Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
General
The history of Santa Cruz County concerning the enforcement and regulation of
Cannabis cultivation is one of mistake after mistake. The influx of out of state entities
into our area is causing a drastic environmental change throughout the rural mountain
areas. During the last 3 plus years Cannabis growers in the mountain regions have
greatly impacted the quality of life and seem to be hostile towards and bothered by the
residents.

Analysis of the many issues
DEIR Section 2.2.10
“The potential environmental impacts of the Program are those associated with any new activity,
or expansion of existing activity, beyond that baseline level that is attributable to the Program. It
is that additional increment of cultivation and manufacturing that is the subject of this
environmental analysis”

To start with, because there are so many unknowns, the County has very little integrity
to form a “baseline” anywhere close to reality for making a lot of the environmental
assumptions and mitigation procedures which are included within the DEIR.
The DEIR relies largely on the “growers” and Cannabis organizations for a large part of
it's input to form said “baseline” which in itself is a conflict of interest and should be of
great concern and looked at as highly suspect. There seems to be an ongoing conflict
between the small growers interests and the larger growers interests.

These changes should be in the full stated purpose of this Program:
DEIR Section ES-3 (2)
“Develop a program that encourages (Change to “only allows”) cannabis cultivators and cannabis
product manufacturers to operate legally and secure a license to operate in full compliance with
County regulations, maximizing the proportion of activities within the program and minimizing
(Change to “prohibiting all”) unlicensed activities”

The following is profound. It will continue under this new program.
DEIR Section 1.1

“An unintended consequence of adopting SCCC Chapter 7.126 in February 2014 was
that it triggered a “green rush”, with existing cultivators expanding operations due
to a sense that being hidden was less important, as well as new cultivators moving
into the area and setting up new cultivation and manufacturing sites both outdoor
and indoor. It appeared that many of the cannabis operations, especially new
operators, simply acted upon a misunderstanding that the County allows
cannabis activities, without reading or complying with the restrictions and
requirements of the SCCC. Therefore, the adverse effects of illegal cannabis
cultivation were exacerbated and expanded to include increased areas of hillside
grading, clearing of trees and vegetation, and other environmental and community
impacts. Currently, there is a significant known but difficult-to-quantify level of
cannabis cultivation and manufacturing activity within the unincorporated area
of the County. “
The whole slant of the DEIR seems to be geared towards the idea that it will result in the
legalization of the existing and future activities and discourage the black market in the
cultivation and sale of cannabis products. This is especially true of the reasoning for the
More Permissive Project. The DEIR should address the very real and highly
probable fact that this will not occur. Then what?

Evidence shows overwhelmingly that the black market will prevail:
DEIR Section 3.0.2 Unlicensed Commercial Cannabis Activities
“Furthermore, many registrants have stated an intention to increase cannabis activities in the
future, which may occur illegally if registrants do not obtain licenses and no longer seek to be
consistent with any limited immunity provisions (that are proposed to be eliminated from the
SCCC as part of the Program).”

ALSO from Section 3 of the DEIR:
“As evidenced in other states where medical and recreation cannabis cultivation and
manufacturing has been legalized, such as Colorado, illegal markets for cannabis product are
thriving, changing, and growing. For example, as described by a range of news sources,
including Newsweek, legal recreational cannabis is satisfying only 59 percent of the demand for
marijuana in Colorado. The remaining 41 percent of users are turning to the illegal market and
medical marijuana growers. Due to operating expenses including taxation on cannabis at
government-licensed dispensaries, many users are looking to unlicensed sources, including
home-based cultivators and delivery services, to obtain cannabis. Further, demand from
residents living in nearby states where cannabis is still illegal supports illegal cannabis activities.”

In fact, the Black Market will likely flourish and grow as the costs associated with the
legal cultivation and regulation from all of the State and County agencies will drastically
increase the costs of business for these legal enterprises over the black market costs, not
to mention the tax ramifications. Incentives are being proposed by this DEIR which will
result in the very opposite of the things the program wants to accomplish.
What are the results of not complying: Much less expense and more nontaxable
profits along with the cheaper environmentally harmful cultivation practices. The
county all but advertises that it is unable (more likely unwilling) to hinder illegal
activities to any major extent and has demonstrated this fact. Wink Wink
This DEIR is an excuse and a cover up for this counties past bad behavior towards
Cannabis activities.
What would be the impacts of the Program if it fails? This needs to be thoroughly
addressed in the DEIR if the program is approved. They have been getting away with
illegal grows so far so why go through the hassles and expense to change it now?
Drastic disincentives and enforcement issues need to be addressed or there is a very
real possibility that more environmental damage will occur and detrimental quality of
life issues will be realized by many more citizens. It will get much worse than it has
already become.
The whole basis of this “Program” is and should be considered suspect and the issue of
NOT moving forward in this County with this legalization Program should be taken into
consideration and the environmental impacts compared to this DEIR.
If the County fully enforced the eradication of the Cannabis cultivation for any reason,
including “Medical”, it would lead to a much better environmental result and a much
better quality of life especially for the rural citizens of the County. To just say that this
is impossible because we can't control it is disingenuous at best. There has been very
little effort to do so and the ongoing result has been to just look the other way by the
County which has lead up to the huge environmental mess we are in today.
The use of marijuana in this county would be taken care of by responsible legal
enterprises elsewhere if this program is rejected and then the illegal grows and
environmental damage can be stopped here and truly mitigated.
There are many ways to hinder this black market by making it more costly to continue
on with it as opposed to the legal means by using real disincentives.

The “Medical” and recreational Cannabis can be supplied by areas that can regulate and
enforce ordinances which Santa Cruz County has shown over and over again to be
totally incompetent, or more likely, unwilling to accomplish. Just the inclusion in the
ordinance that they are under no responsibility to enforce the conditions is
incomprehensible. This should be noted in the DEIR.
Santa Cruz County Code: 7.128.013 Enforcement.
“(C) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed as imposing on the Licensing Official
or the County of Santa Cruz any duty to issue a notice of violation, nor to abate any
unlawful cannabis business activity or cultivation, nor to take any other action with
regard to any unlawful cannabis business activity or cultivation, and neither the
Licensing Official nor the County shall be held liable for failure to issue an order to
abate any unlawful cannabis business activity or cultivation, nor for failure to abate any
unlawful cannabis business activity or cultivation, nor for failure to take any other
action with regard to any unlawful cannabis business activity or cultivation. [Ord. 5216
§ 1, 2015]. “
We have rolled out the red carpet to illegal grows and become a magnet for out of
county/state interests which show no desire to integrate into our way of life as they are
totally in it for the money. It is becoming extremely worrisome and frightening for our
families to live with this Cannabis issue.
History has shown little regard for following any rules and regulations by the majority of
people involved in the Cannabis industry.

The fact that you could get a medical marijuana card for virtually any reason being
used as an excuse for the recreational use of the drug has long been the reality of the
issue.
The time for the Medical excuse is now over with Prop 64. This should be the basis for
legal and regulated agricultural cultivation of Cannabis and to bring it into the realm
of other agricultural products which this DEIR does not require at all. This will not
happen voluntarily. This has to be non negotiable for the safety of the environment
and should be a fundamental issue in the DEIR.
Any cultivation license needs to have a bond posted that they will be responsible for any
environmental damage which they might cause for a period of time after issuance.

Most all of the discussions on the proper cultivation and ramifications of Cannabis are
highly anecdotal as proper studies of the drug are still illegal under Federal law. The
amounts of energy, water, fertilizer, insecticide, fungicide, and rat poison uses are
unknown and widely different among cultivators. The locations of the grows and the
requirements and use of these should be taken into consideration in the zoning. The
mountain and rural areas are different than the Commercial Ag and other true
agricultural areas.
Here is some real Science of illegal marijuana grows and the scientifically studied
environmental mess they are causing. It is happening here.
http://discovermagazine.com/2017/sept/high-consequences
All aspects of the cultivation and manufacture should be regulated and inspections of the
end products and procedures need to be undertaken before any of the products of this
industry in the County are allowed to be consumed by the public. The DEIR makes
unproven assumptions throughout. Without scientific and documented cultivation
practices regulated like all other agricultural products any mitigation’s are just
unprovable by facts. The fact that some growers are attempting to go “organic” has
what meaning? Is this an item to be included in the DEIR?
As for the inclusion of the Timber Production Zone (TP) as an allowed use for
Cannabis cultivation, it is incompatible for many reasons. As the owner of a Certified
Tree farm which is governed by an Non-industrial Timber Management Plan (NTMP)
the regulatory issues are very complex and different and are geared towards the
protection of the forest products and are highly regulated under the Forest Practice
Rules. These are in many ways not compatible with other uses. The property must be
professionally observed by a professional Forester. Any other use should be cleared by
such a professional so as to be in compliance with the TP use. The State has jurisdiction
over forest practices. TP zoned parcels are very environmentally sensitive areas and
should be excluded from the program. All aspects of Timber harvests are highly
regulated. Any Cannabis grows in this TP zone likely will not be environmentally
compatible or feasible to carry out because of the costs.
For example many roads are not county approved for access and are built and
maintained under far different erosion and grading rules than the county's. Most are
heavily water barred and are not to be used during the off season October to April.
Clearings and landings are to be maintained for Timber production so conversion by
buildings and other development is detrimental to their intended use. The Ag use of TP
is appurtenant to the production and health of the forest, wildlife habitat, and
watershed preservation and any activities that obstructs this use is in conflict to
that requirement. Most of the roads would need to be brought up to county fire and
access road standards. It would be environmentally impossible to do so. The Cannabis

Industry has objected to the road requirements and are lobbying to have them eased,
which should not be allowed. They need to be strictly enforced for Fire Hazard
reasons.
In all zones before any Cannabis cultivation is allowed, all adjacent parcels should be
properly notified and all environmental issues mitigated if possible or the request for
license should be denied. The neighbors need to know and it should always be totally
transparent and public information. All Cannabis sites and owners should be made
public. This industry is afraid of this happening for many reasons which are not feared
by the rest of the agriculture community. The reasons why need to be thoroughly studied
and understood in this DEIR.
The propensity for these grows to occur on the “end of the road” properties is
environmentally questionable. The increase in fire access alone because of the poor
roads are mainly Significant and Unavoidable. If security is their excuse, it by definition
endangers the rest of the citizens in these areas. The argument that the mountains are the
preferred cultivation site is highly questionable and likely an excuse for hidden
activities. We feel these locations are unsuitable for overwhelming environmental and
quality of life issues. Also it is most likely that the increased costs in these locations to
be licensed needs to be addressed in any zoning decisions.
Most properties, especially vacant ones, located in these areas are being gobbled up by
growers, many in cash transactions. There are 7 active parcels involved in cannabis
around my parcels alone. The fights, law enforcement busts, and major property damage
which we have witnessed is incompatible and frightening to our families, kids, and
grand kids. There is noise at all hours, there is little road maintenance help, and there is
no desire to adjust to the rural family oriented uses which had prevailed before these
disastrous policies were set upon us by the County in the last few years. These Cannabis
grows are not compatible and would be too expensive to change into legal grows by the
overwhelming majority of growers in these timbered areas.
The amount of money involved in this industry is hard to imagine and quantify.
DEIR Section 3.0.2 p. 3-4 states the value of the current crop at “250 to 300 million
dollars” and “maybe much higher”. The counties most valuable traditional crop
(strawberries) is valued at only “219 million” making this Cannabis issue extremely
concerning if it cannot brought into legal compliance completely. This is over $1000 per
man, woman, and child in the county. Is there a requirement to only sell Cannabis to
Santa Cruz County? These figures seem to dispute this fact just by the numbers.

Just the political power of these growers is an issue which needs to be addressed as it
can result in invalid reasoning in the DEIR. It suspiciously looks like it has already
wielded said power in this DEIR to expand the allowed areas.
The issue of money and the tax income is highly suspect as growers and purchasers
especially in the various cannabis transactions up through the supply chain are largely
unknown and deal mostly in cash transactions. The black market needs to be stopped or
this DEIR is of limited value and the environmental damages will continue. During a
crack down and a “clean up” of the mess that currently exists there needs to be a
requirement that the property owner has to be held accountable both legally and
monetarily. The fines collected from enforcement would be huge and would adequately
cover the costs of the environmental clean up. 250 to 300 millions dollars being made
here already and we can't rake in some of it to protect our community? Who is making
this money? Time to bring this to the surface. Follow the money...
To reiterate, the environmental atmosphere in the”end of the road” areas is extremely
critical already. The seeming irritation that the growers show towards the existing
residents because of the inherent incompatibility of their commercial interests is causing
much concern to the people who want to live and raise families in peace.
We need to stop the belief that this DEIR will justify the ordinance, and will mitigate
the issues. This thinking has been demonstrably wrong every time it was used in the
past. It will just magnify a cannabis problem brought on by the County itself which has
shown the unwillingness to enforce its Cannabis ordinances .

This section from the DEIR is also very profound:
“Section 3,10.6.3 Secondary Impacts
Impact LU-3.1 - Secondary Cultivation/Manufacturing. Secondary impacts to land use
and planning policy consistency would result from project-induced new or
expanded land us conflicts related to unregulated illegal cannabis cultivation and
manufacturing activities. After adoption of the Program, unregulated cultivators
would either begin or continue operating illegally, or would not seek a license
under the Program, causing significant policy consistency impacts. Secondary
impacts to neighborhood compatibility and plan inconsistency would result from
land use conflicts related to unregulated cannabis cultivation and manufacturing
activities within existing communities. With the implementation of MM AG-1.3a,

Enforcement, the County would enact a program to address enforcement of illegal
cannabis cultivators and manufacturers. With the implementation of MM AG- 1.3b,
Annual Survey and Monitoring Report, the County would monitor and conduct annual
surveys of illegal cultivation and manufacturing locations throughout the County,
and ensure feasible levels of staffing and resources are dedicated to enforcement.”

The Rest of the Story in this DEIR section ...

“However, even with the implementation of MM AG-1.3a and MM AG-1.3b,
secondary impacts related to land use policy consistency conflicts under both the
Project and the More Permissive Project would be significant and

unavoidable.”
DEIR Section 4.2.1 No Project Alternative

“The No Project Alternative would involve a continued ban on cannabis cultivation
without an active enforcement program.”
What's stopping the creation of one if Cannabis was truly banned. The following
enforcement could be started at any time. We have been waiting for it to happen.
This DEIR is full of references to these mitigation steps and items which are not
shown in the Contents pages and this is a typical government exercise of technical
and extremely difficult to digest information.

These mitigation sections show up throughout most sections of the
DEIR:
Example:
Section 3.13.63 Secondary Impacts
“Mitigation Measures

Implement MM AT-1.3a. Sustained Enforcement Program. To reduce secondary impacts from
roadway operations, safety, and emergency access within the County, MM AT-1.3a, addressing
County implementation of the Unlicensed Cannabis Cultivation and Manufacturing Enforcement
and Compliance Program, shall apply to Impact TRA-4.
Implement MM AT-1.3b. Annual Survey and Monitoring Report. To reduce secondary impacts
from roadway operations, safety, and emergency access within the County, MM AT-1.3b,
addressing County criteria for an Annual Survey and Monitoring Report of licensed activities as
well as illegal activities, including recommendations regarding enforcement staffing and
resources, shall apply to Impact TRA-4”

Following are the actual sections being referred to in the DEIR.
Section 3.2.7

Mitigation Measures

“MM AT-1.3a. Sustained Enforcement Program. To address continued unlicensed cannabis
cultivation within the County that may adversely affect agricultural and timberland resources, the
Cannabis Licensing Office, in consultation with the Planning Department and County Sheriff’s
Office, shall recommend to the Board of Supervisors an Unlicensed Cannabis Cultivation and
Manufacturing Enforcement and Compliance Program. The enforcement program shall have
sustainable funding and feasible implementation within the first year of adoption of the proposed
Program to address enforcement of unlicensed cannabis cultivators and manufacturers. The
funding and implementation program shall be subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors.
Within two years of adoption of the proposed Program, funding shall be determined with
assistance from the Annual Survey and Monitoring Report described in MM AT-1.3b and
appropriately balanced with other County and/or local community priorities to provide a feasible
level of funding for an effective ongoing enforcement program.
Requirements and Timing. The Cannabis Licensing Office and Planning and Development
Department shall develop and recommend the provisions of the Unlicensed Cannabis
Cultivation and Manufacturing Enforcement and Compliance Program prior to adoption of the
Program. The County shall allocate funding and implementation resources for one year
following Program adoption.
Monitoring. The Cannabis Licensing Office shall monitor enforcement programming, in
coordination with the Planning and Development Department and the County Sheriff’s Office.”
County of Santa Cruz Section 3.2 Agricultural and Timber Resources
Commercial Cannabis Cultivation and Manufacturing
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“MM AT-1.3b. Annual Survey and Monitoring Report. To ensure that licensed cultivators are
abiding by license and permit conditions, and to identify and take actions to address illegal
cannabis activities, comprehensive annual survey and monitoring activities shall be conducted,
and conveyed in an Annual Survey and Monitoring Report to the Board of Supervisors, with
recommendations regarding enforcement staffing and resources. At least 50 percent of licensed
cultivation and manufacturing sites shall be evaluated and reported upon each year in an Annual
Survey and Monitoring Report. The survey shall be implemented by the Cannabis Licensing Office
once per year, and the list of monitored and surveyed items shall be approved by the County
Cannabis Licensing Official, Planning Director and Agricultural Commissioner within one year of
adoption of the proposed Program. At minimum, the Annual Survey and Monitoring Report shall
include quantitative recordings of the following items, with analysis of both licensed and
unlicensed illegal activities:
• Location of the cultivation or manufacturing site;
• Type of cultivation (indoor/ outdoor/ greenhouse/ etc.) and/or manufacturing (volatile/
non-volatile/ etc.) practices;
• Total square footage of disturbed ground associated with cannabis cultivation and
manufacturing; and
• Total loss of any adjacent timber resources or recent habitat removals (including, but not
limited to, damage to waterways, indigenous wildlife, understory forest vegetation, or
felled trees).
At completion of the annual survey and monitoring efforts, the data shall be assembled into an
Annual Report available for review by the County Board of Supervisors. The Annual Report shall
contain recommendations regarding enforcement and staffing resources, to provide a feasible
level of funding for an effective enforcement program.
Requirements and Timing. The Cannabis Licensing Office and Planning and Development
Department shall conduct an annual survey and prepare a report to the Board of Supervisors
annually. The County shall allocate funding and implementation resources for the survey on
an ongoing basis during Program implementation.
Monitoring. The Cannabis Licensing Office shall perform the survey and prepare the annual
report, in coordination with the Planning and Development Department and the County”

Here is the real story on Cannabis cultivation from the DEIR:

Post-Mitigation Level of Impacts
“With implementation of MMs AT-1.3a and AT-1.3b, unregulated cannabis cultivation and/or
manufacturing would be reduced over time either through enforcement/closure of grow sites, and
residual secondary agricultural and timber resource impacts would be reduced, but it cannot be
ensured that unlicensed activities would be reduced to a less than significant level. Though
both licensed and unlicensed cannabis cultivation and manufacturing would be tracked and
appropriately enforced by the County to the extent the sites are identifiable, including ensuring
that licensed operations are compliant with requirements, there is a high likelihood that
secondary impacts would continue to occur due to the nature of County enforcement and
remote and unknown locations of some existing unlicensed cultivation sites. Therefore, while
an adaptive plan can be made to track and enforce licensed and unlicensed cannabis
cultivators and manufacturers, the comprehensive protection of existing agricultural and
timber resources cannot be ensured. Therefore, secondary impacts to agricultural and
timber resources would be significant and unavoidable.”
County of Santa Cruz Section 3.2 Agricultural and Timber Resources
Commercial Cannabis Cultivation and Manufacturing
Regulations and Licensing Program 3.2-31
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This next section from the DEIR is extremely troubling: Ban Cultivation in these
areas no matter which zone they are designated as. This area is directly connected
to the Buzzard Lagoon, Rider, And Fern Flat Road locales. This whole area is
surrounded by the Nisene Marks Park.
Section 3.8.2.4 Wildfire Hazards
“However, the greatest concentration of lands designated as “very high” fire hazard
severity exists within the Eureka Canyon planning area of the South County Region.
The County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan also designates critical hazard areas of the
County, as areas subject to greater threat from wildfire, and identifies these areas
based on slope, vegetation, ability to respond to fire threats, and localized weather
conditions in order to assist with preparation of County hazard mitigation and
response planning (Figure 3.8-1; Santa Cruz County Geographic Information
Services [GIS] 2009).1 Because data indicates that existing cannabis operations
are concentrated within the remote forested areas of the County that are
subject to greater threats of wildfire, such as the Mountain Region and foothill
areas of the South County Region, there is concern that cannabis activity could
spark wildfire. Registration data confirms significant overlap between current
grow sites and high fire severity zones. Some cultivation sites may also include
manufacturing activities using higher fire risk methods, such as open blast
BHO production. These areas also have challenging access for firefighting. On
August 10, 2017, CalFire officials announced that use of a portable generator at a

cannabis farm was the cause of the Loma Fire in the Santa Cruz Mountains in
September 2016, which destroyed 12 homes and burned a total of 4,474 acres over
a period of 16 days before fire authorities could contain and extinguish the fire. It
was also reported that the Loma Fire was the County’s most destructive wildfire
linked to unregulated cannabis cultivation since the 2002 Croy Fire on the Santa
Clara County eastern side of the Santa Cruz Mountains, which burned over 3,100
acres, destroyed 31 homes, and which officials blamed on unpermitted solar panels
powering an illegal cannabis grow (CalFire 2016b; SCruz Sentinel, Robert Salonga
2017).”

As demonstrated by my Comments and discussions above the Legal
Cannabis Cultivation Licenses should be confined to the existing true
Agricultural Areas and all manufacturing and sales to the appropriate
enterprise zones and kept out of our very unique and sensitive places which
need to be preserved and enjoyed. This DEIR truly represents, if
implemented, an environmental disaster to our rural county areas and puts
lives at risk.
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