of new cultivation sites and associated infrastructure, including changes in run-off
volumes and drainage patterns, pollutant discharges to surface and ground waters, and
potential flooding hazards and downstream flooding impacts. Using information derived from
recent permit applications being sought by operators of existing cultivation sites, the EIR will
include a review of common water sources, as well as water storage and use broken down by types
of cultivation and methods of irrigation. An analysis will also be performed of changes in current
water use resulting from potential crop substitution or conversion to accommodate cannabis, as
well as changes in the use of existing commercial buildings to accommodate indoor cannabis
cultivation or manufacturing activities.

Geology and Soils. The EIR will evaluate seismic issues as well as any risks of soil instability and
other geotechnical hazards that could impact existing and future cultivation sites and associated
structures and infrastructure. The majority of existing cultivation sites are located within interior
portions of the county characterized by steep topography, increased erosion risk, and evidence of
historic landslide activity. Existing sites typically feature unpermitted grading and volumes of
ground disturbance exceeding local grading permit thresholds (50 cubic yards), with measures for
erosion control either absent or inadequate. Improper site development or maintenance can result
in erosion and transportable sediment and create or exacerbate unstable features. Water resource
protection or cleanup plans prepared in association with enrollment under the CCWDRP contain
requirements for implementation of appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to prevent
and minimize wind and water erosion of soils, including: installation of adequate road ditch relief
drains or rolling dips where necessary, usage of sediment control devices such as check dams or
sand bag barriers when necessary to disperse ditch water, and compaction and contouring of stored
soil spoil piles to mimic the natural slope contours. Proper implementation of BMP’s at existing sites
significantly reduces the potential for substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. The EIR will
primarily focus on analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative geologic hazards and impacts posed
by new or expanded cannabis operations, including grading for terracing and access roads which
may have the potential to increase erosion, landslides, unstable slopes, sedimentation, and seismic
hazards. Analysis will also consider beneficial effects from ongoing implementation of the
regulatory program, and eliminating or limiting illegal grading and ground disturbance in sensitive
areas.

Land Use and Planning. The EIR will evaluate the proposed amendments for consistency with
existing local land use policies and regulations, including applicable habitat conservation plans, local
coastal plans, and airport land use plans. Intensified commercial agricultural operations have the
potential for conflicts with nearby residential uses related to noise, odors, dust, security, and traffic
associated with development and operation of cannabis cultivation and other commercial activities.
In addition, the proximity of some cultivation operations to existing residential uses can result in
conflicts between County policies which promote agricultural uses and those designed to protect
the quality of life and neighborhood character within rural lands. The Land Use and Planning
analysis in the EIR will address commercial cannabis activities in each zoning district where they are
allowed and consider effects related to conversion or displacement of existing land uses. Analysis of
policy consistency will include: use of space within existing industrial and commercial areas,
resource preservation and protection, localized traffic concerns and parking demand, compatibility
within discrete community planning areas and spheres of influence, and other land use issues of
possible community concern while acknowledging the priority placed on conventional commercial
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agricultural uses and timber production in certain zone districts. The EIR will qualitatively describe
existing land use within the County and evaluate any potential for division of existing communities.

Public Services. The EIR will evaluate whether the proposed amendments could result in impacts
on public services including fire protection, police protection, schools, and other public facilities.
Most of the County is designated as a High or Very High Fire hazard area by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire). In the event of fire, emergency access to
cannabis cultivation and manufacturing sites is critical to ensure adequate and timely response.
The County is served by a number of fire districts and by CalFire.

Local law enforcement is provided primarily through stations operated by the Humboldt County
Sheriff’s Office and coordination with City Police Departments, as well as the California Highway
Patrol. Development permitted under the proposed amendments may incrementally increase
demand for public services, particularly fire protection. Incremental increases in demand for law
enforcement along with other services, such as road maintenance, may also occur. The EIR would
provide an overview of public service issues and focus on services that could be adversely affected.
The EIR would assess fire protection issues and potential increases in demand for other public
services associated with existing and new cannabis cultivation sites, such as access, response time,
and defensible space while accounting for existing regulations and development standards.

Utilities & Service Systems. The EIR will evaluate direct and indirect effects on utilities serving new
and existing cannabis cultivation sites as well as commercial and industrially zoned areas where
manufacturing, processing, and distribution facilities may be developed. The Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) is the principal provider of electricity and natural gas to the majority of the
County. The proposed amendments may result in an increase in demand for water and power to
support commercial cannabis activities and may generate solid waste and wastewater requiring
treatment. There are 12 municipal wastewater service providers and 24 municipal water service
providers currently operating within the unincorporated areas of the county. Nearly all of the
County’s municipal water providers rely upon local surface (streams and reservoirs) and
groundwater sources, which are fed entirely by precipitation and do not receive any imported
water. While most outdoor and mixed light cultivation sites are located in rural areas served by
private wells, surface water diversions, and septic systems, other commercial activities
(manufacturing, processing, and distribution) are likely to place new demands on municipal water
sources and utilize existing infrastructure. The EIR will identify and analyze impacts of cannabis
cultivation sites on existing utility systems and services, including increases in generation of
cultivation-related waste such as the disposal of spent bulk soil imported to cultivation sites.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
Amendments to Humboldt County Code regulating Commercial Cannabis Activities

Cumulative Impacts. Potential cumulative impacts of the Project will be addressed within the EIR
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

Other CEQA Issues. The EIR will provide a brief discussion of less than significant and insignificant
issues, which at this time are expected to include transportation/traffic, recreation, mineral
resources, and population and housing. CEQA allows a lead agency to limit the detail of discussion
of the environmental effects that are not considered potentially significant. (PRC Section 21100,
14 CCR Sections 15126.2[a] and 15128.)

Alternatives. In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15126.6), the EIR will
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that are capable of meeting
most of the Project’s objectives, and would avoid or substantially lessen any potential significant
effects that may be identified. The EIR will provide an analysis of the No-Project Alternative and
will also identify the environmentally superior alternative. The alternatives will include analysis of
a reduced alternative that is more permissive than the Project, and also a more restrictive
alternative to ensure the County has a range of scenarios to consider during future discretionary
proceedings. The EIR will also identify any alternatives that were considered but rejected by the
lead agency as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons why.
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City Of Fortuna P.O. Box 545 * Fortuna, CA 95540

www.friendlyfortuna.com

May 9, 2017

Steven Lazar

Humboldt County Planning & Building Department
3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

RE: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for Amendments to Humboldt
County Code Regulating Commercial Cannabis Activities

Dear Mr. Lazar:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation for the Environmental
Impact Report for Amendments to Humboldt County Code Regulating Commercial Cannabis
Activities. The City and County share a common jurisdictional boundary, and as a result, the
County’s codes allowing cannabis activities within the boundary area have a heavy influence on
City residents and City infrastructure. In addition, Fortuna has adopted a City-wide comprehensive
prohibition on marijuana activities, banning all activities except for those uses that are specifically
allowed by AUMA, and the County’s codes and activities are in conflict with the City’s codes.
Due to the project’s proximity to the City, it is anticipated that traffic, noise, odors, and a host of
other issues will affect City residents. The City would like to request that the following items be
addressed in the EIR.

Land Use

Fortuna has adopted a City-wide prohibition on all marijuana activities, except for those that are
preempted by State law. The County’s existing ordinance and proposed amendments are in conflict
with and inconsistent with the City’s ordinance. The County’s ordinance affects all of the City
residents along the City/County jurisdictional border, and it affects all of the County residents
within the City’s Sphere of Influence that may be considered for annexation in the future. The
County’s ordinance also affects the City’s residents where cannabis is allowed on adjoining
roadways (in particular, Rohnerville Road, Drake Hill Road, and Loop Road), and they will
experience visual impacts on a daily basis.

The County’s cannabis ordinance and proposed expansion are proposed within the City’s Sphere
of Influence, which is considered a potential annexation area. Fortuna has completed three
annexations under the Fortuna General Plan 2010-2030, and it is likely that additional areas will
be annexed in the future. The County’s cannabis ordinance impairs the City’s ability to expand
into the sphere of influence and limits the City’s ability to grow over time in accordance with the
General Plan as those properties will be permanently committed to commercial agricultural
activity. Based on an estimated number of 10,000-15,000 cultivation sites County-wide, and the

City Hall Police Department Parks and Recreation Public Works
(707) 725-7600 (707) 725-7550 (707) 725-7620 (707) 725-7650
Fax (707) 725-7610 Fax (707) 725-7574 Fax (707) 725-7576 Fax (707) 725-7651

621 11th Street 621 11th Street 5 Park Street 180 Dinsmore Drive
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agricultural land uses surrounding the City, expanding the permits could result in a significant
number of sites around the City that could be placed in cultivation. Without a limit to the number
of permits, it could result in nearly all of the vacant land around the City being converted, changing
the landscape, reducing development potential, and converting prime agricultural land to
developed greenhouses and commercial processing buildings. With the increase in commercial
cultivation sites, there will be conflicts between the City’s land use designation and the commercial
development allowed by the commercial cannabis permits. This will result in unsuccessful
annexation attempts, or commercial cannabis developments having to be removed upon
annexation.

While the County maintains land use authority over the sphere, the City is sensitive to the fact that
the sphere is part of the City’s General Plan planning area. The City provides many public services
to it, and the Sphere has ties to the City on social and economic levels. The NOP project description
includes a statement that the County is considering, among other things, “special
requirements/limitations for projects located within spheres of influence or community areas”.
The City is pleased to see that the urban areas most affected by the County’s activities are being
considered with regards to impacts. The draft EIR should consider land use impacts to the City’s
Sphere of Influence. In addition, Fortuna requests that a complete marijuana prohibition be adopted
within Fortuna’s Sphere of Influence, and that the County cease issuance of any pending County
cultivation permits.

It is difficult to estimate the long-term impacts of allowing cannabis cultivation and processing at
thousands of locations throughout the county. Inevitably, not all the impacts will be able to be
predicted. The City of Fortuna would suggest that the County limit the permits to the existing
applications and assess the impacts from those permits that have already been initiated prior to
accepting new permit applications. If the County decides it must allow new permit applications
the City would urge the county to limit new applications to set number every year and to limit the
huge change to the landscape that appears to be happening, as it is causing conflicts between
residential development and commercial cannabis cultivation. During the development of the
Count’s Draft General Plan, many members of the public indicated their desire for more parcels
rural residential or traditional residential agricultural types of development. The competition from
commercial cannabis development on agricultural, timber and residential agriculture parcels will
result in fewer parcels being available to those who wish to live in a country environment and
practice traditional types of agriculture. It is also increasing property values for rural properties
suitable for cannabis cultivation. Such pricing does not allow many people who currently live in
Humboldt County to be able to afford to purchase land, and also results in an influx of developers
from across the country buying land in Humboldt County.

Aesthetics

The proposed expansion of the number of permits will result in visual blight by increasing the
construction of greenhouses and other buildings on agricultural land that has historically been used
for open space and pastureland. Where development has previously been limited to agricultural
accessory structures limited in size, under the County’s proposed cannabis expansion without limit
to the number of permits, development will involve an increase in building coverage. For example,
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several of the sites with submitted permit applications in the City’s sphere propose up to 50,000
square feet in new greenhouses.

The County should consider the visual impacts of this intensification of building development. In
addition, nuisances will include interior greenhouse lighting leaking into the night sky,
outdoor/security lighting, fencing, and razor wire as visual blight. Because of the visibility of the
cultivation sites directly from adjacent City residences, the aesthetic impacts are significant and
cannot be fully mitigated, through typical means such as screening, fencing, etc. For this reason,
the aesthetic impact cannot be mitigated relative to the residents of Fortuna, and the City requests
that it be banned along the City’s borders and that the County adopt a prohibition throughout the
Sphere of Influence.

The glow from nighttime lighting will potentially impact the view of the eastern sky in the greater
Fortuna area. The County’s existing cannabis performance standards do not contain a measurable
or enforceable standard for light emissions, but leaves the determination to subjective
interpretation. The City would like to see a greater measure of guarantee that no lighting will not
emanate from the greenhouses.

Air Quality/Odor

The odor from large-scale cultivation and processing will have an ongoing, daily negative impact
on the quality of life of the nearby residents. The draft EIR should analyze the impacts and
unequivocally demonstrate that all structures containing cannabis, for both cultivation and
processing, will have odor-reduction equipment installed that prevent the release of any odor
emissions to neighboring residents.

Public Safety

It has been demonstrated that cultivation, processing, and dispensary activities attract crime to the
sites through an increase in burglary, robberies, and possession of weapons. Home invasion
robberies have become more prevalent and violent crime including homicide are reaching an all-
time high in Humboldt County. City of Fortuna police are called out to assist County law
enforcement on these crime incidents, impacting public safety resources within the City of Fortuna
and delaying response times within the City.

Although it is now legal in the State of California, marijuana is still a Schedule 1 drug with the
potential for abuse and as such it can attract crime, and the residents of Fortuna have expressed
objection to it being in their backyards and in the immediate vicinity of their families and children.
Transient populations have increased in the urban areas nearest to the outlying cultivations sites,
bringing crime and social instability, affecting the housing shortage, and increasing rents, land
costs, and demand on services.

The City is requesting that the EIR investigate and identify the potential increase in crime rates,
safety impacts to neighborhoods, and financial impacts to the City’s law enforcement resources.
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Watersheds

The County proposes to focus cultivation “to areas with slopes less than 15% and to the lower
portions of the County’s watersheds will concentrate cannabis activities into developed areas of
the County”. Currently the outskirts of the incorporated areas, such as around Fortuna, Eureka,
Arcata and other urban areas, fit this description and therefore commercial cannabis growing and
impacts will be intensified in those areas, and will increase the potential for commercial cultivation
in those areas. This will lead to cumulative impacts within the lower areas around Fortuna and
Fortuna will be unfairly burdened with cumulative impacts. These impacts should be addressed in
the draft EIR.

The location of cannabis grows throughout the watersheds of Humboldt County will continue to
have significant impacts. It will be difficult or near impossible to monitor the water usage of grows
that are dependent on forbearance or rainwater collection as there will never be enough code
enforcement to do regular inspections. In the event of a system failure and loss of stored water,
growers will be forced to find water in other ways, most likely illegal surface water diversions or
trucking water from far away. When water is pumped from surface creeks it has a direct impact to
salmon, steelhead and other aquatic species and has the potential to harm the recreational and
commercial fisheries of Humboldt County. Similarly, trucking water in will result in increased
greenhouse gas and traffic impacts on small rural roads, thereby diminishing the quality of life for
those in the outlying areas.

Storm Water

Because of local topography, cultivation sites in the vicinity of Fortuna will result in stormwater
runoff being directed into the City’s watersheds. Development of cultivation sites will increase the
impervious surface on each site which will result in increased off-site flows to City drainage
facilities if not fully mitigated.

City of Fortuna policies include protections from increased runoff, including that all new
development complies, to the extent reasonably possible, with the recommendations of the 2005
Storm Drain Master Plan (SDMP). The City requests that all cannabis permit requests be
accompanied by drainage reports and/or calculations that specifically include consideration of the
recommendations within the SDMP. Specific provisions that should be incorporated into any
development design, and/or addressed within the SDMP include, but are not necessarily limited
to: 1) Incorporation of onsite and regional storm drainage detention; and 2) New development shall
not increase the estimated existing 25-year peak runoff volume from the site. Any increase beyond
the peak 25-year event resulting from new development shall be retained or detained at the expense
of the developer/owner.

The City of Fortuna requests that drainage reports for each cannabis site be completed and identify
stormwater volumes and recommend improvements to mitigate any off-site impacts to City
drainage facilities. The City of Fortuna would like to review and approve each report for projects
within the sphere of influence prior to approval of the proposed project and request that the County
require the recommended drainage improvements presented in the final drainage report.
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Groundwater

One of the most critical deficiencies of the County’s Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the existing ordinance is the failure to project a water demand for the intense use of water that
is involved with marijuana cultivation. Cultivation may have a significant effect on the water
supply of existing development, with any new development having the potential to significantly
increase demands from a diminishing resource. A thorough and detailed water demand analysis
must be provided by the EIR as well as alternatives that could use less water.

The County should analyze the cumulative effects of both groundwater consumption and its impact
on surface water. The County should review the groundwater basin management plan to determine
if the project will have impacts on the ability to maintain sustainable levels.

Local Roads

The NOP states that a proposed objective is to limit cultivation sites to within 1 mile of county-
maintained roads, or on category 4 private roads. This standard will concentrate development in
existing urban areas where such roads already exist, including the City of Fortuna. For example,
City residents are being exposed to a cultivation site of 50,000 square feet of greenhouses located
on Nelson Drive, a substandard road that is maintained by local residents. This standard will also
encourage construction of new roads, and resulting sediment load being placed in creeks within
the lower watersheds. The EIR should analyze the water quality requirement for road building and
maintenance, and should consider limitation of the number of permits issued as an EIR alternative.

Traffic

The increase in the number of cannabis permits issued will result in an increase in traffic volumes
on all roads in the surrounding area, thereby impacting City roadways. There two primary highway
access points to the areas east of Fortuna (where we are seeing increased cannabis development)
including at Kenmar Road and 12" Street. Currently there are intersections at both interchanges
that are either operating at, or below an acceptable level of service, or are expected to with the
planned growth of the City. The increased development caused by the proposed project will
contribute to the traffic at key intersections within the City and will result in more traffic on narrow,
substandard, or partially developed residential roads. The Fortuna General Plan identifies
intersections impacted by future growth. The City would like to see a requirement for a traffic
study on all projects greater than 10,000 square feet so that site-specific impacts may be identified
and local roadway impacts can be mitigated.

Fortuna Municipal Code Chapter 17.05 and the City’s General Plan require that “5. A traffic study
shall be prepared by a qualified professional and submitted to the public works department for new
residential development with more than 30 dwelling units, or commercial, office, or industrial uses with more

than 10,000 square feet of floor area.”. Therefore, the City requests that the County require that
cannabis permit applicants complete a traffic study for each development project and submit for
review and approval by the City of Fortuna and that the County include any proposed
improvements recommended in the traffic study as conditions to be completed by each project
applicant.
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Each traffic study shall be prepared using the Caltrans Traffic Impact Analysis methodology when
evaluating the City and/or City/County intersections. The study shall also address the cumulative
impacts generated by cannabis developments and include the level of service analysis for affected
intersections. If traffic signals or other mitigation measures are warranted at affected intersections,
the developer shall mitigate or determine their proportionate share of mitigation costs and submit
this information to the City of Fortuna public Works Department for review and approval.

On-grid power or alternative energy

The use of generators is not an appropriate method of providing energy to the cannabis sites, and
the City urges adoption of stricter standards. Accidental fuel spills will affect water quality and
fisheries. As City of Fortuna land is located downstream from the County’s jurisdiction on the
north, east, and south sides of the City, city streams will be directly impacted by the use of
generators. In addition, impacts that should be analyzed include impacts of noise and odors on
adjacent residential uses.

Impacts from all proposed alternative energy sources should be considered in the analysis. It is
questionable that there would not be significant impacts from the use of alternative energy at the
estimated approximately 10-15,000 cultivation sites. Cumulative impacts should be studied. Due
to potential impacts from alternative energy sources (loss of farmland from use of solar panels,
impacts to biological resources, and aesthetics from the use of wind turbines), cannabis sites should
be required to operate on the grid.

Enforcement

The county estimates that there may be over 14,000 commercial grows within Humboldt County.
Currently the County is understaffed with regard to code enforcement. As a part of the analysis of
the EIR the county should anticipate code enforcement staffing levels and provide estimates of
how many full time staff will be required in order to regulate commercial cannabis activity
throughout the county. Some aspects of enforcement will be difficult, if not impossible and could
lead to unavoidable impacts. For example, if water tanks are accidently left opened at a location
where rainwater collection or forbearance is the primary source of water, cannabis operators could
be left with a decision to illegally divert water from nearby streams or lose their financial
investment. Inevitably, this will lead to surface water diversions and impacts to aquatic resources.
Therefore, the County should not consider allowing rainwater collection or forbearance as an
acceptable water source, and acknowledge that no level of code enforcement will be sufficient to
avoid impacts.

Summary

The project description states that changes to the existing ordinance may occur; we propose such
changes, establishing a substantial and effective buffer between the City limits and the area in the
County where cannabis activities may be allowed. The City has concerns with the County’s
consideration of repealing the permit deadline and expanding cultivation areas. Many of the
criteria for expanded cultivation areas will focus development and impacts in developed areas,
including the City of Fortuna.
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The City requests the establishment of a more significant buffer that would protect all of the City's
residents. Such a buffer would need to encompass the entire City Sphere of Influence in order to
create an appropriate buffer given the irregular City/County jurisdictional boundary. The City
objects to the approval of any marijuana activities within the Sphere of Influence. Adoption of
performance standards will not mitigate the aesthetic or safety impacts to City residents. The
cumulative effects of the County’s ordinance in the immediate vicinity will have a negative impact
on local residents.

Fortuna has adopted a City-wide prohibition on all marijuana activities, except for those
regulations that are preempted by State law. The County’s existing ordinance and proposed
amendments expanding the number of permits without limit are inconsistent with the City’s
ordinance. City residents bordering cultivation sites will be subject to increased noise, odors, dust,
traffic, crime, and groundwater depletion, and the City will be affected by stormwater and water
quality issues as well as housing impacts and land use conflicts. The issues listed in this letter
should be analyzed and addressed in the draft environmental impact report t.

In our opinion, the County's adopted program failed to meet the intent and requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) regarding the range of cultivation activities, in
scope and standards. We anticipate that the review being undertaken through the EIR process will
address these impacts and will result in the inclusion of a buffer that is contiguous with the Sphere
of Influence boundary, or that the County considers other buffer alternatives with an equal measure
of protection. The City would like to work with the County to develop appropriate measures to
mitigate these and other potential impacts.

The City of Fortuna appreciates your consideration of these comments and would like to receive a
copy of the Draft EIR. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss these matters.

Sincerely,

/AJM/(

Mark Wheetley
City Manager

-
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To Steve Lazar .

Please consider lifting the Prime Ag designation for new cultivation sites. | have lived in Humboldt
County for 40 years and have been in the cannabis industry in some form or another for over 25 years. |
purchased a new piece of land last year that had never grown cannabis on and would like to set up a
tasteful, small (10,000sq ft) commercial cannabis grow. It's on AG exclusive land. | want to become
compliant but the last ordinance was too limiting for me to do so. Please also consider not being able to
sub-divide large parcels for cultivation.

Thank you WA -5 201

A.L.
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MAY - 5 90:

To Steve Lazar,

[ live in an amazing, fertile, community oriented valley in Southern Humboldt, a
place where I hope to forever call home and a place where I grow cannabis for a
living. The past few years we have seen our valley over taken by large-scale
industrial cannabis grows and every spring they invade our town and every winter
they leave. Some of these growers are a part of our dynamic community and others I
only recognize seasonally by their trucks. Turns out these large growers are getting
even larger this spring and some of them by the graces of the county in the last
round of commercial cannabis ordinance. I appreciate the effort to regulate the out
of control industry but it seems as if you are supporting the men and women who
are in it for resource extraction and greed. The last round of ordinances is quickly
changing our valley- people who have been here for a long time are leaving- for
different reasons; inflated land prices, disgust with the scale of the industry, etc. and
the people who came later to exploit the valley- they're being rewarded for their
outlandish greedy behavior- it just doesn’t make sense to me but, [ want to stay here
and [ want to keep growing pot.

[ imagine a valley like the hills of Italy: verdant with vegetative plants in the summer
and turning fall colors as the season progresses but in reality the current cannabis
industry looks like a myriad of plastics, imported soils, exhaust fans, generators-
Industrial scale. In my perfect world, everyone grows small (<10,000 square feet-
which is still more pot then I've ever grown by far) and everyone is full season. That
is how we can capture the true terroir of the region. The best wine you drink in Italy
is from small crafted vineyards. There’s a scale that cannot produce quality product.
Humboldt County is famous for it’s cannabis for a variety of reasons but I think most
likely it’s the many small farmers who love the land and grow high quality cannabis.
It’s been used to support a lifestyle- one of the back to the land movement,
homesteading and living in beautiful rural places not to be a lifestyle- one of
resource extraction, lifted trucks and greed.

What I didn’t like about the last ordinance was that 1) it was open to non Humboldt
county residences 2) it rewarded large grows by allowing growers to grow as much
cannabis as they have been and even allowed them to grow larger (through the
RRR) instead of supporting small scale farms 3) the limitation of new grows on
prime Ag soils, which basically is all the land of the central area of our small town.
Below are some of my comments for the proposed new EIR.

Aesthetics: When I drive through southern Oregon I can spot a pot grow from a mile
away because they have fences on all sides with cameras. I'd rather see plants then a
random fence in a field. Also, greenhouses are hideous to look at- it’s not agriculture
it’s industry and it’s mostly been used as a way to hide the plant. [ grow on the coast
and we only use a greenhouse as a nursery in the early spring. It's too much plastic
and unnecessary in the southern county. Do everything you can to support and
promote small organic farmers.
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Air Quality/GHG’s: The largest contributor to GHG emissions in the industry is from
large scale grows who truck in soil from Canada and use plastics for greenhouses.
The more you can support and encourage small scale gardens the less resources and
thus emissions. Do limit generator use but don’t discourage off grid users- it would
be unfair to make generators illegal for the handful of hours that a small off grid
farmer uses it for drying especially when you are allowing so much energy usage
with supplemental light and indoor grows. There should be a MegaWatt limitation
and definitely sound proof generator usage. If you were truly concerned with GHG
emissions then you should make indoor and supplemental light illegal- it is not
necessary to grow good marijuana it’s solely a product of greed. Do everything you
can to support and promote small organic farmers.

Biological Resources: there needs to be NO light pollution visible from supplemental
light- all grows need to abide by the international dark sky law. In general
disincentives supplemental light (higher taxes?). To be honest, I've rarely met a
clone I've liked and in general if you're growing at the scale where you need
supplemental light you're more likely to get diseases like powdery mildew and
mites which leads to pesticide use and an inferior product. It's disgusting- grow it
outside the plants like the sun and air. Would you drink wine that was grown
indoors? Would you ever eat vegetables grown under artificial lights? Massive
carbon footprint. Do everything you can to support and promote small organic
farmers.

Hazard and Hazardous materials: Make it illegal to use pesticides. We all know they
do more harm then good and we already live in a fragile ecosystem-let’s not try to
mess it up anymore than we have. Do everything you can to support and promote
small organic farmers.

Land use and Planning: I think the RRR has spawned a nightmare situation. On the
valley floor ~-where the majority of our residences live there is now a 7 acre grow, a
3 acre grow, and an acre grow that I can see just by driving to the 101. Disaster- get
rid of the RRR we do not need larger grows; we do not need to concentrate the
wealth of cannabis into a few hands. This ordinance is changing our community
structure- people are leaving because their once rural view is now 3 acres of
greenhouses (fences don’t make that better). We are a rural community not an
industrial waste zone. Lift the prime Ag designation- it’s the part of the ordinance
that made me not eligible for becoming compliant. Don’t be so scared of farming in
the hills- there are a lot of advantages: less neighbors to complain, it’s good to be
isolated from diseases, the air flow is better and drier- the river bottoms are too
humid and prone to powdery mildew. I think a way to be more inclusive is to allow
Humboldt county residences (lived here at least 2 years) to be able to have a new
grow site as long as it’s under 10,000 sq. ft. I know it’s almost impossible to include
everyone but because of complicated land partnerships I couldn’t comply with the
last round on the property where I live but I do own another piece of property that
has never had marijuana grown on it- I'm hoping to be able to grow there legally.
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Hopefully this next round will be more inclusive. With that being said, do everything
you can to support and promote small organic farmers.

Another consideration with lifting the prime ag designation is to write the ordinance
in a way that prohibits sub-division.

All I see is the big grows getting bigger- I think you should incentivize small
(10,000sq. feet not 7 acres) environmentally friendly operations by streamlining the
permitting process and restrict new grows to Humboldt county locals.

Imagine, again, instead of greenhouses and fans, plots of small- scale outdoor plants
scattering the hillsides and people coming from all over the world to smoke that
delicious fruity plant- only found in Humboldt county. Indoor and to a lesser extent
supplemental light cannabis (those especially grown in bagged soil) can be grown
anywhere. Let’s cultivate terroir in Humboldt county. And if we can’t do it at the
county level [ am interested to know how we as an unincorporated community
could implement such requirements in our valley.

Thank you for your efforts and [ hope we can work together for a peaceful,
successful, and sustainable industry.
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From: Joan Bennett

To: Lazar, Steve
Subject: Cannabis
Date: Wednesday, April 19, 2017 3:01:29 PM

To Steve Lazar and everyone who can improve cannabis growing regulations:
Cannabis growers have rights but so do citizens who rent or own homes in
Humboldt County. We have lived in our house on Nob Hill Road in Fortuna for
almost 45 years. It is a safe and peaceful place with friends and neighbors we have
known for decades. Like us, many people on this hill border sections of land that are
in the county but not the city. If a cannabis grow is suddenly 40 feet from our
property line the smell will ruin the quality of life in our homes and yards. Grows
should be at least 300 feet from a neighbor’s house and at least 200 feet from
property lines. That would at least lessen the skunk smell and air quality. No
visible lights and no audible sounds (not just from generators but from any noise
connected to the grow) are also essential.  Excessive use and contamination of
water are also concerns. In many places on our hill, water flows downhill from one
person’s property across another’s. If the water is contaminated, this should not be
allowed. Increased traffic would also be an issue in our area which is accessible
only by Home Avenue, a collector road. There are many instances where grows
have brought in people who ruin the security of an area. That is a concernin a
neighborhood with many families nearby, such as here. There are many places in
Humboldt County where cannabis can more easily be grown at least 300 feet from
neighbors’ homes and at least 200 feet from property lines. Cannabis growers have
rights but so do their neighbors. These setbacks are essential. We are counting on
you not to just think of the cannabis business but also the rights of the neighbors
impacted by your decisions.  Sincerely, Joan and Randy Bennett, 475 Nob Hill
Road, Fortuna, Ca.
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To: Steve Lazar

From: Bonnie Blackberry
Civil Liberties Monitoring Project Rep
PO Box 544 Redway, CA 95560.

Date: May 9, 2017

RE: Input regarding Humboldt County Scoping Meeting for Cannabis Environmental Impact
Report

The current policies and provisions are converting our outlying rural neighborhoods into
industrial grow zones. Permitting and encouraging large grows and generator powered “mixed-
light” operations is drastically impacting, our neighborhoods, the environment and our
community character.

The size and location of grow operations allowed, combined with the lack of meaningful
enforcement has created an atmosphere of a go for it free for all. Existing grows are expanding,
including people who are getting permits. And new grows are increasing as well.

There is a huge increase in well drilling, earth moving and digging machinery, glowing green
houses lighting up the night, along with the increased generator noise and pollution, noise
from fans and pumps and other equipment, loud music, vehicle noise with much more traffic
with large and small trucks and vehicles transporting people (workers), fuel, machinery, grow
supplies...

ACCESS AND PRIVATE ROAD SYSTEMS; Most, if not all of the private roads in outlying
subdivisions were not built for year round industrial type activity. The increased traffic,
associated with the large grows and multiple crops, creates greater risks of accidents and fire,
greater need and expense for maintenance, and more and more clouds of dust going
everywhere.

The bigger the operation, the more traffic, the more traffic means more wear and tear on the
roads, greater risk of accidents and an unbelievable amount of dust.

All property owners with shared easements/access are responsible for maintenance and safety
of the roadways. The current process, which needs to change, leaves it up to the neighbors and
easement owners to figure out a way to deal with the impacts and costs.
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GENERATOR GROWS: The County agreed that indoor generator grows were not appropriate and
then allowed generator grows in greenhouses. Both require electrical power for lights, fans, etc.
Both are able to produce up to 4 crops and harvests per year. Mixed light is not outdoor and
should not be allowed in our outlying rural areas.

| just learned that “supplemental light” is considered outdoor. Supplemental light requires the
use of artificial light, where as actual outdoor only requires sunlight. Supplemental light may
include use of generators. When does supplemental become mixed light and how is it possible
to have effective compliance and enforcement?

Putting limits on mixed or supplemental light such as covering at night, limiting noise and what
type and length of light use, may look good on paper, but relying on neighbors to do the
monitoring and expecting people to turn in their neighbors isn't working very well, as most
people are not willing to take on the enforcement duty and become a snitch and/or risk possible
retribution.

NOISE POLLUTION:

Noise can travel long distances in these mountainous watersheds. The generator noise is most
detectable at night when things are generally quiet with no wind blowing through the trees or
birds chirping. Is the County prepared to make night calls to verify that the noise can be heard
by a nearby or a far away residence? Requiring that no noise is heard from 5 ft away from the
generator would be better than setting a decibel level that allows the sound to carry to other
residences. And WHAT ABOUT THE WILD LIFE?

LIGHT POLLUTION; Looking out at night and seeing numerous glowing green houses is a
bummer, for multiple reasons from the visual impacts to the effects on human, plants, and other
creatures. Current enforcement methods do not appear to be effective.

NOTIFICATION and INFORMATION; The lack of notification and consideration of neighbors and
landowners with shared roadways, and shared maintenance responsibility needs to be
addressed. What about the increased risk of accidents with the increase in all this traffic? The
County says OK, and then the landowners are expected to work out dealing with all of the
impacts.

The current permitting process has put the burden of identifying and reporting operations
which are out of compliance. If an operation is under 5,000 square feet, there is no requirement
for the County to notify the neighbors or mutual access easement owners, so that they would
have the information about the operation plan and what is actually being considered BEFORE
APPROVAL, with the opportunity for input, as well as what is later approved.

SCENIC VISTAS AND VISUAL QUALITY There is an increasing negative impact to the scenic vistas
and visual quality in the outlying rural areas with the day time glare from green houses with
water bladders covering the meadows, and ever increasing number of green houses glowing in
the night.

WATER BLADDERS: Also consideration must be given to water bladders, visual impacts as well as
the square footage covered by water bladders should be included in overall square footage of
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the grow. Is the foot print, square footage of water bladders taken into consideration when
determining grow operation size? If not, they most definitely should.

SIZE/FOOTPRINT OF OPERATIONS IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS, including outlying subdivisions
where the primary use has been residential: The size of the grow operation has a direct
correlation with the increased traffic, environmental foot print and impact, noise, lights, visual
impacts and the general character of the area.

ENFORCEMENT: Standards and Regulations are only as good as meaningful monitoring and
enforcement which appears to be sadly lacking.

Respectfully submitted,

Bonnie Blackberry
CLMP Rep
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From: Dawn Boechler

To: Lazar, Steve
Subject: Comment on EIR/NOP
Date: Tuesday, May 2, 2017 8:11:18 AM

Dear Mr. Lazar,

| am a resident of Fortuna and live in the Home Ave/Nob Hill Rd/Garland Ave
neighborhood. | am writing because | am very concerned about the NOP
Review/Environmental impact report and the potential for negative impacts on the
integrity, safety and quality of life in our neighborhood.

| believe most of my concerns have already been addressed by my neighbor, Tim
Meade, in his letter to you, sent on 4/16/17. Mr. Meade has done an excellent job in
summarizing the concerns of our neighborhood and his suggestions for mitigation of
impact are well researched and should set the benchmark for these unique parcels
that exist within the county sphere of influence.

| would like to state plainly to you that | believe that commercial marijuana grows do
not belong in residential areas, and most certainly not adjacent to residential single
family zoning.

Thank you for reading this email and for all of your efforts in this matter.
Dawn Boechler

535 Garland Ave
707-725-1686

Sent from my iPhone
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From: chantal campbell

To: Lazar, Steve
Subject: proposed amendments to cannabis ordinance
Date: Wednesday, May 3, 2017 10:05:22 AM

To whom it may concern,

| think that expanding areas where growing is allowed is a bad idea. Are you figuring out that most of the applicants
are growing in areas that aren't conducive to agricultural production? Then they should not be growing there. The
only reason these guys are out in the hills is to hide, weed legal? Move into agricultural areas. All the agricultural
areas are already in operational farming, move to a different county simple as that. We are not giving up our natural
resources so the county can make a buck. 1 feel like you are re-opening and expanding the areas allowed to grow
because the county isn't making any money on the permits because these people shouldn't be farming on the parcels
they are applying for. This shouldn't be about money. It should be about practicing sustainable agriculture and
saving our natural resources including our rivers.

How about you up the tax on square footage, the current rates are a joke

Chantal Campbell
120 Jaymar Lane
Carlotta, CA 95528
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Blue Lake Rancheria

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS

May 9, 2017

County of Humboldt Planning & Building Department
3015 H Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Re: Notice of Preparation- Cannabis EIR
Dear Mr. Lazar:

The Blue Lake Rancheria Tribe has concerns about cannabis cultivation activities in the ancestral
Wiyot territory, and specifically in the Mad River watershed. We urge the County to be diligent in
their Environmental Impact Report (EIR) especially with respect to hydrology and water quality,
aesthetics and visual resources, tribal cultural resources, and biological resources.

The Mad River is our source for drinking water, and is home to many culturally-important (and
threatened or endangered) species. It is listed (Clean Water Act section 303(d)) as impaired for
sediment/turbidity and temperature. Impacts from cannabis cultivation have been felt in the lack
of cool tributary water as water is siphoned off for grows, in sediment delivery to the river from
grading and other ground-disturbing activities, and in the change of aesthetics of the watershed as
we see it become over-run with cannabis cultivation. We have concerns about the disturbance of
cultural resources from this activity, in the past and ongoing.

The impacts from cannabis cultivation need to be seriously considered and mitigated for
individually, and the EIR needs to include a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. We have
been experiencing impacts from increased cannabis cultivation for several years, and can see that
in addition to the permit process there will need to be increased enforcement. We urge the County
to include more enforcement for the Mad River watershed as a priority.

Sincerely,
Michelle Full
Environmental Director

To preserve and protect the natural and cultural resources of both the Blue Lake Rancheria and the Tribe’s aboriginal territory.




State of California - Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN, Jr., Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
Northern Region

601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

http://www.wildlife.ca.gov

May 9, 2017

Steven Lazar

Humboldt County Planning and Building Department
3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Subject: Amendments to Humboldt County Code Regulating Commercial
Cannabis Activities, Humboldt County, California

Dear Mr. Lazar:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The Department
received the NOP for Amendments to Humboldt County Code Regulating Commercial
Cannabis Activities from the County of Humboldt Planning and Building Department
(HPBD) on April 10, 2017. The Department last provided comments on the Medical
Marijuana Land Use Ordinance — Phase IV in October 2015.

The Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection and management of
fish, wildlife, native plants and their habitat. As a Responsible and Trustee Agency, the
Department administers the Lake or Streambed Alteration Program (LSAA), California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), and other provisions of the Fish and Game Code
(FGC) that conserve the State’s fish and wildlife public trust resources. The Department
provides the following comments and recommendations on the proposed Project in our
role as a Trustee Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA;
California Public Resources Code [PRC] § 21000 et seq.).

The Department strongly supports efforts to regulate cannabis cultivation and to
address the numerous and substantial environmental impacts. The Department
believes that greater regulatory oversight and enforcement by local Lead Agencies can
help minimize the environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation. The Department’s
recommended level of oversight and enforcement is in contrast to the stance taken by
Humboldt County (County) on land use development activities that have occurred
specific to cannabis cultivation prior to this land use code.

The County has allowed cannabis cultivation and rural land use development to
proliferate with minimum enforcement. Due to HPBD’s lack of oversight and
enforcement, the Department has been forced to act as a law enforcement deterrent to
address the rampant violations of County Code, Fish and Game Code, and Water
Quality Code that have occurred and continue to occur in response to the Counties
open door policy on cannabis cultivation. The Humboldt County Initial Study on
Cannabis Cultivation described the environmental setting which estimated 8,000 to
10,000 cultivation sites in the County as of 2014, with an anecdotal rapid expansion

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Steven Lazar

Humboldt County Planning and Building Department
May 9, 2017

Page 2 of 16

observed in the last several years'. Cultivation densities are estimated as high as 27
sites per square mile in the Initial Study. The current land use ordinance proposes no
limits on density or watershed carrying capacity of cultivation sites. The Department
recommends assessing the carrying capacity of watersheds to support cannabis
cultivation (Recommendation #1).

While it is proposed to regulate legal and legitimate cannabis cultivation through a local
land use ordinance, the HPBD does not have the means to enforce the mitigations
proposed within the current ordinance. Failure to enforce the rules associated with the
existing and proposed land use ordinance greatly weakens any mitigation and therefore
fails to protect the environment from further degradation.

The Department spends a considerable amount of staff time and resources
investigating and documenting the environmental impacts resulting from cannabis
cultivation. Department staff has conducted inspections on hundreds of cannabis
cultivation sites throughout the County. The Department has documented substantial
adverse impacts of cannabis cultivation on forest lands, including impacts from water
diversions and stream dewatering, forest clearing and conversion, pollution, and
sediment discharges.

These investigations have led to the issuance of several hundred Notices of Violation
(NOV’s) and filing of cases with the County’s District Attorney’s office. More recently
the Department has also filed civilly through administrative hearings to recover costs
and enforce remediation requirements. The sheer scope of cannabis cultivation in the
County is overwhelming to local and state agencies, and efforts to further increase
cannabis cultivation in the County should not be permitted without first evaluating and
enforcing regulations on the thousands of active sites that continue to operate in
violation of local, State and federal law.

Environmental Impacts

Documented environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation include habitat
fragmentation, habitat loss through land clearing and conversion, reduction in instream
flow, and delivery of sediment, nutrients, petroleum products, and pesticides to streams
(Carah et al. 2015). Unpermitted land use development is a major concern to the
Department and includes road building, grading, pond construction, stream crossing
construction, and hydrologic modification including rerouting of streams and interception
of groundwater through poorly constructed road systems.

Additional impacts Department staff have documented include degraded water quality;
degraded habitat due to inappropriate location of development; development within
riparian buffers; loss and degradation of wetland habitat; wildlife entanglement and

! see https:Humboldt.org/DocumentCenter/View/56447.
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Humboldt County Planning and Building Department
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mortality due to on site hazards (ex. plastic mesh); wildlife entrapment; fish passage
barriers due to improperly designed water diversions; altered natural photoperiods from
light pollution; and introduction of nonnative species (fish and plants) resulting in
predation of native species degraded habitat quality.

Many of these effects are unique to cannabis cultivation; strategies to minimize and
mitigate potentially significant environmental impacts should be fully considered and
incorporated when developing a new regulatory program. As a Lead Agency pursuant
to CEQA, the HPBD has the primary responsibility for minimizing significant
environmental impacts associated with land use zoning through implementation of its’
land use code and zoning ordinances.

Enforcement

Although the Department is supportive of efforts to regulate cannabis cultivation,
issuance of permits will not ensure compliance, particularly without consistent
monitoring, enforcement, and substantial penalties for violations. The Department has
observed minimal enforcement of cannabis cultivation sites in the past several years by
the County, with the exception of eradication efforts conducted by the Sherriff’s office
supported primarily by grant funding. Eradication does little to mitigate environmental
impacts over time, as these efforts have not been conducted in cooperation with
environmental investigation. Sites that operate in violation of environmental regulations
should be shut down until compliance with local and state laws is demonstrated. The
HPBD should ensure that adequate funding and personnel are available, and
meaningful enforcement is implemented concurrently for permitted cultivation
operations, as well as those not in compliance with County Code. The HPBD should
partner with, but not rely on, State agencies for enforcement.

Without meaningful enforcement and penalties for non-compliance, the number of
unpermitted and noncompliant cultivation sites with their associated environmental
impacts will continue to increase. The Department recommends the amended County
Code include specific penalties or remedies for permit non-compliance and post-permit
environmental remediation, and provide adequate staffing to conduct enforcement
efforts and compliance review (Recommendation #2).

Water Use and Availability

California has a Mediterranean climate, where most of the state’s precipitation falls from
October to May (CDFG 2003), not during the primary cannabis summer growing
season. Due to the lack of summer rainfall and the absence of snow, rivers and streams
have receding flow from May until September. Water use peaks in the heat of the
summer at the same time instream flow is at its lowest, creating a conflict between
water demand and water availability for fish and wildlife resources. The Department is
concerned that there is not adequate flow in most streams to meet the water demand
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for cannabis cultivation at its current levels, as well as the domestic water use for
dwellings and other residential and commercial uses developed to facilitate cannabis
cultivation and processing. Based on numerous field observations and ongoing
research, the Department believes that the overuse of surface water diversions for
cannabis cultivation has and will continue to have a significant impact on aquatic
resources.

As the NOP states, “Nearly all of the HPBD’s municipal water providers rely upon local
surface (streams and reservoirs) and groundwater sources, which are fed entirely by
precipitation...” and “most outdoor and mixed light cultivation sites are located in rural
areas served by private wells, [and] surface water diversions.” The potentially
significant impacts from a substantial increase in water demand on streams and rivers
must be disclosed and analyzed in the DEIR (Recommendation #3).

In addition, the Department has observed that construction and use of large ponds
(sometimes 500,000 gallons or more) as a water storage method has increased
dramatically in the County. In the past, the HPBD has allowed the construction of new
ponds, which often involve substantial grading and fill, under a ministerial grading permit
with no environmental review. These ponds may pose risks to water quality and
sensitive habitats if they are designed and constructed without proper engineering. The
Department has observed many ponds built in inappropriate locations, and failed ponds
that have delivered sediment to nearby streams. In addition, these ponds often provide
breeding habitat for non-native, invasive species such as American bullfrog (Lithobates
catesbianus), a species that preys upon native frogs such as the northern red-legged
frog (Rana aurora) and foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), both California Species
of Special Concern. The County should provide a mechanism to regulate the
development of ponds as part of cannabis cultivation permitting, including a requirement
for engineered designs, and invasive species management plans for all ponds. Ponds
are Department jurisdiction if they are filled from, or outlet to a stream or wetland. The
Department recommends the HPBD should ensure that, as a condition of approval for
cannabis cultivation permits, required approvals from the Department and any other
applicable regulatory agency is obtained prior to pond development

(Recommendation #4).

Direct impacts to streams, riparian areas, wetlands

The Department has observed that many cannabis cultivation applications do not
accurately characterize on-site streams or wetlands, nor propose adequate buffers for
aquatic resources. The Department recommends that if surface waters (streams and
wetlands) are present on a parcel, the County requires a qualified professional delineate
these waters (Recommendation #5). Delineated waters should then have minimum
buffers applied (no less than 50 feet for intermittent streams, 100 feet for perennial
streams, and 150 feet for major or regionally important streams and rivers) as measured
from top of bank or outer edge of riparian, whichever is greater.
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Many areas where cannabis cultivation may be permitted include agricultural and other
areas within the 100-year floodplain. The Department has commented on cannabis
cultivation project proposals for greenhouses within 100 year floodplains. These
greenhouses require grading, fill, and often have concrete floors. These structures
create a permanent development footprint that cannot be easily converted back to
floodplain in the same way that other agricultural uses (grazing, planting and harvesting
of some crops) can.

Floodplains are an important physical and biological component of riverine ecosystems.
Al rivers flood, and flooding is an expected and recurring event in natural river systems.
Development in flood-prone areas disconnects rivers from their natural floodplains and
displaces, fragments, and degrades important riparian habitat. Development in
floodplains often eliminates benefits of natural flooding regimes such as deposition of
river silt on valley floor soils and recharging of wetlands. In addition, braided channel
structure, off-channel fish habitat, and backwaters are eliminated, resulting in higher
velocity flows. These changes lower habitat suitability for salmonids, which need low-
flow refugia to escape flood flows. Structures in flood plains are vulnerable to erosion
and flood damage. Once structures are built and threatened by river flooding, property
owners often seek to armor river banks or build or raise levees to prevent future
property damage. Thus, not only does development displace riparian and floodplain
habitat when it is built, it often results in further habitat and floodplain loss through
additional development to protect structures.

Development and habitat conversion in floodplains results in degradation of riverine and
riparian habitats, and negatively impacts the fish and wildlife species that depend on
them. The Department recommends that the cannabis cultivation permitting prohibit
placement of permanent structures within the 100-year floodplain of any stream or river

(Recommendation #6).

Impacts of Night Lighting on Wildlife

Cannabis cultivation increasingly uses artificial lighting in greenhouses, and so-called
“mixed-light” techniques to increase yields. The adverse ecological effects of artificial
night lighting on terrestrial, aquatic, and marine resources such as fish, birds, mammals,
and plants are well documented (Johnson and Klemens 2005, Longcore and Rich 2016,
Rich and Longcore 2006). Some of these effects include altered migration patterns and
reproductive and development rates, changes in singing behavior in bird species (Miller
2006), changes in foraging behavior and predator-prey interactions, altered natural
community assemblages, phototaxis (attraction and movement towards light),
disorientation, entrapment, and temporary blindness (Longcore and Rich 2004,
Longcore and Rich 2016).

The Department has determined that light pollution disrupts the abilities of night-
foraging birds (CDFG 2007). Artificial lighting impacts bat roosts, and Johnston et al.
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(2004) recommend that artificial lighting be directed away from bat roosts or possibly
shaded by trees. Research on the effects of artificial lighting on salmonid populations
indicate that increased light intensity appears to slow or stop out-migrating juvenile
salmon and affects feeding patterns. Juvenile salmonids in the presence of increased
artificial night lighting may be more vulnerable to predation (McDonald 1960, Patten
1971, Ginetz and Larkin 1976, Tabor et al. 2004). Because cannabis cultivation sites
are commonly located in remote forested areas that would otherwise not be affected by
night light pollution, and because these forested areas contain habitat for many
organisms that are negatively impacted by light pollution, cultivation using artificial light
on a landscape scale could have a significant impact on wildlife.

The Department is opposed to outdoor cannabis cultivation using lights, and the
resulting night light pollution. The Department recommends that if lighting is used for
cultivation within structures, light should not be visible from outside the structure. The
HPBD should not allow the use of lights at night for cannabis cultivation in greenhouses
due to the difficulty in fully blocking light escapement, and should ensure that these
prohibitions are enforceable, and actively monitored for compliance

(Recommendation #7).

Impacts of Noise on Wildlife

Diesel and gasoline-powered electric generators is a common fixture of indoor and
outdoor cannabis cultivation sites. Electric generators can produce considerable air and
noise pollution. The effects of noise pollution on wildlife include disrupting
communication between individuals, affecting predator-prey relationships and foraging
efficiency, and habitat selection and bird nesting density (Barber et al. 2009; Francis
and Barber 2013).

On a watershed scale, the chronic noise pollution from numerous cannabis cultivation
site generators has the potential to result in substantial habitat loss or degradation to a
number of wildlife species. Generator-produced noise pollution can be especially
harmful to night-foraging animals such as owls and bats, which hunt for prey primarily
though hearing. The State- and federally-threatened northern spotted owl (Strix
occidentalis), for instance, occurs in forested coastal Humboldt County and is
vulnerable to nighttime generator noise impacts.

Impacts to bats from noise are another specific concern. Populations of many bat
species across North America and globally are declining. Approximately fifteen percent
of the global bat fauna are listed as threatened by the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN). However, a greater number of species (about 18%) are
listed by the IUCN as “data deficient,” meaning there is a lack of studies that can be
used to support assessments of conservation status (Voigt and Kingston 2016). This
decline has numerous causes, but habitat loss and degradation are principal
contributors.
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According to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 12 of California’s 25
bat species are designated as California Species of Special Concern, USDA Forest
Service Sensitive, or federally Endangered. The County has ten species of bats either
documented or highly likely to occur, three of which, the pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus),
Townsends'’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), and western red bat (Lasiurus
blossevillii), are California Species of Special Concern. Bats have been shown to avoid
areas with chronic noise (Schaub et al.2008) and the foraging success of certain bat
species is reduced by chronic noise (Siemers and Schuab 2011).

In conjunction with the other habitat fragmentation, degradation, and disturbance-
related impacts of outdoor cannabis cultivation already mentioned, both night light
pollution and chronic generator-induced noise impacts may contribute to landscape-
scale wildlife habitat declines.

Based upon the information above, the Department recommends the DEIR include an
analysis of potential night light pollution and chronic noise exposure impacts to wildlife,
and effective avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation strategies

(Recommendation #8).

Impacts to Listed Species

Humboldt County is known to support several species listed or candidate under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA, Fish and Game Code § 2050 et seq.).
Specifically, Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) and Northern Spotted Owl (Strix
occidentalis caurina) are present in areas where cannabis cultivation occurs. Cannabis
cultivation activities detailed above have the potential to cause “take” of and impacts to
these listed species. Take of species of plants or animals listed as endangered or
threatened under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) is unlawful unless
authorized by the Department with an Incidental Take Permit. The DEIR must state
whether the Project could result in any incidental take of any CESA-listed species. The
HPBD should adequately analyze potential impacts and include avoidance,
minimization and mitigation measures to avoid or mitigate impacts in the DEIR
(Recommendation #9). For Coho Salmon, cumulative impacts from surface water
diversion are a particular concern.

Notice of Preparation

The Department provides the following comments specific to the NOP, using the
general organization and section titles in the document.
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Project Description

In part, this section includes a list of criteria for areas where expansion or new
cultivation would be allowed.

Water Source

The Department recommends that the DEIR a) define criteria of a “viable” water source;
b) provide standards and requirements for a “localized water management plan”; and

c) define the criteria for determining whether groundwater is “non-hydrologically
connected” (Recommendation #10).

Roads

The Department is concerned about extensive new road construction, and use of
existing unpermitted seasonal roads and/or skid trails, associated with cannabis
cultivation. In many locations, roads would not have been constructed or reopened if
not to provide access to a cultivation site. These roads are often inappropriately
located; are not properly surfaced for wet season use; poorly constructed and
maintained; frequently include unpermitted, undersized and/or poorly installed stream
crossings; are hydrologically connected to streams (creating a risk of sediment
delivery); and contain steep grades that are nearly impassible under saturated
conditions.

The Department is further concerned with access roads that connect paved roads to
cannabis sites. Many access roads traverse unimproved private lands and road
segments where environmental impacts and potential Fish and Game Code violations
are substantial (e.g. failed road crossings, stream fords). Existing County Code does
not provide a mechanism to address the proposed increase in traffic on existing,
unpermitted access roads. In some cases, impacts such as sediment delivery and
erosion cannot be corrected while allowing the road to remain. In such cases, road
decommissioning and restoration may be the only feasible option to rectify existing
conditions and prevent future impacts.

As described, the Project would allow expansion or new cultivation in areas “located on
or within 1 mile of county-maintained roads, or located on private road systems meeting
the category 4 road standard” (emphasis added). The Department is concerned that
this provision will encourage additional road construction, and will allow the continued
use of problematic roads constructed without the benefit of permits or the use of best
management practices.

The Department recommends the County DEIR provide adequate avoidance,
minimization and/or mitigation measures (including decommissioning and restoration
where appropriate) that address the environmental impacts of past and future
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cultivation-related road construction, including habitat fragmentation and impacts to
sensitive aquatic habitats and species (Recommendation #11).

Limit Cultivation to Areas Not Requiring Timberland Conversion

The DEIR should provide detail regarding enforcement of this provision. The
Department recommends that the County demonstrate that there will be a mechanism
to determine whether illegal timberland conversion was conducted to facilitate cannabis
cultivation, and to deny permit applications based on that determination.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The Department is not clear from reviewing this section whether new or expanded
cultivation in Timber Production Zone (TPZ) would be prohibited in the new Project.
The Department is opposed to commercial cultivation of cannabis on forested parcels,
including lands zoned TPZ and areas defined as timberland pursuant to PRC section
4526. The deleterious effects of habitat conversion, fragmentation, and parcelization of
forestlands on wildlife and fisheries are well documented in the scientific literature. The
Department recommends that the amended County Code not allow new or expanded
cultivation on forested parcels (Recommendation #12).

Biological Resources

The Department’s concerns regarding impacts to Biological Resources, Hydrology and
Water Quality are addressed in detail above.

Public Services

The NOP notes that “Most of the County is designated as a High or Very High Fire
hazard area by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.” The DEIR
should address the potential environmental impacts of compliance with “Fire Safe”
vegetation clearing to create defensible space pursuant to PRC section 4291. Many
unpermitted dwellings and outbuildings have been constructed adjacent to and within
streamside management areas in Humboldt County. Constructing fuel breaks around
structures require the removal of trees and understory vegetation, and thus would
impact sensitive riparian forest habitat along streams.

Cumulative Impacts

As stated in the NOP, cumulative impacts must be addressed pursuant to CEQA
section 15130. The Department is concerned about cumulative impacts not only as
they relate to cannabis cultivation, but also rural residential development and other
types of development that have similar impacts. The Department recommends that the
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county establish maximum limits of allowable cultivation as a proportion of watershed
size (e.g., HUC 12 size) to minimize cumulative impacts (Recommendation #13).

General Comments

CEQA Review for Individual Cultivation Sites

Without robust environmental protection and a provision for individual project review,
permitting cannabis cultivation on the scale that Humboldt County intends to allow is
likely to cause significant environmental impacts. CEQA section 15378 defines “project
to include “the whole of the action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change in the environment...” Without a cap on the number or acreage of cultivation
sites, a defined time horizon, or any other defined limit, the HPBD’s CEQA review must
consider the potential that all parcels that meet the HPBD’s zoning criteria could be
developed for cannabis cultivation. Without site-specific review and approval for each
site, it is not clear how impacts of this County-wide project could be mitigated to a less
than significant level.

The Department recommends that the DEIR define and disclose criteria that the HPBD
will use to determine whether any cultivation project requires site-specific CEQA review
(Recommendation #14).

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures

Humboldt County’s Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance has been in effect since
February 2016. The Department is concerned that the County’s existing regulatory
framework has not been effective in avoiding, minimizing and/or mitigating the
environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation. Pursuant to CEQA section 15002, the
DEIR must disclose and evaluate all of the project’s potentially significant impacts;
identify ways to avoid or significantly reduce environmental damage; propose, as
appropriate, feasible and effective mitigations for those impacts; and disclose reasons
for approving the proposed project if significant environmental impacts will occur. In
addition, pursuant to CEQA section 15126.4(a)(2), mitigation measures must be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.

The DEIR should include an analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation measures under
the current program in avoiding, minimizing or reducing the environmental impacts of
cannabis cultivation sites, particularly if the same or similar mitigation measures are
proposed for use in the amended County Code (Recommendation #15).
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Fish and Game Code

Several Fish and Game Code sections apply to activities that the HPBD would permit
under the amended Code. Fish and Game Code section 1602 et seq.? requires
notification for diversions of water from a surface water source, or of water
hydrologically connected to a surface water source (e.g. offset wells), as well as for
physical changes to the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream, or lake.

In the experience of the Department staff, nearly all cannabis cultivation sites require a
LSAA frequently for water diversion and/or stream crossings (including culverts). The
Department recommends that all cannabis cultivators submit notification to the
Department (Recommendation #16). If the Department determines an LSAA is not
necessary, it will provide written verification to that effect. State licensing through the
California Department of Food and Agriculture will require that all cultivators obtain
either an LSAA or a letter from the Department stating that an LSAA is not required®.

Department staff has also documented increased observations of unpermitted non-
native aquatic species introductions to ponds used for water storage and water
diversion associated with cannabis cultivation. Fish and Game Code section 6400
requires first submitting for inspection and securing a stocking permit from the
Department before planting fish. The Department recommends that the Project prohibit
non-native species introduction to new ponds and that county address the potential
environmental impacts from existing introduced species in the DEIR
(Recommendation #17).

HPBD staff and/or applicants should consult with the Department to ensure compliance
with all FGC sections. Examples of other applicable FGC sections include but are not
limited to section 2050 et seq. CESA section 5650 (prohibits water pollution), section
5652 (prohibits refuse disposal in or near streams), and section 5937 (requires sufficient
water bypass and fish passage, relating to dams).

Summary of Recommendations

In summary, the Department provides the following recommendations for the HPBD to
address in the amended County Code and DEIR:

1. The current land use ordinance proposes no limits on density or watershed
carrying capacity of cultivation sites. The DEIR should assess the carrying
capacity of watersheds to support cannabis cultivation.

2 Fish and Game Code section 1602 states, in part, that an entity “may not substantially divert or obstruct the
natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or
lake” without written notification to the Department.

? https://static.cdfa.ca.gov/MCCP/document/MCCP%20Factsheet%20Summary-%20California.pdf
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2.

The DEIR should address amended County Code to include specific penalties or
remedies for permit non-compliance and post-permit environmental remediation,
and provide adequate staffing to conduct enforcement efforts and compliance
review.

The DEIR should disclose and analyze the potentially significant impacts from a
substantial increase in water demand on streams and rivers.

The HPBD should ensure that, as a condition of approval for cannabis cultivation
permits, required approvals from the Department and any other applicable
regulatory agency is obtained prior to pond development.

The HPBD should require a qualified professional delineate streams and
wetlands if surface waters are present on a parcel.

The HPBD’s Cannabis cultivation permitting should prohibit placement of
permanent structures within the 100-year floodplain of any stream or river.

If lighting is used for cultivation within structures, light should not be visible from
outside the structure. The HPBD should not allow the use of lights at night for
cannabis cultivation in greenhouses due to the difficulty in fully blocking light
escapement, and should ensure that these prohibitions are enforceable, and
actively monitored for compliance.

The DEIR should include an analysis of potential night light pollution and chronic
noise exposure impacts to wildlife, and effective avoidance, minimization and/or
mitigation strategies.

The DEIR should include detailed analysis of ‘take’ and potential impacts to
CESA-listed species, and require avoidance, minimization and mitigation
measures to avoid take or mitigate impacts. In particular, impacts to Coho
Salmon related to cumulative impacts from surface water diversion should be
included.

10. The DEIR should a) define criteria of a “viable” water source; b) provide

standards and requirements for a “localized water management plan”; and c)
define the criteria for determining whether groundwater is “non-hydrologically
connected.”

11. The HPBD DEIR should provide adequate avoidance, minimization and/or

CCLUO

mitigation measures (including decommissioning and restoration where
appropriate) that address the environmental impacts of past and future
cultivation-related road construction, including habitat fragmentation and impacts
to sensitive aquatic habitats and species.
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12.The amended County Code should not allow new or expanded cultivation on
forested parcels.

13.The HPBD should establish maximum limits of allowable cultivation as a
proportion of watershed size (e.g., HUC 12 size) to minimize cumulative impacts.

14.The DEIR should define and disclose criteria that the HPBD will use to determine
whether any cultivation project requires site-specific CEQA review.

15.The DEIR should include an analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation measures
under the current program in avoiding, minimizing or reducing the environmental
impacts of cannabis cultivation sites, particularly if the same or similar mitigation
measures are proposed for use in the amended County Code.

16.All cannabis cultivators that substantially modify or divert water from a stream are
required to submit notification to the Department to obtain a Lake or Streambed
Alteration Agreement.

17.The Project should prohibit non-native species introduction to new ponds and
that county address the potential environmental impacts from existing introduced
species in the DEIR.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Project and look forward to working
with the HPBD to effectively regulate commercial cannabis cultivation while addressing
its documented environmental impacts. If you have any questions please contact
Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist) Angela Liebenberg at (707) 964-4830 or by

e-mail at Angela.Liebenberg@wildlife.ca.gov or Senior Environmental Scientist
(Supervisor) Scott Bauer at (707) 441-2011 or by e-mail at Scott.Bauer@uwildlife.ca.gov.

Slncerely,
ol
Curt Babcock

Environmental Program Manager
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ec:  Kurt McCray
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Kurt.McCray@fire.ca.gov

Stormer Feiler, Diana Henrioulle,

Joshua Curtis, Adona White

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Stormer.Feiler@waterboards.ca.gov; Diana.Henrioulle@waterboards.ca.gov,

Joshua.Curtis@waterboards.ca.gov; Adona.White@waterboards.ca.gov

Curt Babcock, Scott Bauer, Angela Liebenberg,

David Manthorne, Ryan Bourque, Kalyn Bocast,

Steve White, Gordon Leppig, Laurie Harnsberger,

Jane Arnold, Jon Hendrix, Donna Cobb, Corinne Gray

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Curt.Babcock@wildlife.ca.gov, Scott.Bauer@wildlife.ca.gov,
Angela.Liebenberg@wildlife.ca.gov, David.Manthorne@wildlife.ca.gov,
Ryan.Bourque@wildlife.ca.gov, Kalyn.Bocast@wildlife.ca.gov,
Steve.White@wildlife.ca.gov, Gordon.Leppig@wildlife.ca.gov,
Laurie.Harnsberger@wildlife.ca.gov, Jane.Arnold@wildlife.ca.gov,
Jon.Hendrix@wildlife.ca.gov, Donna.Cobb@wildlife.ca.qgov,
Corinne.Gray@wildlife.ca.gov
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