








Foersterling, Thomas and Elizabeth
8748 Butler Valley Road
Korbel, CA 95550
707 668 4369
liz.forsterling@gmail.com

Attention: Kathy Hayes, Clerk of the Board
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
825 5th Street, Room 111
Eureka, CA 95501
707 476 2390
cob@co.humboldt.ca.us

Hearing Date: Tuesday, November 17th, 2020; Time:  1:30 p.m.
Zoom Meeting ID and Access: https://humboldt.legistar.com video
Phone:  1-699-900-9128,  Meeting ID 965 2090 2806

To the Board of Supervisors, November 17th, 2020

RE:  PLN-2020-16608

The General Plan and the Cannabis Ordinance 2.0 protect the residents and the
environment within the communities of Humboldt County.  Guiding principals used to
create the General Plan and the Ordinance must not be ignored.  Deep public concern
must not go unheard.  Petition No.15 has more signatures than the public response
heard back in 2017 for Notice of Preparation for CEQA guidelines.  The same concerns
are echoed here again.  People are “interested in preserving the County’s unique
character and quality of life,” as well as “safeguarding residential communities,” and
preventing rural areas from becoming crime magnets.  As Director John Ford said, it is a
“non-starter” to propose a non-residential commercial roadside grow on the intersection
of Butler Valley Road and Maple Creek Road, with an industrial compound surrounding
the proposed Cannabis cultivation activity.  Everyone in the neighborhood and
residential community opposes the plan.  No roadside grows.

The applicant has already shown the neighborhood what a 9,350 sq. ft. grow would do
to the area, when it illegally grew marijuana in containers in the same location for two
years.  It smelled horrible, it looked terrible, and it became such a nuisance that the
Planning Department and other agencies fielded complaints from the greater
community.  To say it “would not be visible from Maple Creek Road,” is false.  The pot
plants could be counted, water tanks were seen, a trailer was visible (still is), and so
were the growers.  Water was trucked-in during those two years.  To say the project has
been modified and will not include well water or trucked-in water is a falsehood.  There
is not enough water at the location site for irrigation and cultivation of Cannabis.
The flat area, created by the unpermitted grow, once held young fir and seedlings, as
well as the fruit trees referred to in the Blair report.  Although the size of the flat area is
now bigger than it was previously when wetland and forested area properly merged with

mailto:cob@co.humboldt.ca.us
https://humboldt.legistar.com


one another, the total width of the lot size (430 ft.) between the County Roads is less
than the required 750 ft. minimum.  This fact alone should have been a Red Flag for the
Planning Department.  For acreage to be interrupted by a County Road is a separate
concern altogether, and in the instant case, the proposed cultivation area is bordered by
two County Roads.  Here, the loss of Natural Habitat and Open Space is contrary to the
Intent and Purpose of both the General Plan and the Ordinance.

For the Planning Department to neglect the significant negative impact, the concern for
safety and welfare, the detriment to everything and everyone, the nuisance and
annoyance, the harm and injury, and the reduction of water and its quality, which will be
caused by this particular project, reveals a lack of integrity on the part of Senior
Planners and those responsible for decision making.  The project does not meet the
Performance Standards setforth in the Ordinance (§55.4.12.1.8( c)1), and is contrary to
the Five Counties Salmonid Conservation and Restoration Program of which Director
John Ford is one of  Humboldt County’s representatives.

As Senior Planner Rodney Yandell is the authority of Ordinance 2.0, it should be clear to
him that the proposed project is not in compliance and does not conform to the
regulations.  To manipulate the meaning of the Ordinance, and try to push a project
down the throat of a community who adamantly opposes it, is a dereliction of duty.  No
amount of fast talk can change the “relationship to other elements.”  Applicant has
hundreds of other acreage to grow on, more remote and secluded.  Why not grow next
to the Maple Creek Ranch house?  A flat area exists there.

We reject the proposed plan and/or any other alternate design.  We already are
surrounded by three large Cannabis cultivation operations, on each side of our property,
which together significantly impact the critical Mad River Watershed.  Anymore cannot
be tolerated.  “Significant harmful environmental effects, and a substantial increase in
the severity of previously identified negative effects will be caused.”  Significant
cumulative impacts of all these grows surrounding our home, and the surrounding
ecosystem, have not been properly addressed, nor assessed.  With so many Cannabis
operations already in the area, a CEQA exemption is not allowed.  To neglect this fact,
disregard the health and safety of the residents and neighboring property owners, and
ignore Environmental Standards ensured by the regulations is a failure.

Findings made by Staff for the Board of Supervisors to sign are invalid, and are not
supported by evidence.  The welfare of the community is at stake.

Findings:
m  1.  Not enough water for proposed project.
m 2.  Project is against CEQA Guidelines.

a.  Resultant cumulative impacts, unhealthy, unsafe, and not for the
welfare of the residential community.

m  3.  Project does not conform to the General Plan or Open Space Plan.
a.  Commercial cultivation of Cannabis is not allowed as a principal
permitted use and is not a primary permitted agricultural crop.



m 4.  Project is not supported by FR Zoning.
a.  Timber production and recreation are the desirable
predominant uses, in which the protection of the timber and
recreational lands is essential to the general welfare.
b.   Does not meet minimum width of 750 ft. for lot size of cultivation
area.  (Width for cultivation area is 430 ft.)

m  5.  Development contradicts Zoning requirements for Cannabis.
a.  For homesteads.
b.  Not enough water.  Water will be diverted.
c.  Road evaluation performed by Agent/grower is a conflict of
interest, and not valid.  Roads are in a deterioration category.
d.  Slope of land exceeds 15% for wetland, sediment, pesticides
and fertilizer run-off, and cannot be mitigated.
e.  Young fir and seedlings were removed.
f.   Setbacks are ignored.

m  6.  Non-residential Cannabis cultivation on the proposed site will be 
“materially injurious to all properties and future improvements in the 
vicinity,” and would be a clear violation.

a.  There would be a significant increase in traffic.
b.  There is an established neighborhood.
c.  It would change the character of the area.
d.  The Cannabis cultivation location is too close to the County
Road, too close to other grows, too close to children playing, too
close for comfort, too close to adjacent properties and residents.
e.  Irrigation of Cannabis cultivation will negatively effect water
quantity in the aquifer.
f.  Applicant’s proposal is to ruin the neighbor’s water quality and
quantity, and to deplete the groundwater resources.
g.  Applicant’s plans reflect a true ignorance of natural habitat.  
Proposal of a chainlink fence to surround the high-impact, high
security non-residential grow is in stark contrast to the natural rural
surroundings in the vicinity.  Visual impact will be catastrophic, seen
as a prison type compound.  Odor will be sickening.

m 7.  Such an overly encompassing eyesore and smelly operation will intrude
     upon and reduce residential density and desire.  A non-residential pot

          grow on the proposed location will ruin the residential appeal in the
                     neighborhood, and on the parcel, and bring down property values.  Shame
                     on Staff to try and project it any other way.

m  8.  Applicant has no ground to Appeal.
a.  Planning Commission properly exercised their judicial power
according to Code.  The Hearing Officer’s decision was expressed
in writing, The Project described above was denied by the Planning
Commission on August 6th, 2020, that was the finding.

m 9.  The Planning Department should have properly vetted the Application and
           the proposed plan before it reached a Zoning Hearing, Planning

                     Commission Hearing, or Board of Supervisors’ Hearing.



m 10.  Bias has been against the neighborhood and residential community.
a.  Planning Department has shown extraordinary favoritism toward
Applicant, and Cannabis cultivation as a whole.
b.  Planning Commission clearly heard the concerns from the
Public, were familiar with the District being impacted, were
educated on the complaints about the proposed project, were
committed to Planning Commissions’ Goals and the Intent and
Purpose of the Ordinance to “not create conflict within
neighborhoods.”
c.  Public Notices were minimally distributed to only a few members
of the Community.  Within one week (obtained during Covid-19),
grass roots style Petition No. 15 garnered the necessary
evidence to reject Applicant’s claims.
d.  Applicant, Agent, and Staff have had considerable more time for
preparing and presenting.
e.  Attempt at a “virtual neighborhood meeting,” without the
attendance of the majority of the neighborhood was
counterproductive, and showed bias toward Agent, Applicant, and
Planning Department.  It was clearly just another presentation of
the project, same place, same negative impact, same invasive
neighborhood nuisance.

Please deny the project in its entirety.

Thank you,
Sincerely,

Thomas and Elizabeth Foersterling








