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just to the North of us who also voted in 2018 against the Cannabis Overlay North, find themselves
in the same predicament.

If, per the Cannabis Ordinance, 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in
the “district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels were
included in the “district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the
Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge, being
ignored. Implicates the county in deception. The County had not informed us about this project
or updates since the 2018 vote to remove Mitchell Creek North and South from the proposed
Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts. Does the County consider not knowing that
the property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to commercial
agricultural is in some way approval? How were those property owners who had absolutely no
knowledge of this application and project, supposed to take action to rescind their parcels from the
district without knowledge of the project? This is purposeful trickery. Where is the County’s
integrity in this matter? Without an appropriate response from Mendocino County aknowledging
the clear disregard for input and inclusion in the Cannabis Ordanance, Cannabis Accomodation
District, the application R_2019-0012, and now to add insult to injury The Tourist Facilities
Ordanance, all without EIR/CEQA input. This mess is a Class Action Suit waiting to happen.

I received a telephone message from Planner Chevon Holmes on June 29, 2021 At 9:52 a.m.,
which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of application by the applicant. That rezone request
was withdrawn by the applicant and is no longer under consideration by the Mendocino
County Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors.

If you do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me.

Again, the application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a consideration.”

An application to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District requires submission of a
petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more than sixty percent of the
affected property owners and therefore, it is possible that a property be included in the proposed
district and the owner not actively participate. Staff has attached the applicable zoning chapter for
your review which provides additional information with regard to district requirements.

(Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.030. - Establishment of CA Combining District.

(B) Establishment of a CA Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more property
owner(s) within the boundaries of the proposed CA district. Such application shall be filed with
the Planning and Building Services Department and shall be accompanied by either:

(1) A petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more than sixty
percent (60%) of the affected property owners (as demonstrated by one (1) owner's
signature per legal parcel) within the proposed CA district; or

(2) An alternative demonstration of landowner support, including but not limited to a
landowner survey conducted by the County and funded by the applicant, or other method as
approved by the County.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted “district” including
16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application lists), presents details that only apply
to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE & A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s
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application for agricultural industry on that particular property, should not be assumed to address
whether the conditions for the additional 14 or 15 parcels included in the “district” would meet the
necesary conditions to qualify for permit. ' ’

Clearly the maps show that each individual parcel within the so-called “district” is unique in regard
to meeting the necesary Environmental Data needed to bypass CEQA and meet the many
requirements.

In fact I would argue that Brandy Moulton’s application is incomplete and inaccurate and does not
represent what actually does take place on that parcel. Neighbors routinely witness activity on said
parcel suggesting ongoing construction vs. a completed and approved site, multiple shifts of
mutliple workers on site, concrete trucks going in and out of the gates, etc., etc.

The application is incomplete. This application only represents 1(one) parcel APN# 019-5601-31,
and the desires of 2 people, the owner — who is not named in the application, but appears on page
as SE&A Inc.— and the applicant, Brandy Moulton. The application does not address the
additional 15 (fifteen parcels) — 019-560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41, 019-560-62, 019-560-63,
019-570-16, 019-570-17, 019-570-19, 019-570-24, 019-570-25, 019-570-26, 019-570-28, 019-570-
29, 019-570-32, and one missing APN# that is not noted in the listing of parcels included in the
“district,” on page 1 of the county’s document dated March 11, 2021, stating 16 (sixteen) parcels
and noting only 15 (fifteen). The only parcel considered for its environmental impact and signed off
by the necesary agencies is the applicants. The micro-environments in this “district” represent
many distinct ecologies each one with unique soils, plants, wildlife, fire dangers, aquifers, animal
and human populations and needs.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the “district” were aware
their parcels would be included in the “district.” The remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners
were caught by surprise, had no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the
Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being
completely ignored and the county was in its final stages of forcing a rezone on them. These
property owner’s who have no desire for and have not applied for a zoning change and do not
desire a Cannabis Accomodation District — discovered their APNs included in the parcels listed in
the notice that these property owners’ did not receive but found out from their neighbors whose
properties are adjacent to the “district,” who were noticed and contacted them to find our what the
hell was going, on only to learn they had no knowledge of any of this and were flabbergasted to
learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting. How is this possible, that the people whose
properties were being considered by the county the following week to be rezoned were completely
unaware of this project or application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s to be
cobbled together by 1 (one) property owner, for one applicant and the County to be the authors of
2019-0012 without including all those impacted?

That have not determination of if they meet the agents name and information is deleted from the
application, signatures are missing, let alone not

If 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the “district,” and 14
(fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels were included in the
“district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek
North and South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being ignored.
Implicates the county in deception. Does the county consider not knowing, not being aware that the
property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to commercial agricultural is in
some way approval. This is trickery worthy of a class action response. Where is the County’s
integrity in this matter?
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The un-named owner approached a number of the property owners whose parcels—unbeknown to
them until a week before the scheduled hearing—were included in the “district” and about to be
rezoned from rural residential to commercial/agricultural, showed up at the homes of some of the
owners’ in an attempt to convince them not to rescind their property from the district. This person
has a reputation as a bully. People are feeling unsafe to act in their best interest for fear of
retribution.

The HOA (Home Owner’s Association) covenant for the Shane Drive parcels states that,
residential use only is allowed on the lots. Anything commercial is in violation of the Covenant
they signed and agreed to when they purchased land/house in the subdivision.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted “district” including
16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application lists), presents details that only apply
to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE & A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s
application for agricultural industry on that particular property, should not be assumed to address
whether the conditions for the additional 14 or 15 parcels included in the “district” would meet the
necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Come on Mendocino County Departmnet of Planning and Building Services let’s get it together
and act as if Zoning declarations actually matter. That designations such as Rural Residential have

meaning and that it is the County’s job to uphold them.

Please deny R_2019-0012/0013, AND let’s put this CACD nonsense behind us once and for
all.

Thank you,

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
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TO: Department of Planning and Building Services
Commission Staff

860 North Bush Street

Ukiah, CA 95482

pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org EC EIvy E
Phone 707-234-6650

Fax 707-463-5709 FEB 24 203 D

pbs@mendocinocounty.org
www.mendocinocounty.org/pbs
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FROM: Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
15710 Shane Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Mailing Address

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
P.O. Box 988

Mendocino, CA 95460
friedaf@mcn.org

Phone 707-962-9246

February 1, 2022

To the Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services and
the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors,

Concerning Case#: R _2019-0012 and Case#: R_2019-0013.

I request this letter be entered into the record for Case#: R_2019-0012 and
Case#: R _2019-0013.

I strongly oppose CASE#: R_2019-0012 and Case#: R 2019-0013,
Rezones to create Cannabis Accomodation Combining Districts.

On June 29,2021 At 9:52 a.m. I received a telephone message from then
Planner Chevon Holmes, which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of
application (CASE#: R_2019-0012) by the applicant. That rezone request was
withdrawn by the applicant and is no longer under consideration by the
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~*Mendocino County Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors. If you
do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me. Again, the
application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a consideration.”

I have made numerous calls to Planner Russell Ford since receiving this message
from Chevon Holmes, asking for any updates on these applications but have not
received any calls in return.s

On January 27, 2022 I received the Notice of Public Hearing dated January 21,
2022, postmarked January 24, 2022 noticing (yet again!) R 2019-0012!

Brandy Moulton is yet again holding the county, zoning policy, and our rural
residential neighborhoods hostage by submitting-withdrawing-re-submitting-suing-
again-submitting this Cannabis Accommmodation Combining District/Rezoning
Policy mess! I can only imagine the number of law suits the county would face if
these applications were approved!

Recently (1/25/22) in an interview on KZYX Supervisor Ted Williams refered to
Cannabis policy in rural residential areas, “... like putting Gas Stations in Rural
Residential neighborhoods.”

How would the county ever be able to apply sensible zoning with this nonsensical
policy making again!

Following is my letter from the previous go-around on this application.

In this letter I will be addressing CASE#: R_2019-0012, as my property is within
350 feet from this proposed “district,” therefore I received notice regarding this
application. The issues I will be addressing also apply to Case#: R_2019-0013,
therefore I am voicing my opposition to both proposed rezones and pledging my
support for my neighbors opposing the proposed CA Accomodation Combining
Districts in both neighborhoods.

Although the County listed the date filed for R_2019-0012 as 10/30/2019 in the
document copied below, the applicant’s application form is actually dated 1/19/21
*see the copy below.

Right away there is a conflict between the County’s deadline (copied below) for
applications for CA Combining Districts as November 1, 2019; and the applicants
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Property owners of 14 (fourteen) out of the 16 (sixteen) parcels included in

the so-called “district” had no idea that this application R_2019-0012 existed.
Property owners and owners of adjacent property had no idea these parcels were
being considered for rezoning from rural residential to commercial/agricultural!
Property owners did not receive notice from the County regarding the virtual
hearing scheduled for June 3,2021 where the Mendocino County Planning
Commission planned the public hearing on the Cannabis Accomodation
Combining District Rezoning project and the Draft Addendum to the previously
adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration. No-one in the neighborhood—except for
2 (two), both with applications for cannabis cultivation permits filed with the
county, including the 1(one) applicant who cobbled together, unbenownst to
everyone else in the “district”—had any awareness that their Rural Residential
property was slated for rezoning where “The CA Combining District may be
applied to areas that include existing commercial cannabis cultivation operations,
and where the zoning designation of the majority of the lots allows residential use
by right.” From (Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.020. (A)-Applicability.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the
“district” were aware their parcels would be included in the “district.” The
remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners and the adjacent property owners were
caught by surprise. We had no reason to suspect that our overwhelmingly
successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis
Overlays were somehow, without our knowledge being completely ignored by
the County. That the County was in the final stages of forcing a rezone on us.
Why wasn’t every property owner who voted in 2018 notified that the county had
completed and passed an ordinance that essentially repealed our vote? This is not
responsible governance.

These property owner’s have no desire for a Cannabis Accomodation District, had
not applied for a zoning change, do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District.
They only discovered their APNs included in the parcels listed in a notice that was
not sent to the property owners themselves, but shared with them by neighbors
within 350 feet from the “district!” These property owners’ did not receive notice
from the County but found out when their neighbors whose properties are adjacent
to the proposed “district” were noticed and contacted their neighbors whose parcels
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were listed to find our what the hell was going on! We learned that our neighbors
whose properties were listed in the notice had no knowledge of any of this and
were flabbergasted to learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting. How is
this possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by the
County the following week to be potentially rezoned were completely unaware of
this project or application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s were
cobbled together by 1 (one) property owner and the County to author the Cannabis
Accomodation District 2019-0012 without including all those impacted by this
project?

Unfortunately an additional Cannabis Accomodation District 2019-0013 is up
against the same dilemma, the same applicant, and the County’s same tactics
negatively impacting our neighbors just to the North of us who also voted in 2018
against the Cannabis Overlay North, find themselves in the same predicament.

If, per the Cannabis Ordinance, 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the
parcels included in the “district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’
were unaware that their parcels were included in the “district,” and had no reason
to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge, being ignored.
Implicates the county in deception. The County had not informed us about this
project or updates since the 2018 vote to remove Mitchell Creek North and
South from the proposed Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts.
Does the County consider not knowing that the property you own is about to
be rezoned from rural residential to commercial agricultural is in some way
approval? How were those property owners who had absolutely no knowledge of
this application and project, supposed to take action to rescind their parcels from
the district without knowledge of the project? This is purposeful trickery. Where is
the County’s integrity in this matter? Without an appropriate response from
Mendocino County aknowledging the clear disregard for input and inclusion in the
Cannabis Ordanance, Cannabis Accomodation District, the application R_2019-
0012, and now to add insult to injury The Tourist Facilities Ordanance, all without
EIR/CEQA input. This mess is a Class Action Suit waiting to happen.

I received a telephone message from Planner Chevon Holmes on June 29, 2021
At 9:52 a.m., which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of application by the
applicant. That rezone request was withdrawn by the applicant and is no
longer under consideration by the Mendocino County Planning Commission
or the Board of Supervisors.
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- If'you do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me.-

Again, the application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a
consideration.”

An application to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District requires
submission of a petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by
more than sixty percent of the affected property owners and therefore, it is possible
that a property be included in the proposed district and the owner not actively
participate. Staff has attached the applicable zoning chapter for your review which
provides additional information with regard to district requirements.

(Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.030. - Establishment of CA Combining District.

(B) Establishment of a CA Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more
property owner(s) within the boundaries of the proposed CA district. Such
application shall be filed with the Planning and Building Services Department
and shall be accompanied by either:

(I) A petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more
than sixty percent (60%) of the affected property owners (as demonstrated
by one (1) owner's signature per legal parcel) within the proposed CA
district; or

(2)  An alternative demonstration of landowner support, including but not
limited to a landowner survey conducted by the County and funded by the
applicant, or other method as approved by the County.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted
“district” including 16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application
lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE &
A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry
on that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the
conditions for the additional 14 or 15 parcels included in the “district” would meet
the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.
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4

Clearly the maps show that each individual parcel within the so-called “district” is
unique in regard to meeting the necesary Environmental Data needed to bypass
CEQA and meet the many requirements.

In fact I would argue that Brandy Moulton’s application is incomplete and
inaccurate and does not represent what actually does take place on that parcel.
Neighbors routinely witness activity on said parcel suggesting ongoing
construction vs. a completed and approved site, multiple shifts of mutliple workers
on site, concrete trucks going in and out of the gates, etc., etc.

The application is incomplete. This application only represents 1(one) parcel
APN# 019-5601-31, and the desires of 2 people, the owner — who is not named in
the application, but appears on page as SE&A Inc.— and the applicant, Brandy
Moulton. The application does not address the additional 15 (fifteen parcels) —
019-560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41, 019-560-62, 019-560-63, 019-570-16, 019-
570-17, 019-570-19, 019-570-24, 019-570-25, 019-570-26, 019-570-28, 019-570-
29, 019-570-32, and one missing APN# that is not noted in the listing of parcels
included in the “district,” on page 1 of the county’s document dated March 11,
2021, stating 16 (sixteen) parcels and noting only 15 (fifteen). The only parcel
considered for its environmental impact and signed off by the necesary agencies is
the applicants. The micro-environments in this “district” represent many distinct
ecologies each one with unique soils, plants, wildlife, fire dangers, aquifers, animal
and human populations and needs.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the
“district” were aware their parcels would be included in the “district.” The
remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners were caught by surprise, had no reason to
suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being completely
ignored and the county was in its final stages of forcing a rezone on them. These
property owner’s who have no desire for and have not applied for a zoning change
and do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District — discovered their APNs
included in the parcels listed in the notice that these property owners’ did not
receive but found out from their neighbors whose properties are adjacent to the
“district,” who were noticed and contacted them to find our what the hell was
going, on only to learn they had no knowledge of any of this and were
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flabbergasted to learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting. How is this-
possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by the county the
following week to be rezoned were completely unaware of this project or
application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s to be cobbled together
by 1 (one) property owner, for one applicant and the County to be the authors of
2019-0012 without including all those impacted?

That have not determination of if they meet the agents name and information is
deleted from the application, signatures are missing, let alone not

If 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the “district,”
and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels
were included in the “district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful
vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was
somehow, without their knowledge being ignored. Implicates the county in
deception. Does the county consider not knowing, not being aware that the
property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to commercial
agricultural is in some way approval. This is trickery worthy of a class action
response. Where is the County’s integrity in this matter?

The un-named owner approached a number of the property owners whose
parcels—unbeknown to them until a week before the scheduled hearing—were
included in the “district” and about to be rezoned from rural residential to
commercial/agricultural, showed up at the homes of some of the owners’ in an
attempt to convince them not to rescind their property from the district. This
person has a reputation as a bully. People are feeling unsafe to act in their best
interest for fear of retribution.

The HOA (Home Owner’s Association) covenant for the Shane Drive parcels
states that, residential use only is allowed on the lots. Anything commercial is in
violation of the Covenant they signed and agreed to when they purchased
land/house in the subdivision.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted
“district” including 16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application
lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE &
A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry
on that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the
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conditions for the additional 14 or 15 parcels included in the “district” would meet - -

the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.
Come on Mendocino County Departmnet of Planning and Building Services let’s
get it together and act as if Zoning declarations actually matter. That designations

such as Rural Residential have meaning and that it is the County’s job to uphold
them.

Please deny R_2019-0012/0013, AND let’s put this CACD nonsense behind us
once and for all.

Thank you,

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
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pbscommissions - Fwd: Case#: R_2019-0012 E C EI VED

FEB 03 2022
From:  Katherine Montgomery <kamontg@pacbell.net> .
To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org> g & Suilding Services
Date: 2/3/2022 9:54 AM
Subject: Fwd: Case#: R 2019-0012

Today’s stench is particularly bad. Frankly, I’m very tired of smelling pot!

Kathy

Begin forwarded message:

From: Katherine Montgomery <kamontg@pacbell.net>
Date: January 29, 2022 at 22:28:17 PST

To: pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org

Subject: Case#: R_2019-0012

Case #: R_2019-0012

Hearing date: 02/03/2022
Time: 9am

To the Mendocino County Planning Commission:

We are writing in regard to the application to rezone our residential neighborhood. We
are opposed to the granting of the application.

Our property at 17451 Jade Court, Fort Bragg, abuts the applicant’s property. Unlike
the applicant, we live on our property and suffer the inconveniences the neighboring
cannabis business entails:

1. Anunpleasant odor that on occasion reaches our house.

2. Trespassing on our property by thieves gaining access to the cannabis-growing
neighbor. (This occurred sometime between when we closed our gate on January 11,
2021 and when we opened it the next morning.)

3. Extra wear and tear by the vehicles and heavy equipment used for projects on the
cannabis property. The cul-de-sac in front of the entrance to our property is in bad
shape.
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When we purchased the property in July 2018 it was with the understanding that the
cannabis business was to terminate in two years. That clearly has not happened.
Moreover, the property continues to be developed for growing cannabis.

The existence of a cannabis business in our neighborhood is not consistent with its
residential character. Rezoning will only aggravate the negative impact the business
has on our neighborhood. We respectfully request that the application be denied and
that the 2022 sunset deadline remain if effect without any further extensions.

Katherine A. Montgomery
Lynette E. Parker

17451 Jade Court

Fort Bragg, CA. 95437
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remain in effect.
v Sincerely, : S
Renata and Steven Coury
2-1-2022
renatacoury@Hughes.net
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ATTACHMENT C

property owner and the County to author the Cannabis Accomodation District 2019-0012 without including all
those impacted by this project?

Unforfunately an additional Cannabis \ccomodation District 2019-0013 is up against the same dilemma, the
same applicant, and the County’s same tactics negatively impaciing our neighbors just to the North ol us who
also voted in 2018 against the Cannabis Overlay North, find themselves in the same predicament.

If, per the Cannabis Ordinance, 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the
“district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels were included in the
“district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge, being ignored. Implicates the county in
deception. The County had not informed us about this project or updates since the 2018 vote to remove
Mitchell Creek North and South from the proposed Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts. Does
the County consider not knowing that the property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential
to commercial agricultural is in some way approval? How were those property owners who had absolutely
no knowledge of this application and project, supposed to take action to rescind their parcels from the district
without knowledge of the project? This is purposeful trickery. Where is the County’s integrity in this matter?
Without an appropriate response from Mendocino County aknowledging the clear disregard for input and
inclusion in the Cannabis Ordanance, Cannabis Accomodation District, the application R_2019-0012, and now
to add insult to injury The Tourist Facilities Ordanance, all without EIR/CEQA input. This mess is a Class
Action Suit waiting to happen.

I received a telephone message from Planner Chevon Holmes on June 29, 2021 At 9:52 a.m., which 1
saved, stating “the withdrawal of application by the applicant. That rezone request was withdrawn by the
applicant and is no longer under consideration by the Mendocino County Planning Commission or the
Board of Supervisors.

If you do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me.

Again, the application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a consideration.”

An application to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District requires submission of a petition that
demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more than sixty percent of the affected property owners
and therefore, it is possible that a property be included in the proposed district and the owner not actively
participate. Staff has attached the applicable zoning chapter for your review which provides additional
information with regard to district requirements.

(Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.030. - Establishment of CA Combining District.

(B) Establishment of a CA Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more property owner(s) within the
boundaries of the proposed CA district. Such application shall be filed with the Planning and Building
Services Department and shall be accompanied by either:

(1) A petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more than sixty percent (60%) of
the affected property owners (as demonstrated by one (1) owner's signature per legal parcel) within the
proposed CA district; or

(2) An alternative demonstration of landowner support, including but not limited to a landowner survey
conducted by the County and funded by the applicant, or other method as approved by the County.
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The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted “district” including 16 parcels
in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel
APN=019-560-31, SE & A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry vn
that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the conditions for the additional 14 or 15
parcels included in the “district” would meet the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Clearly the maps show that each individual parcel within the so-called “district” is unique in regard to meeting
the necesary L:nvironmental Data needed to bypass CEQA and meet the many requirements.

In fact I would argue that Brandy Moulton’s application is incomplete and inaccurate and does not represent
what actually does take place on that parcel. Neighbors routinely witness activity on said parcel suggesting
ongoing construction vs. a completed and approved site, multiple shifts of mutliple workers on site, concrete
trucks going in and out of the gates, etc., etc.

The application is incomplete. This application only represents 1(one) parcel APN# 019-5601-31, and the
desires of 2 people, the owner — who is not named in the application, but appears on page as SE&A Inc.— and
the applicant, Brandy Moulton. The application does not address the additional 15 (fifteen parcels) — 019-
560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41, 019-560-62, 019-560-63, 019-570-16, 019-570-17, 019-570-19, 019-570-24,
019-570-25, 019-570-26, 019-570-28, 019-570-29, 019-570-32, and one missing APN# that is not noted in the
listing of parcels included in the “district,” on page 1 of the county’s document dated March 11, 2021, stating

16 (sixteen) parcels and noting only 15 (fifteen). The only parcel considered for its environmental impact and
signed off by the necesary agencies is the applicants. The micro-environments in this “district” represent many
distinct ecologies each one with unique soils, plants, wildlife, fire dangers, aquifers, animal and human
populations and needs.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the “district” were aware their parcels
would be included in the “district.” The remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners were caught by surprise, had
no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis
Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being completely ignored and the county was in its final stages
of forcing a rezone on them. These property owner’s who have no desire for and have not applied for a zoning
change and do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District — discovered their APNs included in the parcels
listed in the notice that these property owners’ did not receive but found out from their neighbors whose
properties are adjacent to the “district,” who were noticed and contacted them to find our what the hell was
going, on only to learn they had no knowledge of any of this and were flabbergasted to learn about what was
happening! Very disconcerting. How is this possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by
the county the following week to be rezoned were completely unaware of this project or application? How is it
possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s to be cobbled together by 1 (one) property owner, for one applicant and
the County to be the authors of 2019-0012 without including all those impacted?

That have not determination of if they meet the agents name and information is deleted from the application,
signatures are missing, let alone not

If 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the “district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the
sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels were included in the “district,” and had no reason to
suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was
somehow, without their knowledge being ignored. Implicates the county in deception. Does the county consider
not knowing, not being aware that the property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to
commercial agricultural is in some way approval. This is trickery worthy of a class action response. Where is
the County’s integrity in this matter?

The un-named owner approached a number of the property owners whose parcels—unbeknown to them until a
week before the scheduled hearing—were included in the “district” and about to be rezoned from rural
residential to commercial/agricultural, showed up at the homes of some of the owners’ in an attempt to convince
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them not to rescind their property from the district. This person has a reputation as a bully. People are feeling
unsafe to act in their best interest for fear of retribution.

The HOA (Home Owner’s Association) covenant for the Shane Drive parcels states that, residential use only is
allowed on the lots. Anything commercial is in violation of the Covenant they signed and agreed to when they
purchased land/house in the subdivision.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted “district” including 16 parcels
in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel
APN#019-560-31, SE & A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry on
that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the conditions for the additional 14 or 15
parcels included in the “district” would meet the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Come on Mendocino County Departmnet of Planning and Building Services let’s get it together and act as if
Zoning declarations actually matter. That designations such as Rural Residential have meaning and that it is the
County’s job to uphold them.

Please deny R_2019-0012/0013, AND let’s put this CACD nonsense behind us once and for all.

Thank you,

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
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TO: Department of Planning and Building Services
Commission Staff

860 North Bush Street

Ukiah, CA 95482
pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org

Phone 707-234-6650

Fax 707-463-5709

pbs(@mendocinocounty.org
www.mendocinocounty.org/pbs

FROM: Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
15710 Shane Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Mailing Address

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
P.O. Box 988

Mendocino, CA 95460
friedaf(@mcn.org

Phone 707-962-9246

February 1, 2022

To the Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services and
the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors,

Concerning Case#: R _2019-0012 and Case#: R_2019-0013.

I request this letter be entered into the record for Case#: R _2019-0012 and
Case#: R _2019-0013.

I strongly oppose CASE#: R 2019-0012 and Case#: R_2019-0013,
Rezones to create Cannabis Accomodation Combining Districts.

On June 29, 2021 At 9:52 a.m. I received a telephone message from then
Planner Chevon Holmes, which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of
application (CASE#: R_2019-0012) by the applicant. That rezone request was
withdrawn by the applicant and is no longer under consideration by the
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Mendocino County Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors. If you
do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me. Again, the
application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a consideration.”

[ have made numerous calls to Planner Russell Ford since receiving this message
from Chevon Holmes, asking for any updates on these applications but have not
received any calls in return.s

On January 27, 2022 I received the Notice of Public Hearing dated January 21,
2022, postmarked January 24, 2022 noticing (yet again!) R_2019-0012!

Brandy Moulton is yet again holding the county, zoning policy, and our rural
residential neighborhoods hostage by submitting-withdrawing-re-submitting-suing-
again-submitting this Cannabis Accommmodation Combining District/Rezoning
Policy mess! I can only imagine the number of law suits the county would face if
these applications were approved!

Recently (1/25/22) in an interview on KZYX Supervisor Ted Williams refered to
Cannabis policy in rural residential areas, “... like putting Gas Stations in Rural
Residential neighborhoods.”

How would the county ever be able to apply sensible zoning with this nonsensical
policy making again!

Following is my letter from the previous go-around on this application.

In this letter I will be addressing CASE#: R 2019-0012, as my property is within
350 feet from this proposed “district,” therefore I received notice regarding this
application. The issues I will be addressing also apply to Case#: R_2019-0013,
therefore I am voicing my opposition to both proposed rezones and pledging my
support for my neighbors opposing the proposed CA Accomodation Combining
Districts in both neighborhoods.

Although the County listed the date filed for R_2019-0012 as 10/30/2019 in the
document copied below, the applicant’s application form is actually dated 1/19/21
*see the copy below.

Right away there is a conflict between the County’s deadline (copied below) for
applications for CA Combining Districts as November 1, 2019; and the applicants
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Property owners of 14 (fourteen) out of the 16 (sixteen) parcels included in

the so-called “district” had no idea that this application R_2019-0012 existed.
Property owners and owners of adjacent property had no idea these parcels were
being considered for rezoning from rural residential to commercial/agricultural!
Property owners did not receive notice from the County regarding the virtual
hearing scheduled for June 3,2021 where the Mendocino County Planning
Commission planned the public hearing on the Cannabis Accomodation
Combining District Rezoning project and the Draft Addendum to the previously
adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration. No-one in the neighborhood—except for
2 (two), both with applications for cannabis cultivation permits filed with the
county, including the 1(one) applicant who cobbled together, unbenownst to
everyone else in the “district”—had any awareness that their Rural Residential
property was slated for rezoning where “The CA Combining District may be
applied to areas that include existing commercial cannabis cultivation operations,
and where the zoning designation of the majority of the lots allows residential use
by right.” From (Ord. No. 4420 , § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.020. (A)-Applicability.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the
“district” were aware their parcels would be included in the “district.” The
remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners and the adjacent property owners were
caught by surprise. We had no reason to suspect that our overwhelmingly
successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis
Overlays were somehow, without our knowledge being completely ignored by
the County. That the County was in the final stages of forcing a rezone on us.
Why wasn’t every property owner who voted in 2018 notified that the county had
completed and passed an ordinance that essentially repealed our vote? This is not
responsible governance.

These property owner’s have no desire for a Cannabis Accomodation District, had
not applied for a zoning change, do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District.
They only discovered their APNs included in the parcels listed in a notice that was
not sent to the property owners themselves, but shared with them by neighbors
within 350 feet from the “district!” These property owners’ did not receive notice
from the County but found out when their neighbors whose properties are adjacent
to the proposed “district” were noticed and contacted their neighbors whose parcels
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were listed to find our what the hell was going-on!We learned that our neighbors -
whose properties were listed in the notice had no knowledge of any of this and
were flabbergasted to learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting. How is
this possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by the
County the following week to be potentially rezoned were completely unaware of
this project or application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s were
cobbled together by 1 (one) property owner and the County to author the Cannabis
Accomodation District 2019-0012 without including all those impacted by this
project?

Unfortunately an additional Cannabis Accomodation District 2019-0013 is up
against the same dilemma, the same applicant, and the County’s same tactics
negatively impacting our neighbors just to the North of us who also voted in 2018
against the Cannabis Overlay North, find themselves in the same predicament.

If, per the Cannabis Ordinance, 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the
parcels included in the “district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’
were unaware that their parcels were included in the “district,” and had no reason
to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge, being ignored.
Implicates the county in deception. The County had not informed us about this
project or updates since the 2018 vote to remove Mitchell Creek North and
South from the proposed Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts.
Does the County consider not knowing that the property you own is about to
be rezoned from rural residential to commercial agricultural is in some way
approval? How were those property owners who had absolutely no knowledge of
this application and project, supposed to take action to rescind their parcels from
the district without knowledge of the project? This is purposeful trickery. Where is
the County’s integrity in this matter? Without an appropriate response from
Mendocino County aknowledging the clear disregard for input and inclusion in the
Cannabis Ordanance, Cannabis Accomodation District, the application R_2019-
0012, and now to add insult to injury The Tourist Facilities Ordanance, all without
EIR/CEQA input. This mess is a Class Action Suit waiting to happen.

I received a telephone message from Planner Chevon Holmes on June 29, 2021
At 9:52 a.m., which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of application by the
applicant. That rezone request was withdrawn by the applicant and is no
longer under consideration by the Mendocino County Planning Commission
or the Board of Supervisors.
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Af you do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me. -

Again, the application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a
consideration.”

An application to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District requires
submission of a petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by
more than sixty percent of the affected property owners and therefore, it is possible
that a property be included in the proposed district and the owner not actively
participate. Staff has attached the applicable zoning chapter for your review which
provides additional information with regard to district requirements.

(Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.030. - Establishment of CA Combining District.

(B) Establishment of a CA Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more
property owner(s) within the boundaries of the proposed CA district. Such
application shall be filed with the Planning and Building Services Department
and shall be accompanied by either:

(1) A petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more
than sixty percent (60%) of the affected property owners (as demonstrated

by one (1) owner's signature per legal parcel) within the proposed CA
district; or

(2)  An alternative demonstration of landowner support, including but not
limited to a landowner survey conducted by the County and funded by the
applicant, or other method as approved by the County.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted
“district” including 16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application
lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE &
A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry
on that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the
conditions for the additional 14 or 15 parcels included in the “district” would meet
the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.
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Clearly the maps show that each individual parcel within the so-called “district” is
unique in regard to meeting the necesary Environmental Data needed to bypass
CEQA and meet the many requirements.

In fact I would argue that Brandy Moulton’s application is incomplete and
inaccurate and does not represent what actually does take place on that parcel.
Neighbors routinely witness activity on said parcel suggesting ongoing
construction vs. a completed and approved site, multiple shifts of mutliple workers
on site, concrete trucks going in and out of the gates, etc., etc.

The application is incomplete. This application only represents 1(one) parcel
APN# 019-5601-31, and the desires of 2 people, the owner — who is not named in
the application, but appears on page as SE&A Inc.— and the applicant, Brandy
Moulton. The application does not address the additional 15 (fifteen parcels) —
019-560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41, 019-560-62, 019-560-63, 019-570-16, 019-
570-17, 019-570-19, 019-570-24, 019-570-25, 019-570-26, 019-570-28, 019-570-
29, 019-570-32, and one missing APN# that is not noted in the listing of parcels
included in the “district,” on page 1 of the county’s document dated March 11,
2021, stating 16 (sixteen) parcels and noting only 15 (fifteen). The only parcel
considered for its environmental impact and signed off by the necesary agencies is
the applicants. The micro-environments in this “district” represent many distinct
ecologies each one with unique soils, plants, wildlife, fire dangers, aquifers, animal
and human populations and needs.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the
“district” were aware their parcels would be included in the “district.” The
remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners were caught by surprise, had no reason to
suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being completely
ignored and the county was in its final stages of forcing a rezone on them. These
property owner’s who have no desire for and have not applied for a zoning change
and do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District — discovered their APNs
included in the parcels listed in the notice that these property owners’ did not
receive but found out from their neighbors whose properties are adjacent to the
“district,” who were noticed and contacted them to find our what the hell was
going, on only to learn they had no knowledge of any of this and were
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flabbergasted to.learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting~How is this
possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by the county the
following week to be rezoned were completely unaware of this project or
application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s to be cobbled together
by 1 (one) property owner, for one applicant and the County to be the authors of
2019-0012 without including all those impacted?

That have not determination of if they meet the agents name and information is
deleted from the application, signatures are missing, let alone not

If 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the “district,”
and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels
were included in the “district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful
vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was
somehow, without their knowledge being ignored. Implicates the county in
deception. Does the county consider not knowing, not being aware that the
property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to commercial
agricultural is in some way approval. This is trickery worthy of a class action
response. Where is the County’s integrity in this matter?

The un-named owner approached a number of the property owners whose
parcels—unbeknown to them until a week before the scheduled hearing—were
included in the “district” and about to be rezoned from rural residential to
commercial/agricultural, showed up at the homes of some of the owners’ in an
attempt to convince them not to rescind their property from the district. This
person has a reputation as a bully. People are feeling unsafe to act in their best
interest for fear of retribution.

The HOA (Home Owner’s Association) covenant for the Shane Drive parcels
states that, residential use only is allowed on the lots. Anything commercial is in
violation of the Covenant they signed and agreed to when they purchased
land/house in the subdivision.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted
“district” including 16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application
lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE &
A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry
on that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the
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conditions for the additional 14-or 15 parcels included in the “distriet” would meet
the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Come on Mendocino County Departmnet of Planning and Building Services let’s
get it together and act as if Zoning declarations actually matter. That designations
such as Rural Residential have meaning and that it is the County’s job to uphold
them.

Please deny R _2019-0012/0013, AND let’s put this CACD nonsense behind us
once and for all.

Thank you,

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 47



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 48



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 49



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 50



ATTACHMENT C Page 2 of 4

in California. This form of zoning can have the appearance of favoritism toward a
particular landowner. CA Combining District applications # R_2019-0013 and
2019-0012 would piace a commercial designation on each set of parcels situated
in the middle of an otherwise RR-2 zone. There is no rhyme or reason why these
particular parcels should receive this designation and in fact, many of the parcel
owners in the proposed rezone did not know they had been included in the zone
and object to being included in the application. There has been no study by the
applicant or the County as to why these particular parcels should suddenly be
rezoned to commercial use in the midst of a residential zone. How can this be
good land use without any analysis or evidence of what public good might be

achieved?

Environmental Impact — CEQA: | understand that an Initial Study (hereafter
IS) was prepared by LACO for twin ordinances passed by the Board in 2017 and
that the County determined that a simple Addendum to the MND (Mitigated
Negative Declaration) would suffice for purposes of CEQA and the five proposed
overlay zones, or cannabis combining districts, sought in 2018. Now in 2022, well
past this Initial Study, regarding the application for a CA Combining District, Case
# R_2019-0013, on Franklin Rd and Case # R_2019-0012 near Jade Ct, Fort
Bragg the applications state that this previously adopted MND for “Mendocino
Cannabis Cultivation Regulations appropriately addressed requirements under
CEQA for amendments Ordinance No. 4381 and determined that no conditions
calling for preparation of a subsequent environmental document”. | strongly
disagree.
In reference to these cases, # R_2019-0013 and 2019-0012, | ask that the
Planning Commission and the Supervisors consider the following questions and
serious issues:

» The IS for the MND did not encompass impacts to RR-2 zoning. RR-5 and RR-10
were both listed but there do not appear to be references to the predominant
zoning form existing in Simpson Ln/Mitchell Creek, i.e. RR-2.

» Aesthetics were not analyzed in terms of RR-2 zoning in the IS. The IS states that
“changes in the landscape may be visible as a result of the relocation or
expansion of existing cultivation sites under Phase 1 implementation. Potentially
visible features may include new structures, fencing, limited vegetation removal,
and grading for roadway or site development.” But it fails to describe which of
these “visible features” will be suddenly allowed in the RR-2. How will these
unspecified and unquantified features impact the neighborhood and, obviously,
affect property values? The IS does not say for RR-2.

» Groundwater supplies in Simpson/Mitchell Creek area. The 2017-2018 IS begins on the right
foot by acknowledging a ‘Threshold of Significance’ with respect to this feature
were the “project” to “substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level...” - - - - To date,
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the County has not offered any information on the nature and extent of
groundwater sources and present demands for the Simpson Ln RR-2. It was
never determined how any expanded operation of existing cannabis cultivators
might impact water availability to an RR-2. Residents of Simpson/Mitchell Creek
well know from past drought conditions that many resident wells go dry in summer
months. Itis now years later since the 2017 IS. California faces the most extrems
weather conditions in history as well as extended drought. Before any zoning
applications for commercializing cannabis cultivation in RR-2, | feel a more in
depth environmental review is a necessity.

I would also point out that rural residents are currently reducing water use and
making efforts to preserve groundwater supply. This is because many realize the
importance of setting aside water resources in case of wildfire. This is a much
better plan than permitting commercial agriculture in a densely populated
residential zone; water conservation has the potential to save homes, and lives, in
a wildfire.

An additional consideration as regards groundwater supplies must take into
consideration the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), 2014
(Oversight by the California Department of Water Resources). The historic passage of
SGMA in 2014 set forth a statewide framework to help protect groundwater
resources over the long-term. SGMA requires medium- and high-priority basins in
the state to develop groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs), develop
groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs) and manage groundwater for long-term
sustainability. The coastal area of Mendocino is still categorized as a ‘Low Priority
basin’ and not yet subject to this type of planning. However, given drought
conditions in California in recent years and projected future drought, it would be
wise to adopt a conservative approach to protecting groundwater resources in
Mendocino County. Does the County have data on the number of public supply
wells that draw from this basin, the irrigated acreage overlying this basin, and the
degree to which persons overlying the basin rely on groundwater as a primary
source of water? Until the County has evaluated current groundwater supplies
and the anticipated impact of drought and wildfire on these supplies it seems truly
unwise to allow commercial farming in an already densely populated rural
residential zone that relies solely on groundwater (wells). Allowing commercial
use of residential well water will exacerbate this situation.

| feel it imperative that these applications be denied. We need greater
environmental review of groundwater supplies especially; we have very different
water and drought conditions in 2022 from what existed in 2017.

» Noise - RR-2 zones obviously situate neighbors closer together than either RR-5
or RR-10. One of the main impacts of cannabis cultivation on neighboring
property owners and residents includes noise emitting from power generators and
air circulation associated with indoor or greenhouse mixed-light operations. This
can significantly degrade the low noise environment we enjoy in our rural setting.
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Other noise impacts can include increased traffic of employees coming to the
wark site, work on required upgrades ta the property for business purposes.

Simpson Ln/Mitchell Creek documented opposition to rezoning for commercial
cannabis operations: In fall of 2018 the County of Mendocino surveyed residents
of several proposed special Cannabis Combining Districts in the County, areas that
would either support existing cannabis cultivation (Opt-In) or restrict then allowed
commercial cannabis uses (Opt-Out). For the Mitchell Creek proposed Combining
District the County survey was sent to 287 property owners, one survey response
per parcel, in the selected proposed Combining District - a large population was
surveyed. The response rate from the Mitchell Creek residents was 43%,
approximately half the residential population surveyed and twice the response
rate from any other proposed Opt-In districts in the county. Ninety percent (90%)
of these responding Mitchell Creek residents OPPOSED the establishment of any
cannabis Combining District in their neighborhood. This is a resounding NO to the
establishment of a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District in our
neighborhood; this NO can still be heard loudly today from Simpson Ln/Mitchell
Creek residents.

PLEASE! Do NOT approve application case #s R_20190012 and R_2019-0013.
Thank you for your time, sincerely,

Anna Garza

Mitchell Creek, Fort Bragg 95437
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The IS for the MND did not encompass impacts to RR-2 zoning. RR-5 and RR-10
were both listed but there do not appear to be references to the predominant
zoning form existing in Simpson Ln/Mitchell Creek, i.e. RR-2.

Aesthetics were not analyzed in terms of RR-2 zoning in the IS. The IS states that
‘changes in the landscape may be visible as a result of the relocation or expansion
of existing cultivation sites under Phase 1 implementation. Potentially visible
features may include new structures, fencing, limited vegetation removal, and
grading for roadway or site development.” But it fails to describe which of these
“visible features” will be suddenly allowed in the RR-2. How will these unspecified
and unquantified features impact the neighborhood and, obviously, affect property
values? The IS does not say for RR-2,

Groundwater supplies in Simpson/Mitchell Creek area. The 2017-2018 IS begins
on the right foot by acknowledging a 'Threshold of Significance’ with respect to this
feature were the "project” to “substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level..." - - - -
To date, the County has not offered any information on the nature and extent of
groundwater sources and present demands for the Simpson Ln RR-2. It was never
determined how any expanded operation of existing cannabis cultivators might
impact water availability to an RR-2. Residents of Simpson/Mitchell Creek well know
from past drought conditions that many resident wells go dry in summer months. It
is now years later since the 2017 IS. California faces the most extreme weather
conditions in history as well as extended drought. Before any zoning applications
for commercializing cannabis cultivation in RR-2, | feel a more in depth
environmental review is a necessity.

| would also point out that rural residents are currently reducing water use and
making efforts to preserve groundwater supply. This is because many realize the
importance of setting aside water resources in case of wildfire. This is a much better
plan than permitting commercial agriculture in a densely populated residential
zone; water conservation has the potential to save homes, and lives, in a wildfire.

An additional consideration as regards groundwater supplies must take into
consideration the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), 2014
(Oversight by the California Department of Water Resources). The historic passage
of SGMA in 2014 set forth a statewide framework to help protect groundwater
resources over the long-term. SGMA requires medium- and high-priority basins in
the state to develop groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs), develop
groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs) and manage groundwater for long-term
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sustainability. The coastal area of Mendocino is still categorized as a 'Low Priority
basin’ and not yet subject to this type of planning. However, given drought
conditions in California in recent years and projected future drought, it would be
wise to adopt a conservative approach to protecting groundwater resources in
Mendocino County. Does the County have data on the number of public supply
wells that draw from this basin, the irrigated acreage overlying this basin, and the
degree to which persons overlying the basin rely on groundwater as a primary
source of water? Until the County has evaluated current groundwater supplies and
the anticipated impact of drought and wildfire on these supplies it seems truly
unwise to allow commercial farming in an already densely populated rural
residential zone that relies solely on groundwater (wells). Allowing commercial use
of residential well water will exacerbate this situation.

Itis imperative that these applications be denied. We need greater environmental
review of groundwater supplies especially; we have very different water and
drought conditions in 2022 from what existed in 2017.

Noise - RR-2 zones obviously situate neighbors closer together than either RR-5 or
RR-10. One of the main impacts of cannabis cultivation on neighboring property
owners and residents includes noise emitting from power generators and air
circulation associated with indoor or greenhouse mixed-light operations. This can
significantly degrade the low noise environment we enjoy in our rural setting. Other
noise impacts can include increased traffic of employees coming to the work site,
work on required upgrades to the property for business purposes.

Simpson Ln/Mitchell Creek documented opposition to rezoning for
commercial cannabis operations: In fall of 2018 the County of Mendocino
surveyed residents of several proposed special Cannabis Combining Districts in the
County, areas that would either support existing cannabis cultivation (Opt-In) or
restrict then allowed commercial cannabis uses (Opt-Out). For the Mitchell Creek
proposed Combining District the County survey was sent to 287 property owners,
one survey response per parcel, in the selected proposed Combining District - a
large population was surveyed. The response rate from the Mitchell Creek residents
was 43%, approximately half the residential population surveyed and twice the
response rate from any other proposed Opt-In districts in the county. Ninety
percent (90%) of these responding Mitchell Creek residents OPPOSED the
establishment of any cannabis Combining District in their neighborhood. This is a
resounding NO to the establishment of a Cannabis Accommodation Combining
District in our neighborhood; this NO can still be heard loudly today from Simpson
Ln/Mitchell Creek residents.

PLEASE! Do NOT approve application case #s R_20190012 and R_2019-0013.
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Kind regards,

Sid Garza-Hillman
16440 Franklin Road,
Fort Bragg 95437
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and theft of marijuana from those known to be growing.

* Many of our neighbors have expressed concern about over-use of water
from our water table. All businesses expand over time and cannabis
cultivation is no different. Regardless of how much water they're taking
from our aquifer now, that will surely increase. The risk to our wells

is real.

* This is a residential neighborhood. Allowing commercial operations
alters the very complexion of our beloved Mitchell Creek home. It will
affect the whole neighborhood to varying degrees, not just the few
contiguous parcels included in the application. Some of the grow
operations boast of having ten or more employees. We've all noticed the
increase in traffic. | cherish our quiet neighborhood and hate to see

it's rural residential character change for such selected commercial
preference. Our roads have already deteriorated due to development. Our
neighborhood is one of the most densely populated in the unincorporated
areas of Fort Bragg, and we rely on Simpson Lane as our only egress.

My last issue has to do with Spot Zoning. | can't imagine the mental and
legal gymnastics that are necessary to believe that this would NOT
create an illegal spot zone. Approving these applications would most
certainly expose the county to litigation from the many neighboring
property owners who will bear the brunt of these decisions. | remind you
of the survey done in 2018 where 90% of our neighbors voted in
opposition to commercial cannabis production in our residential zone.

Please don't be bullied by the applicants. There are far more of us
opposed to this than those who support it.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ron Hock

Ron Hock
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, California 95437 USA
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Mendocino County Staff and Planning Commission, '

I am writing to voice my support for Sovereign's cultivation facility
applications (R2019-0012 and R2019-0013) currently being threatened by
the sunset clause.

Sovereign provides clean cannabis to the entire state and it would be at
the community’s detriment to deny this application.

I understand that there is over the minimum required 60% property
owner support for this application so it is unclear why the County Staff
has REWRITTEN the staff report to recommend it for denial.

Please approve this application and allow Sovereign to continue
providing jobs, tax revenue and cannabis to our community.

Sincerely,

Katrine Kenyon
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_ pbscommissions - Against rezoning RE: Cases #: R 2019-0012 and R_2019-0013

From: Linda Lawley <lindalawley@gmail.com>

To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org>

Date: 2/2/2022 1:55 PM

Subject: Against rezoning RE: Cases #: R_2019-0012 and R_2019-0013

As a property owner in the Simpson/Mitchell Creek area, I am writing to oppose the
rezoning of our residential neighborhood to create a "Cannabis Accommodation
Combining District". The neighborhood has already been polled and we still do not
want commercial cannabis in our neighborhood. The sunset provision should not be
extended. Ms. Moulton has had plenty of time to find another location. When will this
stop?

Linda Lawley
17400 Redwood Springs Dr.
Fort Bragg
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1) A transformer in our front yard blew up due to a “power surge” (per PG&E) after a power outage was
restored, We were told;it was due to.a large number of grow lights all coming back on at the same fime. e,
power in the neighborhood was out for an additional day. '

2) Strangers have come onto our property uninvited. items have been stolen from our property. We have
subsequently spent thousands of dollars on a 7 foot gate/fence around our one acre property, have a 100 Ib
guard dog, and have installed security cameras.

3) intermittently, there is the odor of large amounts of marijuana being burned next door for days at a time.
We have family members with lung issues. Large amounts of marijuana burning, with unknown chemicals
used in the cultivation, are a health hazard.

4) Excessive traffic, and vehicles driving too fast. We have families with children living in this neighborhood
who ride their bikes, take walks and walk their dogs. Before we had the fence, our dog was hit by a speeding
driver on Franklin Rd.

Other concerns:

1) The potential for increased crime due to criminals looking for a high-dollar cash crop. We are fearful of
home invasions as have happened numerous times in our county. The next door property is well known as a
cannabis cultivation site.

2) Excessive water use. This neighborhood has water issues with a history of wells going dry. Two neighbors
on Franklin Rd have had to drill new wells in the last year.

3) Spot zoning is illegal in California. Going ahead with this rezoning would invite lawsuits from property
owners in the neighborhood.

My question to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors is: “How many times do you need to
hear from us before you honor our neighborbood's wishes, needs and safety?”

We have been at this for at least 5 years. Enough is enough!

No to a Cannabis Accommodation District
No to extending the Sunset Clause
No Commercial Cannabis Cultivation in our neighborhood Zoned RR2

Sincerely, Lonnie Mathieson and Lloyd Livingstone
16700 Franklin Road
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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Sincerely,
Ashley Matthews
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Sincerely,
Josh Morsell, Lia Morsell and Lee Morsell

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 75
file:///C:/Users/feenanj/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/61F9610ECOMDOM1COMPOA... 2/2/2022



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 76



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 77



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 78



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 79



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 80



Page 2 of 2
ATTACHMENT C

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Julie Roiers and Rodnei Fedor
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&

Residential Two Acre Minimum parcel in the Simpson Lane/Mitchell Creek area — which by the 2019
ordinance is not designated a CA district in Mendocino County?

To approve Case #'s R_2019-0012 and R_2019-0013 applications, or any CA Combining District applications
one after the other, is Spot Zoning plain and simple. Spot Zoning is legal in California only if it is in the public
interest. | see no public interest in a for-profit commercial industry that increases carbon emissions and is
suspect in its use of a neighborhood reliant watershed. In the past year neighbors next door to growers'
wells have run dry! Cannabis cultivation demands water the rest of us must monitor. Growers essentially
appropriate water from their neighbors!

When will this end? How many times must property owners be “on our toes,” study ordinances and agendas,
learn the hard way about how to appropriately express our concerns and opposition in a timely manner to
simply be recorded and even heard by our county’s administrators and elected officials?

As you know, the Simpson Lane-Mitchell Creek Drive section of the county has only one ingress and one
egress, which are the same. Although currently, some emergency vehicles can arrive toward the southern
end of Mitchell Creek Drive through a restricted access road at the east end of Gibney Lane, Simpson Lane
remains only one way in and one way out for all residents of this over-developed neighborhood. There is no
other emergency access for residents.

As exemplified by the County’s recognition of our perilous ingress and egress issues, Simpson Lane/Mitchell
Creek Drive area is already overdeveloped for residential security. Not only does a commercial
accommodation impact the quality of roads and lanes, but it also impacts efficient ingress and egress during
emergencies. Consequently, if allowed to proceed, even one of these Cannabis Accommodation Districts will
exacerbate an already perilous and possibly deadly transportation quagmire and is a direct slap in the face of
these established transportation concerns and apprehensions for safety.

In no way is this RR2 Zone suitable for a commercial accommodation.

Also, once again, please consider the impact and conflicts inherent in commercial water use and residential
water use. Commercial water usage prioritizes profit.

Properties in this neighborhood rely on wells for water. Although we have enjoyed rain so far this year, we
are not out of this drought. Plus, we are subject to and endangered by droughts every few years. Many of
our wells have become alarmingly low or gone dry during the various droughts over the years. Many of us
are or are attempting to store water in case of wildfire.

Not only do these applications beg questions offered by California' Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act of 2014, but your approval would worsen conflicts between neighbors, and continue property owner's
search for remediation.

I will not address in further detail, but hope you consider:

« CEQA and the environmental impact on an RR2 Zone,

« Carbon release from the excessive electricity used for indoor grows and the noise for neighboring
residents,

+ Public safety,

+ Loss in property value,

+ The unmitigated odors,

+ Etc.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Sincerely,

Linda Rosengarten
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Linda Rosengarten
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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Residential Two Acre Minimum parcel in the Simpson Lane/Mitchell Creek area — which by the 2019
ordinance is not designated a CA district in Mendocino County?

To approve Case #'s R_2019-0012 and R_2019-0013 applications, or any CA Combining District applications
one after the other, is Spot Zoning plain and simple. Spot Zoning is legal in California only if it is in the public
interest. | see no public interest in a for-profit commercial industry that increases carbon emissions and is
suspect in its use of a neighborhood reliant watershed. In the past year neighbors next door to growers'’
wells have run dry! Cannabis cultivation demands water the rest of us must monitor. Growers essentially
appropriate water from their neighbors!

When will this end? How many times must property owners be “on our toes,” study ordinances and agendas,
learn the hard way about how to appropriately express our concerns and opposition in a timely manner to
simply be recorded and even heard by our county's administrators and elected officials?

As you know, the Simpson Lane-Mitchell Creek Drive section of the county has only one ingress and one
egress, which are the same. Although currently, some emergency vehicles can arrive toward the southern
end of Mitchell Creek Drive through a restricted access road at the east end of Gibney Lane, Simpson Lane
remains only one way in and one way out for all residents of this over-developed neighborhood. There is no
other emergency access for residents.

As exemplified by the County’s recognition of our perilous ingress and egress issues, Simpson Lane/Mitchell
Creek Drive area is already overdeveloped for residential security. Not only does a commercial
accommodation impact the quality of roads and lanes, but it also impacts efficient ingress and egress during
emergencies. Consequently, if allowed to proceed, even one of these Cannabis Accommodation Districts will
exacerbate an already perilous and possibly deadly transportation quagmire and is a direct slap in the face of
these established transportation concerns and apprehensions for safety.

In no way is this RR2 Zone suitable for a commercial accommodation.

Also, once again, please consider the impact and conflicts inherent in commercial water use and residential
water use. Commercial water usage prioritizes profit.

Properties in this neighborhood rely on wells for water. Although we have enjoyed rain so far this year, we
are not out of this drought. Plus, we are subject to and endangered by droughts every few years. Many of
our wells have become alarmingly low or gone dry during the various droughts over the years. Many of us
are or are attempting to store water in case of wildfire.

Not only do these applications beg questions offered by California’ Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act of 2014, but your approval would worsen conflicts between neighbors, and continue property owner’s
search for remediation.

| will not address in further detail, but hope you consider:

« CEQA and the environmental impact on an RR2 Zone,

- Carbon release from the excessive electricity used for indoor grows and the noise for neighboring
residents,

« Public safety,

» Loss in property value,

« The unmitigated odors,

» Etc.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Sincerely,

Linda Rosengarten

16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Linda Rosengarten
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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Lane/Mitchell Creek Drive area remains a Rural Residential Two Acre Minimum and is NOT a Commercial
Zone. S PR 4
These applications include extending indefinitely the attending Sunset clause. As you know, the Sunset of
2021 was already extended by the BOS to 2022.

What is it that classifies the cannabis operations in these two applications differently from any other Rural
Residential Two Acre Minimum parcel in the Simpson Lane/Mitchell Creek area — which by the 2019
ordinance is not designated a CA district in Mendocino County?

To approve Case #'s R_2019-0012 and R_2019-0013 applications, or any CA Combining District applications
one after the other, is Spot Zoning plain and simple. Spot Zoning is legal in California only if it is in the
public interest. | see no public interest in a for-profit commercial industry that increases carbon emissions
and is suspect in its use of a neighborhood reliant watershed. In the past year neighbors next door to
growers' wells have run dry! Cannabis cultivation demands water the rest of us must monitor. Growers
essentially appropriate water from their neighbors!

When will this end? How many times must property owners be “on our toes,” study ordinances and
agendas, learn the hard way about how to appropriately express our concerns and opposition in a timely
manner to simply be recorded and even heard by our county's administrators and elected officials?

As you know, the Simpson Lane-Mitchell Creek Drive section of the county has only one ingress and one
egress, which are the same. Although currently, some emergency vehicles can arrive toward the southern
end of Mitchell Creek Drive through a restricted access road at the east end of Gibney Lane, Simpson Lane
remains only one way in and one way out for all residents of this over-developed neighborhood. There is
no other emergency access for residents.

As exemplified by the County's recognition of our perilous ingress and egress issues, Simpson
Lane/Mitchell Creek Drive area is already overdeveloped for residential security. Not only does a
commercial accommodation impact the quality of roads and lanes, but it also impacts efficient ingress and
egress during emergencies. Consequently, if allowed to proceed, even one of these Cannabis
Accommodation Districts will exacerbate an already perilous and possibly deadly transportation quagmire
and is a direct slap in the face of these established transportation concerns and apprehensions for safety.

In no way is this RR2 Zone suitable for a commercial accommodation.

Also, once again, please consider the impact and conflicts inherent in commercial water use and
residential water use. Commercial water usage prioritizes profit.

Properties in this neighborhood rely on wells for water. Although we have enjoyed rain so far this year, we
are not out of this drought. Plus, we are subject to and endangered by droughts every few years. Many of
our wells have become alarmingly low or gone dry during the various droughts over the years. Many of us
are or are attempting to store water in case of wildfire.

Not only do these applications beg questions offered by California' Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act of 2014, but your approval would worsen conflicts between neighbors, and continue property owner’s
search for remediation.

I will not address in further detail, but hope you consider:

« CEQA and the environmental impact on an RR2 Zone,
« Carbon release from the excessive electricity used for indoor grows and the noise for neighboring
residents,

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 89
file:///C:/Users/feenanj/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/6 1 EFF442COMDOMI1COMPO...  1/26/2022



Page 3 of 3
-t ATTACHMENT C

+ Public safety,

+ Loss in property value,
+ The unmitigated odors,
« Etc.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Linda Rosengarten

16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Linda Rosengarten
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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What is it that classifies the cannabis operations in these two applications differently from any other Rural
Residential Two Acre Minimum parcel in the Simpson Lane/Mitchell Creek area — which by the 2019
ordinance is not designated a CA district in Mendocino County?

To approve Case #'s R_2019-0012 and R_2019-0013 applications, or any CA Combining District applications
one after the other, is Spot Zoning plain and simple. Spot Zoning is legal in California only if it is in the public
interest. | see no public interest in a for-profit commercial industry that increases carbon emissions and is
suspect in its use of a neighborhood reliant watershed. In the past year neighbors next door to growers’
wells have run dry! Cannabis cultivation demands water the rest of us must monitor. Growers essentially
appropriate water from their neighbors!

When will this end? How many times must property owners be “on our toes,” study ordinances and agendas,
learn the hard way about how to appropriately express our concerns and opposition in a timely manner to
simply be recorded and even heard by our county’'s administrators and elected officials?

As you know, the Simpson Lane-Mitchell Creek Drive section of the county has only one ingress and one
egress, which are the same. Although currently, some emergency vehicles can arrive toward the southern
end of Mitchell Creek Drive through a restricted access road at the east end of Gibney Lane, Simpson Lane
remains only one way in and one way out for all residents of this over-developed neighborhood. There is no
other emergency access for residents.

As exemplified by the County's recognition of our perilous ingress and egress issues, Simpson Lane/Mitchell
Creek Drive area is already overdeveloped for residential security. Not only does a commercial
accommodation impact the quality of roads and lanes, but it also impacts efficient ingress and egress during
emergencies. Consequently, if allowed to proceed, even one of these Cannabis Accommodation Districts will
exacerbate an already perilous and possibly deadly transportation quagmire and is a direct slap in the face of
these established transportation concerns and apprehensions for safety.

In no way is this RR2 Zone suitable for a commercial accommodation.

Also, once again, please consider the impact and conflicts inherent in commercial water use and residential
water use. Commercial water usage prioritizes profit.

Properties in this neighborhood rely on wells for water. Although we have enjoyed rain so far this year, we
are not out of this drought. Plus, we are subject to and endangered by droughts every few years. Many of
our wells have become alarmingly low or gone dry during the various droughts over the years. Many of us
are or are attempting to store water in case of wildfire.

Not only do these applications beg questions offered by California’ Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act of 2014, but your approval would worsen conflicts between neighbors, and continue property owner’s
search for remediation.

| will not address in further detail, but hope you consider:

» CEQA and the environmental impact on an RR2 Zone,

« Carbon release from the excessive electricity used for indoor grows and the noise for neighboring
residents,

» Public safety,

« Loss in property value,

» The unmitigated odors,

» Etc
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Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Linda Rosengarten
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Linda Rosengarten
16650 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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compared to, say, wine grapes is that the plants can be quickly rooted up and stolen at harvest
time. The crop can be immediately sold. The value of the crops drives risky and dangerous
schemes. These armed thefts have been seen in the past anywhere that cannabis is grown. People
in residential neighborhoods go for walks, their kids ride their bikes and skateboards. They play in
their yards. An armed conflict on the parcel next door should not be something that families have
to prepare for.

A few years ago a county survey on this issue resulted in 90% of residents expressing their opposition to
CACD re-zoning.

The proposed re-zoning of RR-2 areas for Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts (CACD) has been
denied by the county in the past. That was wise. We hope that wisdom will continue to prevail and that
these current cases, and any future cases, will also be denied.

Thank you,
Doug Smith

16841 Hills O’Home Lane
Fort Bragg, CA
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Approving these rezoning applications would not be sound planning. Two special interest “boutique” zones would be created within an area of
hundreds of RR-2 properties. One of these proposed zones is severely gerrymandered in order to cherry-pick the properties that might be
supportive and/or are associated with the applicant, an owner of a dispensary.

Please vote to deny these applications. If approved, they would open the way for expanded commercial cannabis operations just as we are
nearing the sunset for such activity in the Simpson Lane/Mitchell Creek community.

Thank you very much for your consideration,
Judy Tichinin

POBox 1361
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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« The Commercial Grows in our neighborhood are easy to spot . They are housed in new, very
large, barn-like buildings, surrounded by tall, 8 foot fences. Nearby PG&E power poles are
boosted to accommodate excessive electrical use. In the beginning, we witness a constant
parade of plumbing trucks arriving daily to set up extensive and complex watering systems.
Please note that all the grows are Indoor Grows - artificially supplied with heat, light, and
water. Because these massive Indoor Grows are not dependent on climate or the natural
environment, there is no reason that they need to be housed in our neighborhood. They
could just as easily thrive in an industrial park.They could -and should- be relocated. There is
no reason they must stay where they are. Again, including additional parcels in a rezoning
request further compromises our neighborhood and our natural resources.

« Not only has traffic increased dramatically, but the large number of strangers brought in to
work the Grows has become quite troubling. There have been multiple neighborhood break-
ins, and many neighbors have been forced to adopt extra security measures. There is an
ongoing need to protect our residential properties from errant thieves who might mistake our
homes and garages for a “Grow”. We are families. We purchased our homes in a
Residentially Zoned neighborhood. We did not bargain for -and do not want- commercial use
of any sort.

Case # R_2019-0012 asks to rezone 16 parcels.
Case # R_2019-0013 asks to rezone 10 parcels.

Additional points to consider:

+ Spot Zoning is illegal in California. The parcel maps attached to both applications appear to
be spot zones. There is no rhyme nor reason to the properties being targeted. In fact, many
of the targeted property owners either oppose or were not aware that their parcels were
being included in the rezoning request!

- There are unresolved Environmental Impact (CEQA) issues. The Initial Study for the Mitigated
Negative Declaration did not address impacts to RR-2 zoning. Aesthetics, Groundwater
Supply, and Noise need to be addressed. Further studies need to be conducted and findings
need to be broadly shared. These unknowns have a direct impact on property values and the
peace of mind of property owners.

In the fall of 2018, the County of Mendocino surveyed residents of several proposed Cannabis
Combining Districts within the county. Residents could support by voting to “Opt-In” or oppose
by voting to “Opt-Out”. Ninety percent of Mitchell Creek residents who responded OPPOSED
the idea of establishing a Combining District by voting to Opt-Out. At every opportunity -and
for 5 years now- our neighborhood has overwhelmingly said NO. We are still saying NO:

NO to rezoning.
NO to Commercial Grows in our neighborhood
NO to suspending the Sunset Provision for Residential Districts.

Sincerely submitted,

John and Linda Turner
31431 Emerald Dr R
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 )

Cc: DanGjerde
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We take the risk of fire in our area seriously. Within the last few years, several residents of the Mitchell Creek Drive-
Turner Road area, Anna Garza, Ron Hock, Michelle Patterson, and I, initiated the Fort Bragg South Fire Safe Council
and have worked diligently with Supervisor Gjerde, Fort Bragg Fire Cheif Steve Orsi, and Alex Leonard, Battalion
Cheif, Cal Fire, Mendocino Unit, to develop a secondary emergency egress in the event of a fire should Simpson Lane
become blocked. This has happened many times with downed wires from falling trees and automobile accidents
involving utility poles at the many curves in the road. An alternative route east from the coast for fire fighting crews
and equipment was established on Gibney Lane through Jackson State Forrest but that is not suitable for automobiles.
A possible route through Pearl Drive through private properties has been discussed and visited but obstacles (literally
and figuratively) remain that will be dealt with as an emergency evolves. This is not ideal. We certainly don't need to
add to the risks.

Please deny this application. It is my understanding, the applicant doesn't even live in our neighborhood. Please
consider the significant risks involved with commercial Cannabis growing including increasing the risks of fire, the
decrease or lack of water for residents for their daily uses which is becoming more commonplace, and water toxicity
involving agricultural fertilizers and pest control. Above all, please respect the expressed opposition by our
neighborhood residents not only by a vote authorized by the county but a large turnout for a pre-pandemic meeting
where this was discussed.

Thank you and thanks for your participation on the Planning Committee.
Keevan Abramson

16656 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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pbscommissions - Against rezoning to allow commercial cannabis

From:  Jane E Barrett <danjane(@mcn.org>

To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org>, <bos@mendocinocounty.org>
Date: 1/25/2022 11:46 AM
Subject: Against rezoning to allow commercial cannabis

January 25, 2022
Board of Supervisors,
Re: Case Number R-2019-0012

I can not even believe | am having to write you again. I live on Emerald Drive, around
the corner from Jade Court. For all I know, I am among the properties Brandy Moulton
wants to include in her re-zoning scheme to expand her large scale marijuana growing
efforts. Large grows attract armed thieves. Look at what happened down in Gualala just
recently. Brandy herself was ripped off about a year ago. The thieves cut through our
neighbors fence to access Brandy’s ‘Pot-Barn’. A few years ago, my neighbor right
across the street from me was ripped off for harvested marijuana bud, guns, a coin
collection, etc. We are a quiet residential neighborhood of mostly aged couples but also
younger couples with small children. Brandy’s attempts to re-zone us include 1 acre
properties occupied by older residents who know nothing about this and would
certainly not appreciate armed thugs breaking into their homes, demanding to know
where the ‘stuff” is. In past letters to you, several of us have also pointed out the
concern for depleting our aquifer in these ongoing drought years. Why in the world
would you even consider Brandy coming at us yet again. So please, do the right thing
and end this aggressive ‘project” which displays a cavalier disregard for the safety and
peace of this neighborhood. Thank you, Daniel R. Barrett.
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Mitchell Creek Neighborhood
Coordinated Letter of Objection
Relating to CASE#: R_2019-0012

NOTE: We are requesting that this Coordinated Letter of Objection

be entered into the record for CASE#: R 2019-0012.

I am a homeowner in the Mitchell Creek neighborhood of Fort Bragg, CA, 95437.

My parcel has been included as one of 16 parcels identified as part of CASE#: R_2019-0012,
which is trying to establish a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District in this

neighborhood.

| am signing this Coordinated Letter of Objection to register my opposition to having this type
of overlay district created in my RR-zoned neighborhood. | do not support this application.

Name, Address and APN

Doug Kronzer & Chrisanne Sahines
16220 Shane Drive, Fort Bragg, CA 95437
APN 019-570-16

David Gidley

16100 Shane Drive, Fort Bragg, CA 95437
APNQ 0-17

10of3
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15815 Shane Drive, Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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Art Whatley & Francie Nolan
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Sean Wensel:
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| (2/2/2022) pbscommissions - regarding case R 2019 001RTTACHMENT C

Page 7

From: "Shawn Carolan-Abell" <sabell@mcn.org>
To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org>
Date: 2/1/2022 10:22 AM

Subject: regarding case R 2019 0012

To Whom it may concern:

| own property at 17400 Amethyst Dr. Fort Bragg, CA.

I received this notice regarding a proposal for Cannabis Accommodation.

I am 100% against for the following reason:

1. Ground water in our current drought!!! That should be reason enough.

there is no water to support such a business.

2. ABUSINESS in a residential neighborhood. The noise of the fans on these
buildings go off ALL HOURS of the NIGHT. They exist already. We hear them.

My daughter lives on Amethyst.

3. Put this proposal in an industrial area, such as north of FB.

As a note. | do not understand the language of this proposal by the way.
"Addendum to previously adopted mitigated negative declaration."

Please explain what that means.

Thank you and do let me know this email will be counted at the hearing

and that you received it in time.

Shawn Carolan-Abell

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 135



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 136



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 137



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 138



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 139



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 140



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 141



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 142



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 143



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 144



ATTACHMENT C

Douglas Kronzer
15151 Mitchell Creek Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

January 28, 2022

Dear County of Mendocino,

| would like to submit a formal complaint for the cannabis cultivation growing operation at
15183 Mitchell Creek Drive.

My biggest complaint is the water usage by the cannabis growers. Who is monitoring their
usage? Are there gauges on their sources of water to regulate how much water they are using?
My property is located at 15151 Mitchell Creek Drive and was purchased in 2001. The well on
that property has never gone dry in 20 years. Last week the water tank was empty. Thereisa
cannabis growing operation above that property at 15183. Are they using more than their fare
share of the water resources? There are three 2500 gallon holding tanks you can see from the
private drive as you approach the front gate. | believe the growers are using more than their
fare share of the water, and this requires an Environmental Irhpact Report.

My grandparents lived in the Santa Cruz Mountains for 35 years. Their community had a small
water district that relied on rain water collection. In the 1980’s more wealthy people started
moving into that community and built larger homes with dishwashers and hot tubs. Those new
residents began using more than their fare share of the water for a yuppie lifestyle. It puta
huge strain on what used to be a manageable water district. | fear that same situation is being
created in this area because the cannabis growers are taking more water than they should. It's
another example of the minority taking advantage of the majority for their own selfish ends.

We do not want drug dealers growing their substances in our residential neighborhoods. It’s
pretty basic. We are opposed to allowing any future cannabis growing in our area.

Sincerely,

Douglas Kronzer
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This business has been in this location for 10 years. Longer than a lot of the people that
are upset have lived here. The problem began when people were alerted to our presence.
| understand that people are scared because of the stigmas and falsehoods that revolve
around cannabis. In conclusion | think it's important that we humanize this, we are not
criminals or bad people, we are families, we are small local businesses struggling to
survive and putting much needed tax revenue back into the county and state. For all of
these reasons | am praying that you will please support this project.

Thank you for your time and consideration

Kyla Miller
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ATTACHMENT C

PLANNING COMMISSION R_2019-0012
STAFF REPORT FOR REZONE . ‘ PAGE 2

BACKGROUND

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Rezone to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District of
approximately 44.29 acres 6.4+ miles southeast of the Fort Bragg City center (See Location Map).
Consisting of sixteen (16) legal parcels zoned Rural Residential (RR) and requires a 80,000 square foot
minimum parcel size (RR:80K). The applicant, a Mendocino County resident, long-time business
operator, and cannabis cultivator, seeks to continue their small cannabis production operation which has
existed with continued use on the subject property which they own. In the case of this Rezone application
(R_2019-0012) to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District, the property which the
applicant has demonstrated continued cannabis operations is 0.98t acres, 1.02 acres short of the
required two (2) acre minimum.

As explained in Chapter 20.118 of the Mendocino County Zoning Code, the intent of the Cannabis
Accommodation District is to facilitate greater flexibility in the development standards related to cannabis
cultivation for existing commercial cannabis cultivation sites and suspend the “Sunset Provision” for
Residential Districts’ and allow continued operation.

APPLICANT’'S STATEMENT: As provided by the applicant:

“Existing cannabis facility apply for a cannabis accommodation district.
Project has contributed significant tax revenue fo the county, provided
consistent employment for coastal residents and shoulders a large
portion of brand awareness for the cannabis economy of Mendocino.”

CANNABIS CULTIVATION REGULATORY BACKGROUND: The Mendocino County Board of
Supervisors adopted Ordinance Number 4381 on April 4, 2017, adding Chapters 10A.17 and 20.242. A
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was adopted by Resolution Number 17-042, for the ordinance. The
provisions of the ordinance intended to regulate production by licensed operators, and provide clear
standards and permitting pathways to help bring baseline cannabis cultivation activities into compliance
with existing regulatory frameworks. The ordinance outlines pathways for compliance with new and
existing regulations that provide for local review, inspection and oversight ultimately reducing potential
environmental effects from existing and proposed cultivation activities. The Board of Supervisors then
adopted various amendments to Chapters 10A.17 and 20.242 of County Code that adjusted specific
provisions further allowing continuance of current cultivation activities for qualified applicants. Even still,
many existing small commercial operations were too constrained by the development standards in the
code, related to cannabis cultivation operations, to meet the minimum requirements for obtaining a
cultivation permit.

As such, the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors directed that a Request for Proposals (RFP), be
circulated to identify and implement strategies to facilitate the permitting of commercial cannabis uses
throughout the County. Michael Baker International was selected to assist the County with research and
development of an appropriate regulatory framewaork, informed by public participation. Specific areas of
concern were identified, and the Board furthermore requested analysis of the potential use of Overlay
Zones or Combining Districts to allow for existing cultivation activities to continue in some zoning
designations, and total prohibition of cultivation activities in others. Two types of districts were ultimately
established by adoption of Ordinance No. 4420 on December 4, 2018, with corresponding new chapters
to the zoning code. Chapter 20.118 created Cannabis Accommodation (CA) Combining Districts to
support continued operation of existing cultivation sites and Cannabis Prohibition (CP) Combining
Districts in Chapter 20.119, intended to prohibit new commercial cannabis use and would end existing
permitted commercial cannabis use. On May 22, 2018, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution
Number. 18-076, which included an addendum to the MND to allow for applications to be processed for
Accommodation and Prohibition Combining Districts. In doing so, the County reviewed the provisions of
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, including Section 15162 (Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations)
and Section 15164 (Addendum to an EIR or Negative Declaration).

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 151



ATTACHMENT C

PLANNING COMMISSION R_2019-0012
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The study conducted by Michel Baker International identified six communities, or neighborhoods, as

possible CA Combining Districts, and two (2) potential CP Combining Districts. Of those analyzed as

pros
this

pective accommodation districts, the Mitchell Creek North proposal encompassed parcels included in
rezone request (See Attachment: Project Locations). As directed by the Board of Supervisors,

community input was critical to informing staff and the Planning Commission’s recommendations and the
consylting firm held a meeting on July 26, 2018 at the Caspar Community Center. According to a staff
memarandum, the meeting was well attended with regard to the number of participants, but homeowners
felt they were underrepresented. More than one hundred people attended the meeting, including the staff
planner for this Rezone, and 31 comment cards were received. As part of the community input process, a

web
rece

address was established to receive comments from the public. At least 88 email comments were
ived regarding the Mitchell Creek CA District, referring to both the Mitchell Creek North and Mitchell

Creek South Districts, nearly 90 percent in opposition. General concerns in order of frequency cited were,
impagts to water supply (42 recorded inquires), increased crime (29 recorded inquires), and concerns of

road

conditions and traffic (23 recorded inquires). The company also conducted a series of community

surveys, internet-based and post mail, to gauge landowner support for the district. Due to a myriad of
issues such as inaccurate Assessor Parcel information, discarded postcards thought to be junk mail, the
survey implementation was not without flaws. However, Michael Baker International identified a strong
correlation between input received through comrmunity meetings, emailed comments and the surveys. At

that
reco

time, the Mitchell Creek North approval rate was 10%, Mitchell Creek South was 33% and staff
mmended against establishment of the Mitchell Creek North and Mitchell Creek South Combining

Districts,

Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts allow the permitting of cultivation sites that can

dem
Addi

onstrate prior existence, and does not provide a basis for permitting new cultivation sites.
tionally, the robust permitting processes includes site inspections, and required compliance with

County, regional and state permitting standards, therefore reducing the potential for negative impacts

resu

CAN

IIng from unpermitted cultivation activities.

ABIS ACCOMMODATION COMBININGING DISTRICTS: Subjéct to the approval of a Rezone

(CA) [Combining Districts may be applied to areas that include existing commercial cannabis cultivation

oper:

CA

requjst, and pursuant to Chapter 20.118 of Mendocino County Zoning Code, Cannabis Accommodation

tions and where the zoning designation of the majority of the lots allows residential use by right. A
Combining District must be comprised of at least ten (10) legal parcels, as defined in Section

10A.17.020, of Mendocino County Zoning Code. The parcels may only be separated by roads, rail lines,
utilityleasements, or similar linear public facilities. Applicants seeking to establish a CA Combining District
must|demonstrate support of affected landowners. The regulations applied to CA Combining Districts is
supplemental to the underlying zoning district. The CA Combining Districts is often referred to as a
“Cannabis Overlay.”

Establishment of a CA Combining District

*| A Cannabis Accommodation Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more property
owner(s) within the boundaries of the proposed district.

*|  Applications for CA Combining Districts must include evidence of support for the proposed CA
district by more than sixty percent (60%) of the affected property owners within that district.

Modified Regulations of Established CA Districts

*  Sunset Provision for Residential Districts would not apply to permitted cannabis cultivation uses.

| Cannabis cultivation permit types (C) Small Outdoor, (C-A) Small Indoor, Artificial Light, and (C-
B) Small, Mixed Light would not be subject to current 2-acre minimum lot size.

*Small refers to 2,600 square feet of flowering canopy.
Property line setback noted in Section 10A.17.040 (A)(5) would be reduced to 20 feet.
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built-up (residential, industrial, institutional facilities etc.) as well as Grazing (vegetation suited to the
grazing of livestock).

Located in an area designated as Moderate Fire Hazard, structural fire protection services are provided

by Fo
of Fo

t Bragg Rural Fire Protection District, and Wildfire protection provided by the California Department
estry and Fire Protection. The majority (80%) of parcels in the proposed district are clustered

together and accessed by Shane Drive, a private road, that terminates to the north at Turner Road, and
becomes Canyon Drive, a private road. To the south, Shane Drive provides a curvilinear access route to
the remaining parcels. Each of the remaining parcels in the proposed district are accessed by public

roads

Turner Road (CR 414F), Amethyst Drive (CR 451) and Jade Court (CR 453). Staff notes that both

Amethyst Drive and Jade Court provide access to a limited humber of parcels and terminate near the

propo

sed district boundary (See Attachment: Aerial imagery Map).

SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING: The subject Cannabis Accommodation Combining District

is sur|

rounded by parcels with similar land uses and zoning designations. The Rural Residential (RR)

classification is intended to be applied to transitional lands adjacent to cities or towns. The following table
summarizes adjacent land uses, zoning and property sizes:

GENERAL PLAN ZONING LOT SIZES USES
NORTH Rural Residenfial | Rural Residential 45,013 + Square Feet Residential
EAST Rural Residential | Rural Residential 74,792 + Square Feet Residential
SOUTH Rural Residential | Rural Residential 139,601 £ Square Feet Residential
WEST Rural Residential | Rural Residential 51,372 + Square Feet Residential
PUBLIIC SERVICES:
Access: SHANE DRIVE (PRIVATE), TURNER ROAD (CR 414F), AMETHYST DRIVE (CR

451), JADE CT (CR 453)

Fire District: FORT BRAGG RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT & STATE RESPONSIBILITY

AREA (SRA)

Water District: NONE

Sewel

I District: NONE

School District:  FORT BRAGG UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

AGENCY COMMENTS:

jurisd

On Niarch 11, 2021 project referrals were sent to the following responsible or trustee agencies with

ction over the Project. A summary of the submitted agency commenits are listed below.

Environmental Health-FB Comment
Building Services-Ukiah TBD
Cannabis Division-Ukiah No Comment
County Addresser No Comment
Fort Bragg Rural Fire Department No Comment
CALFIRE-Land Use No Response
Redwood Valley Rancheria Comment
Sherwood Valley Band of Pomo Indians No Response
Noyo River Indian Community No Response
Manchester Band of Pomo Indians No Response
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Environmental Health (Fort Bragg-Hazmat) - The Mendocino County Division of Environmental Health
Hazardous Materials Division determined that any fuel storage exceeding 55 gallons shall require a
Hazardous Material Business Plan (HMBP) to be submitted to the California Environmental Reporting
System (CERTS) which can be attained online at hitps://cers.calena.ca.goy.

Redwood Valley Rancheria — In response to the County’s request for comment regarding the proposed
CA district, the Redwood Valley Rancheria indicated that the project should not increase water usage.
Although the County may issue permits related to infrastructure developments, such as wells, and spring
boxes, the amount of water used on the properties within the proposed district is not regulated by the
Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services or the Division of Environmental
Health. However, if the CA district is approved, all cultivation applicants must obtain cultivation permits
from the County. To do so, cultivation applications must meet criteria, which adequately addresses the
water usage concern as expressed by the Rancheria.

If the CA district is approved, applicants are required to obtain a cultivation permit pursuant to Mendocino
County Code Chapter 10A.17, the cultivation ordinance. Specifically, applications to cultivate cannabis
within established accommodation districts are subject to Mendocino County Code Section 10A.17.081,
otherwise referred to as Phase / Permits. To earn a Phase | cultivation permit from the County,
applicants are subject to Section 10A.17.080(B)(1) or “Proof of Prior Cultivation” or evidence that they
were cultivating cannabis on the cultivation site prior to January 1, 2016. This eligibility requirement
inherently restricts the number of potential operators, as well as seeks to uphold the intent and spirit of
the districts, which is to provide the ability to continue an existing use. Additionally, applicants for
Mendocino County cultivation permits are required to demonstrate compliance with the State Water
Resource Control Board (SWRCB), which requires additional permits issued by the jurisdictional
authorities over water, entities of the State of California. These include permits such as the Small
Irrigation Use Registration (SIUR) and Water Rights with regard to water use and the Cannabis General,
which requires cultivators to report waste discharge. Other permits issued by the State may also be
required to apply for a County cultivation permit if the source of water is a natural spring or waterway.

KEY ISSUES
1. General Plan and Zoning Consistency

The Mendocino County General Plan provide the comprehensive principles that are the basis for the
goals and policies of the County. To protect community areas and support more compact urban
development patterns, Planning Principle 2-2: Economic Development and Jobs/Housing supports
diversified, and innovative business practices with an emphasis on long-term and stable economic
stability. Nearly 3,900 square miles in size, employment opportunities can be limited by distance in a rural
area like Mendocino County and therefare, the General Plan promotes employment opportunities within
proximity to residential communities, such as the proposed district.

Policy DE-14: “The Rural Residential classification is intended to encourage local small scale food
production (farming) in areas which are not well suited for large scale commercial agriculture, defined by
present or potential use, location, mini-climate, slope, exposure, etc. The Rural Residential classification
is not intended to be a growth area, and residences should be located as to create minimal impact on
agricultural viability.” General Uses within the classification include residential and agricultural uses,
cottage industries, residential clustering, public facilities, public services, conservation and development
of natural resources, and utility installations."

Mendocino County Zoning Code Section 20.048.005: Varying in size and conformity, the parcels that
comprise the proposed district are developed with residences and additional ancillary structures
including, but not limited to, storage sheds, workshops, garages and barns. All of the parcels within the

' Mendocino County General Plan Chapter 3: Development Element; Policy DE-14 Pg 3-74.
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district are located in the Rural Residential (RR) zoning district, and allow residential use by right.
> Industries, as defined in Section 20.008.024(M), refer to small scale businesses’ operated in, or
a residential use are allowed, subject to a Minar Use Permit. In the case of approved CA districts,

cannabis cultivation is limited and cannot exceed 2,500 square feet of canopy or the Cottage Permit. Due
to the nature of the coastal forest environment, cannabis cultivation activities within the proposed district

are lik
cultivat

Staff fi
Plan g
cottage
also fin

oly limited to indoor or mixed light in technique, which further inherently limits the potential
on capacity of each parcel within the district.

nds that the proposed CA Combining District is consistent with the Mendocino County General
pals and policies to promote economic development within residential communities, such as
industries that use limited resources, and provide employment opportunities for residents. Staff
ds that the proposed CA Combining District aligns with the intent of the Rural Residential zoning

designtion given commercial activities are allowed, with approval of additional permits

2. Lan

The ap
within {
regardi
previou
suppori
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Owner Support

plication for R_2019-0012 was submitted by the applicant on behalf of property owners of parcels
he proposed district. The application was initiated in response to the County's Sunset Clause,
ng existing commercial cannabis cultivation operations on parcels less than two acres in size. As
sly discussed, sixty percent (60%) of the affected property owners are required to demonstrate
for the district. Pursuant to Chapter 20.118.030 (B), applications to establish these districts must
ompanied by either a petition, or alternative demonstration of applicable landowner support. To
the privacy of applicable landowners, the results of the petition are synthesized as follows. Of the
iguous parcels within the proposed district, 75% (12) of property owners signed the owner petition,
ing creation of the accommodation district. Three property owners did not vote for reasons
n to staff.

iously discussed, parcels in the proposed CA district were included in the Mitchell Creek North CA
reviewed by the Mendocino County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in 2018,
g two cannabis cultivation applicants who have submitted permits with the County that cannot be
without approval of this CA district. Compared to the Mitchell Creek North CA District, 612.59+
the proposed district is small, 44.29+ acres, and only covers 7.23% of what was originally
ed. Due to the methodologies employed by Michael Baker International, with respect to the way in
ublic disagreement of the district was calculated, staff has no way to apply a precedence of the

low approval rating as neither the surveys, emails or community meetings connected public disagreement
with a specific parcel. Staff notes that the pending Phase | applications indicate that the cultivators have
met critical eligibility requirements to demonstrate multiple years of consistent, and compliant cultivation
activities. The two pending applications were therefore submitted by applicants aware of the county
Sunsef| Provision, sought a compliant pathway forward, and applied for cultivation permits without surety
that the use would even be allowed. Given the. historical presence of cannabis cultivation within the
proposed district as well as current compliant cultivation activities, staff finds the collection of parcels

accept

ble for development of a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District, and meets the required

threshalds as enumerated in Chapter 20.118 of the Mendocino County Zoning Code.

3. Envi

Canna
demon
through

ronmental Determination

bis Accommodation Combining Districts only allow the permitting of cuitivation sites that can
strate prior existence, and will not provide a basis for permitting new cultivation sites. Additionally,
the process of permitting, including site inspection and required compliance with County,

regional, and state permitting standards, impacts resulting from unpermitted cultivation is reduced.

An Adgendum to the existing Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH #2016112028) has been completed in
compliance with CEQA, and CEQA guidelines. Adoption of the Addendum is supported by the
incorpgrated analysis, and findings establish the basis for determining that none of the conditions
described in Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, calling for the preparation of a subsequent negative
declaration, or environmental impact report have occurred.
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PLANNING COMMISSION R_2019-0012
STAFF REPORT FOR REZONE o ¢ PAGE 8

RECOMMENDATION

By Resolution, the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the
previously adopted Addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the requested Rezone,
as proposed by the applicant, based on the facts and findings contained in the resolution.

DATE CHEVON HOLMES
PLANNER I

ATTACHMENTS:

Location Map

Project Locations Map
Mendocino Cypress Map
Aerial Imagery Map

Zoning Map

General Plan

Adjacent Parcels Map

Fire Hazard Zones and Responsibility Map
Wetlands Map

Ground Water Resources Map
Western Soils Map

Farmland Classification Map
Cannabis Sites Map
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RESOLUTION & ADDENDUM TO THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) Exhibit A & B:
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Exhibit B

June 3, 2021

Addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND: SCH#2016112028,
Adopted April 4, 2017 by the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors) for the County of
Mendocino Cannabis Cultivation Regulations

Commercial Cannabis Accommodation Combining District
Rezone Application R_2019-0012

Assessor Parcel Numbers: 019-560-31, 01 9-560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41 , 019-560-62, 019-560-63,
019-570-16, 019-570-17, 019-570-1 9, 019-570-24, 019-570-25, 019-570-26, 01 9-670-27, 019-570-28,
018-570-29, 019-570-32

Prepared By: Chevon Holmes
Planner Il

This Addendum has been prepared in accordance with Section 15164 Article 1, Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations (CCR) as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and serves as
an Addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND; SCH#20161 12028) for the
Mendocino Cannabis Cultivation Regulations. The County of Mendocino was the lead agency for the
environmental review of the Cannabis Cultivation Regulations.

Page 1
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DECISION ANALYSIS

Establishment of a new Cannabis Accommodation (CA) District constitutes a “project” subject to CEQA,
which precipitates the requirement for further environmental review under the California Environmental
Quality Act. Section 15162 of CEQA explains that when a Negative Declaration (ND) has been adopted for
a project, no subsequent ND shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the
basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, ane or more of the following:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous negative declaration due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects; or

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the negative declaration was
adopted shows any of the following:

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous negative declaration;

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous negative declaration;

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would
in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one of more significant
effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation
measures or alterative; or

d. Mitigation measures or alternative which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous negative declaration would substantially reduce one
or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

No additional mitigation is required. Creation of the district itself does not affect the effectiveness of the
mitigation measures outlined in the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration, as there will be no additional
environmental impacts associated with establishing the district. The Cannabis. Accommodation (CA)
Combining Districts allow existing, and eligible cannabis cultivation operations that are actively seeking
County approval, or cultivation permits flexibility of regulations, and ultimately provide standards and
permitting pathways to bring baseline commercial cannabis cultivation activities into compliance. As part of
the cannabis cultivation permitting process for legacy applicants, proof of prior cultivation functions as an
eligibility requirement, an affirmation that existing cultivation activities were in operation in 2016 or earlier.
Cultivation sites for which applicants are seeking permits, are subject to inspection, and must comply with
applicable regulations, and any requirements applied through the cannabis permit review process, as well
as review and permitting by regional and state agencies. Staff has determined that baseline conditions
considered at the time of adoption of the ND have not changed.

The applicant's request to create a Cannabis Accommodation (CA) Combing District does not meet the
criteria for preparing a subsequent negative declaration. An Addendum is appropriate, as none of the
conditions constituting preparation of a subsequent negative declaration have occurred.

Page 3
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FINDINGS

For the proposed Rezone application, R_2019-0012, to create a Cannabis Accommodation
(CA) Combining District, no substantial changes that would require major revisions to the
previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) have been identified. No new

significant environmental effects increase in the severity of those previously identified in the
adopted MND.

Allowing the continuation of use on sites currently in cultivation would not create a new
significant impact, or increase severity, as the eligibility requirement of proof of prior cultivation
demonstrates that the activities are ongoing and already existed when the MND was drafted,
and are therefore considered part of the baseline conditions; and

For the Cannabis Accommodation (CA) Combining District, no substantial changes occurred
with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken that requires major
revisions of the previous negative declaration, due to the involvement of new significant

environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects.

The circumstances under which the project is undertaken, remain the same, and based on the
discussion above, no new significant environmental effects resulting from the proposed project
are anticipated. The applicant for the Cannabis Accommodation (CA) Combining District has
several additional pending and approved permits issued by the Mendocino County Department
of Planning and Building Services. The Mendocino County Cannabis Cultivation application is
under review pending the creation of the requested CA Combining District (AG_2018-0160 for
indoor cultivation) and the applicant’s indoor cultivation operation activities are subject to the
Canditions of Approval, as assigned by Use Permit Renewal UR_2020-0004, an additional
requirement for indoor cultivation activities. The applicant also holds a Cannabis Facilities
Business License (CFBL_2019-0023) issued by Mendocino County and held an expired
Provisional Adult Use Cannabis Cultivation License (CCL18-0003428) issued by the California
Department of Food and Agriculture; and

For the Cannabis Accommodation (CA) Combining District, there is no new information of
substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the previous MND was adopted as complete.

There has been no new information of substantial importance that was not known, and could
not have been known at the time the previous MND was prepared and adopted April 4, 2017
by the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors. The baseline conditions describing the overall
impacts of existing cannabis cultivation remain the same; and

The proposed district does not constitute a change in the level of significance previously
discussed in the adopted MND. As such, it is concluded that the current Cannabis
Accommodation (CA) Combining District will not have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the previous MND. There are no mitigation measures previously found not to be
feasible that would in fact be feasible, and substantially reduce one or more significant effects
of the project.

The proposed district does not require changes to any mitigation measures. No new potential
impacts have been identified requiring new mitigation measures to be developed’ and

Finally, there are no mitigation measures, or alternatives identified in this analysis which are
considerably different from those analyzed in the previous MND, and which would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

Page 4
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™,

The Rezone, R_2019-0012, request to create a Cannabis Accommadation (CA) Combining
District does not involve changes to, or analysis of, any mitigation measures previously
identified or adopted.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above discussion, it is concluded that an Addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated
Negative Declaration is appropriate to address the requirements under CEQA, for the proposed Cannabis
Accommodation Combing District because, there are no new significant environmental effects that would
require new mitigation. The proposed project is consistent with Section 15164 Article II, Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR) as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Therefore, no additional analysis is required.

Page 5
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Sincerely,
Ashley Matthews
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Mendocino County Staff and Planning Commission, '

I am writing to voice my support for Sovereign's cultivation facility
applications (R2019-0012 and R2019-0013) currently being threatened by
the sunset clause.

Sovereign provides clean cannabis to the entire state and it would be at
the community’s detriment to deny this application.

I understand that there is over the minimum required 60% property
owner support for this application so it is unclear why the County Staff
has REWRITTEN the staff report to recommend it for denial.

Please approve this application and allow Sovereign to continue
providing jobs, tax revenue and cannabis to our community.

Sincerely,

Katrine Kenyon
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From: "Shawn Carolan-Abell" <sabell@mcn.org>
To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org>
Date: 2/1/2022 10:22 AM

Subject: regarding case R 2019 0012

To Whom it may concern:

| own property at 17400 Amethyst Dr. Fort Bragg, CA.

I received this notice regarding a proposal for Cannabis Accommodation.

I am 100% against for the following reason:

1. Ground water in our current drought!!! That should be reason enough.

there is no water to support such a business.

2. ABUSINESS in a residential neighborhood. The noise of the fans on these
buildings go off ALL HOURS of the NIGHT. They exist already. We hear them.

My daughter lives on Amethyst.

3. Put this proposal in an industrial area, such as north of FB.

As a note. | do not understand the language of this proposal by the way.
"Addendum to previously adopted mitigated negative declaration."

Please explain what that means.

Thank you and do let me know this email will be counted at the hearing

and that you received it in time.

Shawn Carolan-Abell
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Sincerely,
Josh Morsell, Lia Morsell and Lee Morsell
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Thank you.

Sincerely,

Julie Roiers and Rodnei Fedor
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compared to, say, wine grapes is that the plants can be quickly rooted up and stolen at harvest
time. The crop can be immediately sold. The value of the crops drives risky and dangerous
schemes. These armed thefts have been seen in the past anywhere that cannabis is grown. People
in residential neighborhoods go for walks, their kids ride their bikes and skateboards. They play in
their yards. An armed conflict on the parcel next door should not be something that families have
to prepare for.

A few years ago a county survey on this issue resulted in 90% of residents expressing their opposition to
CACD re-zoning.

The proposed re-zoning of RR-2 areas for Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts (CACD) has been
denied by the county in the past. That was wise. We hope that wisdom will continue to prevail and that
these current cases, and any future cases, will also be denied.

Thank you,
Doug Smith

16841 Hills O’Home Lane
Fort Bragg, CA

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 235
file:///C:/Users/feenanj/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/61FASAASCOMDOMICOMPO...  2/2/2022



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 236



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 237



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 238



ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT C - PAGE 239



7 VPargréﬁ4 of 6
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property owner and the County to author the Cannabis Accomodation District 2019-0012 without including all
those impacted by this project?

Unforfunately an additional Cannabis \ccomodation District 2019-0013 is up against the same dilemma, the
same applicant, and the County’s same tactics negatively impaciing our neighbors just to the North ol us who
also voted in 2018 against the Cannabis Overlay North, find themselves in the same predicament.

If, per the Cannabis Ordinance, 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the
“district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels were included in the
“district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge, being ignored. Implicates the county in
deception. The County had not informed us about this project or updates since the 2018 vote to remove
Mitchell Creek North and South from the proposed Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts. Does
the County consider not knowing that the property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential
to commercial agricultural is in some way approval? How were those property owners who had absolutely
no knowledge of this application and project, supposed to take action to rescind their parcels from the district
without knowledge of the project? This is purposeful trickery. Where is the County’s integrity in this matter?
Without an appropriate response from Mendocino County aknowledging the clear disregard for input and
inclusion in the Cannabis Ordanance, Cannabis Accomodation District, the application R_2019-0012, and now
to add insult to injury The Tourist Facilities Ordanance, all without EIR/CEQA input. This mess is a Class
Action Suit waiting to happen.

I received a telephone message from Planner Chevon Holmes on June 29, 2021 At 9:52 a.m., which 1
saved, stating “the withdrawal of application by the applicant. That rezone request was withdrawn by the
applicant and is no longer under consideration by the Mendocino County Planning Commission or the
Board of Supervisors.

If you do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me.

Again, the application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a consideration.”

An application to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District requires submission of a petition that
demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more than sixty percent of the affected property owners
and therefore, it is possible that a property be included in the proposed district and the owner not actively
participate. Staff has attached the applicable zoning chapter for your review which provides additional
information with regard to district requirements.

(Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.030. - Establishment of CA Combining District.

(B) Establishment of a CA Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more property owner(s) within the
boundaries of the proposed CA district. Such application shall be filed with the Planning and Building
Services Department and shall be accompanied by either:

(1) A petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more than sixty percent (60%) of
the affected property owners (as demonstrated by one (1) owner's signature per legal parcel) within the
proposed CA district; or

(2) An alternative demonstration of landowner support, including but not limited to a landowner survey
conducted by the County and funded by the applicant, or other method as approved by the County.
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The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted “district” including 16 parcels
in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel
APN=019-560-31, SE & A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry vn
that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the conditions for the additional 14 or 15
parcels included in the “district” would meet the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Clearly the maps show that each individual parcel within the so-called “district” is unique in regard to meeting
the necesary L:nvironmental Data needed to bypass CEQA and meet the many requirements.

In fact I would argue that Brandy Moulton’s application is incomplete and inaccurate and does not represent
what actually does take place on that parcel. Neighbors routinely witness activity on said parcel suggesting
ongoing construction vs. a completed and approved site, multiple shifts of mutliple workers on site, concrete
trucks going in and out of the gates, etc., etc.

The application is incomplete. This application only represents 1(one) parcel APN# 019-5601-31, and the
desires of 2 people, the owner — who is not named in the application, but appears on page as SE&A Inc.— and
the applicant, Brandy Moulton. The application does not address the additional 15 (fifteen parcels) — 019-
560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41, 019-560-62, 019-560-63, 019-570-16, 019-570-17, 019-570-19, 019-570-24,
019-570-25, 019-570-26, 019-570-28, 019-570-29, 019-570-32, and one missing APN# that is not noted in the
listing of parcels included in the “district,” on page 1 of the county’s document dated March 11, 2021, stating

16 (sixteen) parcels and noting only 15 (fifteen). The only parcel considered for its environmental impact and
signed off by the necesary agencies is the applicants. The micro-environments in this “district” represent many
distinct ecologies each one with unique soils, plants, wildlife, fire dangers, aquifers, animal and human
populations and needs.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the “district” were aware their parcels
would be included in the “district.” The remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners were caught by surprise, had
no reason to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis
Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being completely ignored and the county was in its final stages
of forcing a rezone on them. These property owner’s who have no desire for and have not applied for a zoning
change and do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District — discovered their APNs included in the parcels
listed in the notice that these property owners’ did not receive but found out from their neighbors whose
properties are adjacent to the “district,” who were noticed and contacted them to find our what the hell was
going, on only to learn they had no knowledge of any of this and were flabbergasted to learn about what was
happening! Very disconcerting. How is this possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by
the county the following week to be rezoned were completely unaware of this project or application? How is it
possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s to be cobbled together by 1 (one) property owner, for one applicant and
the County to be the authors of 2019-0012 without including all those impacted?

That have not determination of if they meet the agents name and information is deleted from the application,
signatures are missing, let alone not

If 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the “district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the
sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels were included in the “district,” and had no reason to
suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was
somehow, without their knowledge being ignored. Implicates the county in deception. Does the county consider
not knowing, not being aware that the property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to
commercial agricultural is in some way approval. This is trickery worthy of a class action response. Where is
the County’s integrity in this matter?

The un-named owner approached a number of the property owners whose parcels—unbeknown to them until a
week before the scheduled hearing—were included in the “district” and about to be rezoned from rural
residential to commercial/agricultural, showed up at the homes of some of the owners’ in an attempt to convince
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them not to rescind their property from the district. This person has a reputation as a bully. People are feeling
unsafe to act in their best interest for fear of retribution.

The HOA (Home Owner’s Association) covenant for the Shane Drive parcels states that, residential use only is
allowed on the lots. Anything commercial is in violation of the Covenant they signed and agreed to when they
purchased land/house in the subdivision.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted “district” including 16 parcels
in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel
APN#019-560-31, SE & A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry on
that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the conditions for the additional 14 or 15
parcels included in the “district” would meet the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Come on Mendocino County Departmnet of Planning and Building Services let’s get it together and act as if
Zoning declarations actually matter. That designations such as Rural Residential have meaning and that it is the
County’s job to uphold them.

Please deny R_2019-0012/0013, AND let’s put this CACD nonsense behind us once and for all.

Thank you,

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
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TO: Department of Planning and Building Services
Commission Staff

860 North Bush Street

Ukiah, CA 95482
pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org

Phone 707-234-6650

Fax 707-463-5709

pbs(@mendocinocounty.org
www.mendocinocounty.org/pbs

FROM: Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
15710 Shane Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

Mailing Address

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
P.O. Box 988

Mendocino, CA 95460
friedaf(@mcn.org

Phone 707-962-9246

February 1, 2022

To the Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services and
the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors,

Concerning Case#: R _2019-0012 and Case#: R_2019-0013.

I request this letter be entered into the record for Case#: R _2019-0012 and
Case#: R _2019-0013.

I strongly oppose CASE#: R 2019-0012 and Case#: R_2019-0013,
Rezones to create Cannabis Accomodation Combining Districts.

On June 29, 2021 At 9:52 a.m. I received a telephone message from then
Planner Chevon Holmes, which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of
application (CASE#: R_2019-0012) by the applicant. That rezone request was
withdrawn by the applicant and is no longer under consideration by the
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Mendocino County Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors. If you
do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me. Again, the
application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a consideration.”

[ have made numerous calls to Planner Russell Ford since receiving this message
from Chevon Holmes, asking for any updates on these applications but have not
received any calls in return.s

On January 27, 2022 I received the Notice of Public Hearing dated January 21,
2022, postmarked January 24, 2022 noticing (yet again!) R_2019-0012!

Brandy Moulton is yet again holding the county, zoning policy, and our rural
residential neighborhoods hostage by submitting-withdrawing-re-submitting-suing-
again-submitting this Cannabis Accommmodation Combining District/Rezoning
Policy mess! I can only imagine the number of law suits the county would face if
these applications were approved!

Recently (1/25/22) in an interview on KZYX Supervisor Ted Williams refered to
Cannabis policy in rural residential areas, “... like putting Gas Stations in Rural
Residential neighborhoods.”

How would the county ever be able to apply sensible zoning with this nonsensical
policy making again!

Following is my letter from the previous go-around on this application.

In this letter I will be addressing CASE#: R 2019-0012, as my property is within
350 feet from this proposed “district,” therefore I received notice regarding this
application. The issues I will be addressing also apply to Case#: R_2019-0013,
therefore I am voicing my opposition to both proposed rezones and pledging my
support for my neighbors opposing the proposed CA Accomodation Combining
Districts in both neighborhoods.

Although the County listed the date filed for R_2019-0012 as 10/30/2019 in the
document copied below, the applicant’s application form is actually dated 1/19/21
*see the copy below.

Right away there is a conflict between the County’s deadline (copied below) for
applications for CA Combining Districts as November 1, 2019; and the applicants
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Property owners of 14 (fourteen) out of the 16 (sixteen) parcels included in

the so-called “district” had no idea that this application R_2019-0012 existed.
Property owners and owners of adjacent property had no idea these parcels were
being considered for rezoning from rural residential to commercial/agricultural!
Property owners did not receive notice from the County regarding the virtual
hearing scheduled for June 3,2021 where the Mendocino County Planning
Commission planned the public hearing on the Cannabis Accomodation
Combining District Rezoning project and the Draft Addendum to the previously
adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration. No-one in the neighborhood—except for
2 (two), both with applications for cannabis cultivation permits filed with the
county, including the 1(one) applicant who cobbled together, unbenownst to
everyone else in the “district”—had any awareness that their Rural Residential
property was slated for rezoning where “The CA Combining District may be
applied to areas that include existing commercial cannabis cultivation operations,
and where the zoning designation of the majority of the lots allows residential use
by right.” From (Ord. No. 4420 , § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.020. (A)-Applicability.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the
“district” were aware their parcels would be included in the “district.” The
remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners and the adjacent property owners were
caught by surprise. We had no reason to suspect that our overwhelmingly
successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis
Overlays were somehow, without our knowledge being completely ignored by
the County. That the County was in the final stages of forcing a rezone on us.
Why wasn’t every property owner who voted in 2018 notified that the county had
completed and passed an ordinance that essentially repealed our vote? This is not
responsible governance.

These property owner’s have no desire for a Cannabis Accomodation District, had
not applied for a zoning change, do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District.
They only discovered their APNs included in the parcels listed in a notice that was
not sent to the property owners themselves, but shared with them by neighbors
within 350 feet from the “district!” These property owners’ did not receive notice
from the County but found out when their neighbors whose properties are adjacent
to the proposed “district” were noticed and contacted their neighbors whose parcels
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were listed to find our what the hell was going-on!We learned that our neighbors -
whose properties were listed in the notice had no knowledge of any of this and
were flabbergasted to learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting. How is
this possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by the
County the following week to be potentially rezoned were completely unaware of
this project or application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s were
cobbled together by 1 (one) property owner and the County to author the Cannabis
Accomodation District 2019-0012 without including all those impacted by this
project?

Unfortunately an additional Cannabis Accomodation District 2019-0013 is up
against the same dilemma, the same applicant, and the County’s same tactics
negatively impacting our neighbors just to the North of us who also voted in 2018
against the Cannabis Overlay North, find themselves in the same predicament.

If, per the Cannabis Ordinance, 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the
parcels included in the “district,” and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’
were unaware that their parcels were included in the “district,” and had no reason
to suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge, being ignored.
Implicates the county in deception. The County had not informed us about this
project or updates since the 2018 vote to remove Mitchell Creek North and
South from the proposed Cannabis Accommodation Combining Districts.
Does the County consider not knowing that the property you own is about to
be rezoned from rural residential to commercial agricultural is in some way
approval? How were those property owners who had absolutely no knowledge of
this application and project, supposed to take action to rescind their parcels from
the district without knowledge of the project? This is purposeful trickery. Where is
the County’s integrity in this matter? Without an appropriate response from
Mendocino County aknowledging the clear disregard for input and inclusion in the
Cannabis Ordanance, Cannabis Accomodation District, the application R_2019-
0012, and now to add insult to injury The Tourist Facilities Ordanance, all without
EIR/CEQA input. This mess is a Class Action Suit waiting to happen.

I received a telephone message from Planner Chevon Holmes on June 29, 2021
At 9:52 a.m., which I saved, stating “the withdrawal of application by the
applicant. That rezone request was withdrawn by the applicant and is no
longer under consideration by the Mendocino County Planning Commission
or the Board of Supervisors.
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Af you do still have questions please feel free to reach out to me. -

Again, the application has been withdrawn and is no longer up for a
consideration.”

An application to create a Cannabis Accommodation Combining District requires
submission of a petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by
more than sixty percent of the affected property owners and therefore, it is possible
that a property be included in the proposed district and the owner not actively
participate. Staff has attached the applicable zoning chapter for your review which
provides additional information with regard to district requirements.

(Ord. No. 4420, § 4, 12-4-2018) Sec. 20.118.030. - Establishment of CA Combining District.

(B) Establishment of a CA Combining District may be initiated by one (1) or more
property owner(s) within the boundaries of the proposed CA district. Such
application shall be filed with the Planning and Building Services Department
and shall be accompanied by either:

(1) A petition that demonstrates support for the proposed CA district by more
than sixty percent (60%) of the affected property owners (as demonstrated

by one (1) owner's signature per legal parcel) within the proposed CA
district; or

(2)  An alternative demonstration of landowner support, including but not
limited to a landowner survey conducted by the County and funded by the
applicant, or other method as approved by the County.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted
“district” including 16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application
lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE &
A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry
on that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the
conditions for the additional 14 or 15 parcels included in the “district” would meet
the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.
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Clearly the maps show that each individual parcel within the so-called “district” is
unique in regard to meeting the necesary Environmental Data needed to bypass
CEQA and meet the many requirements.

In fact I would argue that Brandy Moulton’s application is incomplete and
inaccurate and does not represent what actually does take place on that parcel.
Neighbors routinely witness activity on said parcel suggesting ongoing
construction vs. a completed and approved site, multiple shifts of mutliple workers
on site, concrete trucks going in and out of the gates, etc., etc.

The application is incomplete. This application only represents 1(one) parcel
APN# 019-5601-31, and the desires of 2 people, the owner — who is not named in
the application, but appears on page as SE&A Inc.— and the applicant, Brandy
Moulton. The application does not address the additional 15 (fifteen parcels) —
019-560-12, 019-560-29, 019-560-41, 019-560-62, 019-560-63, 019-570-16, 019-
570-17, 019-570-19, 019-570-24, 019-570-25, 019-570-26, 019-570-28, 019-570-
29, 019-570-32, and one missing APN# that is not noted in the listing of parcels
included in the “district,” on page 1 of the county’s document dated March 11,
2021, stating 16 (sixteen) parcels and noting only 15 (fifteen). The only parcel
considered for its environmental impact and signed off by the necesary agencies is
the applicants. The micro-environments in this “district” represent many distinct
ecologies each one with unique soils, plants, wildlife, fire dangers, aquifers, animal
and human populations and needs.

To my knowledge, only 2 (two) of the 16 (sixteen) parcel owners within the
“district” were aware their parcels would be included in the “district.” The
remaining 14 (fourteen) property owners were caught by surprise, had no reason to
suspect that their successful vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and
South Cannabis Overlay was somehow, without their knowledge being completely
ignored and the county was in its final stages of forcing a rezone on them. These
property owner’s who have no desire for and have not applied for a zoning change
and do not desire a Cannabis Accomodation District — discovered their APNs
included in the parcels listed in the notice that these property owners’ did not
receive but found out from their neighbors whose properties are adjacent to the
“district,” who were noticed and contacted them to find our what the hell was
going, on only to learn they had no knowledge of any of this and were
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flabbergasted to.learn about what was happening! Very disconcerting~How is this
possible, that the people whose properties were being considered by the county the
following week to be rezoned were completely unaware of this project or
application? How is it possible for these 16 (sixteen) APN’s to be cobbled together
by 1 (one) property owner, for one applicant and the County to be the authors of
2019-0012 without including all those impacted?

That have not determination of if they meet the agents name and information is
deleted from the application, signatures are missing, let alone not

If 60% approval is required by the owners’ of the parcels included in the “district,”
and 14 (fourteen) of the sixteen parcel owners’ were unaware that their parcels
were included in the “district,” and had no reason to suspect that their successful
vote in 2018 against the Mitchell Creek North and South Cannabis Overlay was
somehow, without their knowledge being ignored. Implicates the county in
deception. Does the county consider not knowing, not being aware that the
property you own is about to be rezoned from rural residential to commercial
agricultural is in some way approval. This is trickery worthy of a class action
response. Where is the County’s integrity in this matter?

The un-named owner approached a number of the property owners whose
parcels—unbeknown to them until a week before the scheduled hearing—were
included in the “district” and about to be rezoned from rural residential to
commercial/agricultural, showed up at the homes of some of the owners’ in an
attempt to convince them not to rescind their property from the district. This
person has a reputation as a bully. People are feeling unsafe to act in their best
interest for fear of retribution.

The HOA (Home Owner’s Association) covenant for the Shane Drive parcels
states that, residential use only is allowed on the lots. Anything commercial is in
violation of the Covenant they signed and agreed to when they purchased
land/house in the subdivision.

The full referall packet for the Cannabis Accomodation District, the highlighted
“district” including 16 parcels in the notice (vs. the 15 parcels as the application
lists), presents details that only apply to 1 (one) parcel APN#019-560-31, SE &
A’s property ownership and Brandy Moulton’s application for agricultural industry
on that particular property, should not be assumed to address whether the
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conditions for the additional 14-or 15 parcels included in the “distriet” would meet
the necesary conditions to qualify for permit.

Come on Mendocino County Departmnet of Planning and Building Services let’s
get it together and act as if Zoning declarations actually matter. That designations
such as Rural Residential have meaning and that it is the County’s job to uphold
them.

Please deny R _2019-0012/0013, AND let’s put this CACD nonsense behind us
once and for all.

Thank you,

Carol A. Feen/Frieda Feen
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remain in effect.
v Sincerely, : S
Renata and Steven Coury
2-1-2022
renatacoury@Hughes.net
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_ pbscommissions - Against rezoning RE: Cases #: R 2019-0012 and R_2019-0013

From: Linda Lawley <lindalawley@gmail.com>

To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org>

Date: 2/2/2022 1:55 PM

Subject: Against rezoning RE: Cases #: R_2019-0012 and R_2019-0013

As a property owner in the Simpson/Mitchell Creek area, I am writing to oppose the
rezoning of our residential neighborhood to create a "Cannabis Accommodation
Combining District". The neighborhood has already been polled and we still do not
want commercial cannabis in our neighborhood. The sunset provision should not be
extended. Ms. Moulton has had plenty of time to find another location. When will this
stop?

Linda Lawley
17400 Redwood Springs Dr.
Fort Bragg
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There are currently workers at a Cannabis Cultivation site in our neighborhood who throw empty
alcoholic beverage containers out of their vehicles while traveling across my property. | walk the
roadway nearly every day for exercise and am forced to pick up these cans and bottles regularly. It
also demonstrates that the workers at the site are consuming alcohol while driving, putting
neighborhood residents at risk.

Commercial Cannabis operations have a negative effect on our residential neighborhood. The
pungent smell of cannabis is very pervasive in our neighborhood and prevents me from the quiet
enjoyment of my property.

| have serious concerns over using our limited water resources for commercial agricultural
operations in our residentially zoned community. This concern has become more urgent with the
current extreme drought declaration in Mendocino County along with several more years of
drought forecast in the coming years. All properties in our area are serviced by water wells, so
there is a great concern over commercial agricultural uses. Water use in an area zoned RR should
be reserved for residential purposes, and not for the benefit of private commercial operations.
Local wells are beginning to show the strain. There should be no development of commercial
operations that draw water for non-residential use in a residential zone.

| am concerned about a decline in the value of my residential property if parcels in the area are
rezoned for commercial and/or industrial use. | moved to a rural residential neighborhood, and
paid a premium for my property, specifically to live in a quiet residential neighborhood.

Simpson Lane is a densely populated neighborhood on a two-lane road. It is the only access into
and out of our neighborhood. There are tremendous concerns about the ability of the roads to
accommodate emergency evacuations and for increasing daily traffic. Approval of any rezoning
request for commercial or industrial purposes that would increase traffic on this critical roadway
should be denied for public safety reasons.

| am also the owner of 39051 Turner Road. While it is not included in the proposed rezoning
application, it has only a one parcel buffer from the proposed district. This parcel will be negatively
impacted for most of the reasons stated above.

For the above listed reasons, | am requesting that the Mendocino County Planning Commission
and the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors deny the Rezoning request, Case # R_2019-
0012.

Jeffrey Nixon

15665 Shane Drive
Fort Bragg CA 95437
APN# 019-570-29
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RECEIVE

From: Linda Turner <lindaturn@comcast.net> FEB 03 2022

To: <pbscommissions@mendocinocounty.org>

Date: 2/3/2022 10:15 AM S Buildi .
Subject: Moulton application 2019_0012 @ odliding Services

NO to Rezoning.
NO to Commercial Grows in our neighborhood
NO to suspending the sunset Provision

Sent from my iPhone
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