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To: Nevada County Board of Supervisors and Staff

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Many of our county voters have been watching the progress of the Citizens’ Advisory
Committee. We applaud their work, the openness of the meetings, the tone of those meetings and the
wide range of stakeholder views that were expressed and taken into consideration. Speaking on behalf
of the Nevada County Democrats, we find the recommendations to be generally moderate.

Attached please find letters to each Supervisor signed by some of their constituents. They were
signed at a single event; they are not the result of a drive or there would obviously be far far more.
Inasmuch as the letter was written and signed before anyone had had a chance to see the CAG
recommendations, you will note that many of the points have been addressed in the CAG report.

There are, nonetheless, several areas we’d like to see further clarified or modified. Non-
cultivation licenses must be addressed in the first draft of regulations. Producing a valuable crop with
no licensed way to manufacture, distribute, test, and sell it would be pointless. Distribution licenses,
especially, must be issued from the inception of new county regulations.

As stated in the attached letter, large ‘property line set-backs’ are simplistic, and unreasonable
in the foothilis. Piease ciarify what concerns are met by any set-backs, and target those concerns
directly. if the issue is odor, then the current type of required distances from homes makes much more
sense. If there are other reasons for set-backs, we urge you to articulate the concern(s) and target
them. There should also be a procedure to request variances when they make sense for business
owners and their neighbors.

We also want to urge as much outdoor growth as possible because it is less resource intensive,
and more natural. Some of our growers will want to be able to use “Organic” labelling. Any property of
an acre or larger should be able to have 6 plants outdoors. That would occupy up to about 600 SF. An
acre is about 45,000 SF — that’s 1.3% of the square footage of the property. That’s hardly too much to
ask.

We are especially pleased that the proposals reject Type 3 licenses for large, commercial
gardens. We support the smaller Type 1 and Type 2 licensing.

Lastly, we urge the Board to support the formation of a Blue Ribbon group to follow through
with the CAG’s work, providing on-going support and input to you and our county staff.
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Respectfully,



December 5, 2017
Re:  Nevada County’s Cannabis Industry
To: Heidi Hall, Supervisor District 1

Dear Supervisor Hall:
We, the undersigned, are very interested in the progress the Board of Supervisors is making in
their efforts to craft appropriate measures to regulate cannabis in our beautiful county.

A well-regulated industry
Our county has the opportunity to lay the ground work for a well-regulated industry that will
support jobs in Nevada County, ensure our quality of rural and semi-rural life, and prove to be
sustainable economically and environmentally.
A well-regulated industry will require appropriate permits for all aspects of the industry including
growing, processing, transporting, testing and research, and sales.

In addition, we want to see the elimination of all criminal activity relating to cannabis. That will
require reasonable, easy-to-comply-with regulations implemented over an ample transition
period. Adequate time to bring growers’ production into compliance will prove crucial to
eliminate criminal behavior, enfranchise all our growers, and force out the relatively few bad
actors who desecrate our environment and add nothing to our county’s well-being.

Most growers in Nevada County are our friends, neighbors, seniors, and youtr?;rnot
carpetbaggers, and not criminals. Many are producing very modest amounts either for their
own use, or to supplement their incomes due to the financial challenges of living in the rural
mountains of eastern California.

On the issue of production, we urge the Board to issue only Type 1 and 2 licenses for smaller
grows. Please do not allow Type 3 licenses which could see substantial expansion into large,
production-scaled activity which in turn could lead to our already expensive real estate
becoming completely inaccessible to our middle-class workers and their families. Type and 1 &
2 licensure, as currently contemplated, also limits grows to approximately 4% or less of an
owner’s property.

The present system of set-backs from others’ residences makes much more sense than the
property line set backs being considered. We oppose those large property line set-backs. It
makes no sense to increase set-backs as property sizes get bigger because domiciles are
already further apart. And, also because our mountainous properties are not all configured in
nice, neat squares. Again, to bring the industry into compliance so we can regulate it, we need
easy-{o-meet standards.
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Given the extraordinary requirements of indoor grows, we strongly urge the Board not to
encourage indoor grows, nor to discourage outdoor grows. Larger indoor grows make sense in
our more densely populated areas, but other than that, outdoor growing is more sustainable,
and much less demanding on our resources. Individuals with prescriptions should be allowed to
grow for their own consumption in whatever way they can.

To summarize, we urge you to adopt measures ensuring:

A well-regulated industry with a full range of permits for all aspects of the industry
»  Current type of set-backs; not huge property-line set backs

e Environmentally sustainable, and economically viable practices

e Type 1 & 2 permits; not Type 3

® Medical users being able to grow for their own use

[

2

[ ]

An ample transition period
Clear, simple, and easily met standards
Ability to grow outdoors, especially in agricultural-residential, and agricultural zones

This period in California and US history give us an opportunity to develop a full range of
agricultural products related to cannabis, and establish Nevada County as an important global
source with the related economic benefits. If we make excellent decisions now, we can help to
ensure that Nevada County will prosper while maintaining its environmental beauty and high
quality of life.

Respectfully, your constituents,
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ADDITIONAL SIGNATURES to the LETTER RE: Nevada County’s Cannabis industry

To Heidi Hall, Supervisor District
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December 5, 2017
Re.  Nevada County’s Cannabis Industry
To: Ed Scofield, Supervisor District 2

Dear Supervisor Scofield:
We, the undersigned, are very interested in the progress the Board of Supervisors is making in
their efforts to craft appropriate measures to regulate cannabis in our beautiful county.

A well-regulated industry
Our county has the opportunity to lay the ground work for a well-requlated indust  that will
support jobs in Nevada County, ensure our quality of rural and semi-rural life, and prove to be
sustainable economically and environmentally. A well-regulated industry will require appropriate
permits for all aspects of the industry including growing, processing, transporting, testing and
research, and sales.

In addition, we want to see the elimination of all criminal activity relating to cannabis. That will
require reasonable, easy-to-comply-with regulations implemented over an ample transition
period. Adequate time to bring growers’ production into compliance will prove crucial to
eliminate criminal behavior, enfranchise all our growers, and force out the relatively few bad
actors who desecrate our environment and add nothing to our county’s well-being.

Most growers in Nevada County are our friends, neighbors, seniors, and youth;*not
carpetbaggers, and not criminals. Many are producing very modest amounts either for their
own use, or to supplement their incomes due to the financial challenges of living in the rural
mountains of eastern California.

On the issue of production, we urge the Board to issue only Type 1 and 2 licenses for smaller
grows. Please do not allow Type 3 licenses which could see substantial expansion into large,
production-scaled activity which in turn could lead to our already expensive real estate
becoming completely inaccessible to our middle-class workers and their families. Type and 1 &
2 licensure, as currently contemplated, also limits grows to approximately 4% or less of an
owner’s property.

The present system of set-backs from others’ residences makes much more sense than the
property line set backs being considered. We oppose those large property line set-backs. It
makes no sense to increase set-backs as property sizes get bigger because domiciles are
already further apart. And, also because our mountainous properties are not all configured in
nice, neat squares. Again, to bring the industry into compliance so we can regulate it, we need
easy-{o-meet standards.

K}

* \,DU‘H\‘/ Mecns a.rym 2\ - B



Given the extraordinary requirements of indoor grows, we strongly urge the Board not to
encourage indoor grows, nor to discourage outdoor grows. Individuals with prescriptions
should be allowed to grow for their own consumption in whatever way they can. Larger indoor
grows make sense in our more densely populated areas, but other than that, outdoor growing is
more sustainable, and much less demanding on our resources.

To summarize, we urge you to adopt measures ensuring:

A well-regulated industry with a full range of permits for all aspects of the industry
o Current type of set-backs; not huge property-line set backs

e Environmentally sustainable, and economically viable practices

e Type 1 & 2 permits; not Type 3

e Medical users being able to grow for their own use
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An ample transition period
Clear, simple, and easily met standards
Ability to grow outdoors, especially in agricultural-residential, and agricultural zones

This period in California and US history give us an opportunity to develop a full range of
agricultural products related to cannabis, and establish Nevada County as an important global
source with the related economic benefits. If we make excellent decisions now, we can help to
ensure that Nevada County will prosper while maintaining its environmental beauty and high
quality of life.

Respectfully, your constituents,
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ADDITIONAL SIGNATURES to the LETTER RE: Nevada County’s Cannabis industry

To Ed Scofield, Supervisor District 2
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December 5, 2017
Re:  Nevada County’s Cannabis Industry
To: Dan Miller, Supervisor District 3

Dear Supervisor Miller:
We, the undersigned, are very interested in the progress the Board of Supervisors is making in
their efforts to craft appropriate measures to regulate cannabis in our beautiful county.

A well-regulated industry
Our county has the opportunity to lay the ground work for a well-regulated industry that will
support jobs in Nevada County, ensure our quality of rural and semi-rural life, and prove to be
sustainable economically and environmentally. A well-regulated industry will require appropriate
permits for all aspects of the industry: growing, processing, transporting, testing and research,
and sales.

In addition, we want to see the elimination of all criminal activity relating to cannabis. That will
require reasonable, easy-to-comply-with regulations implemented over an ample transition
period. Adequate time to bring growers’ production into compliance will prove crucial to
eliminate criminal behavior, enfranchise all our growers, and force out the relatively few bad
actors who desecrate our environment and add nothing to our county’s well-being.

Most growers in Nevada County are our friends, neighbors, seniors, and youth;knot
carpetbaggers, and not criminals. Many are producing very modest amounts either for their
own use, or to supplement their incomes due to the financial challenges of living in the rural
mountains of eastern California.

On the issue of production, we urge the Board to issue only Type 1 and 2 licenses for smaller
grows. Please do not allow Type 3 licenses which could see substantial expansion into large,
production scaled activity which in turn could lead to our already expensive real estate
becoming completely inaccessible to our middle-class workers and their families. Type and 1 &
2 licensure, as currently contemplated, also limits grows to approximately 4% or less of an
owner’s property.

The present system of set-backs from others’ residences makes much more sense than the
property line set backs being considered. We oppose those large property line set-backs. It
makes no sense to increase set-backs as property sizes get bigger because domiciles are
already further apart. And, also because our mountainous properties are not all configured in
nice, neat squares. Again, to bring the industry into compliance so we can regulate it, we need
easy-to-meet standards.
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Given the extraordinary requirements of indoor grows, we strongly urge the Board not to
encourage indoor grows, nor to discourage outdoor grows. Individuals with prescriptions
should be allowed to grow for their own consumption in whatever way they can. Larger indoor
grows make sense in our more densely populated areas, but other than that, outdoor growing is
more sustainable, and much less demanding on our resources.

To summarize, we urge you to adopt measures ensuring:
e A well-regulated industry with a full range of permits for all aspects of the industry
»  Current type of set-backs: not huge property-line set backs
e Environmentally sustainable, and economically viable practices
e Type 1 & 2 permits; not Type 3
® Medical users being able to grow for their own use
e An ample transition period
o Clear, simple, and easily met standards
e Ability to grow outdoors, especially in agricultural-residential, and agricultural zones

This period in California and US history give us an opportunity to develop a full range of
agricultural products related to cannabis, and establish Nevada County as an important global
source with the related economic benefits. If we make excellent decisions now, we can help to
ensure that Nevada County will prosper while maintaining its environmental beauty and high
quality of life.

Respectfully, your constituents,
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December 5, 2017
Re:  Nevada County’s Cannabis Industry
To: Hank Weston, Supervisor District 4

Dear Supervisor Weston:
We, the undersigned, are very interested in the progress the Board of Supervisors is making in
their efforts to craft appropriate measures to regulate cannabis in our beautiful county.

A well-regulated industry
Our county has the opportunity to lay the ground work for a well-regulated industry that will
support jobs in Nevada County, ensure our quality of rural and semi-rural life, and prove to be
sustainable economically and environmentally. A well-regulated industry will require appropriate
permits for all aspects of the industry: growing, processing, transporting, testing and research,
and sales.

In addition, we want to see the elimination of all criminal activity relating to cannabis. That will
require reasonable, easy-to-comply-with regulations implemented over an ample transition
period. Adequate time to bring growers’ production into compliance will prove crucial to
eliminate criminal behavior, enfranchise all our growers, and force out the relatively few bad
actors who desecrate our environment and add nothing to our county’s well-being.

Most growers in Nevada County are our friends, neighbors, seniors, and youthd;vnot
carpetbaggers, and not criminals. Many are producing very modest amounts either for their
own use, or to supplement their incomes due to the financial challenges of living in the rural
mountains of eastern California.

On the issue of production, we urge the Board to issue only Type 1 and 2 licenses for smaller
grows. Please do not allow Type 3 licenses which could see substantial expansion into large,
production scaled activity which in turn could lead to our already expensive real estate
becoming completely inaccessible to our middle-class workers and their families. Type and 1 &
2 licensure, as currently contemplated, also limits grows to approximately 4% or less of an
owner's property.

The present system of set-backs from others’ residences makes much more sense than the
property line set backs being considered. We oppose those large property line set-backs. It
makes no sense to increase set-backs as property sizes get bigger because domiciles are
already further apart. And, also because our mountainous properties are not all configured in
nice, neat squares. Again, to bring the industry into compliance so we can regulate it, we need
easy-to-meet standards.
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Given the extraordinary requirements of indoor grows, we strongly urge the Board not to
encourage indoor grows, nor to discourage outdoor grows. Individuals with prescriptions
should be allowed to grow for their own consumption in whatever way they can. Larger indoor
grows make sense in our more densely populated areas, but other than that, outdoor growing is
more sustainable, and much less demanding on our resources.

To summarize, we urge you to adopt measures ensuring:
e A well-regulated industry with a full range of permits for all aspects of the industry
o  Current type of set-backs: not huge property-line set backs
e Environmentally sustainable, and economically viable practices
o Type 1& 2 permits; not Type 3
¢ Medical users being able to grow for their own use
e Anample transition period
o Clear, simple, and easily met standards
* Ability to grow outdoors, especially in agricultural-residential, and agricultural zones

This period in California and US history give us an opportunity to develop a full range of
agricultural products related to cannabis, and establish Nevada County as an important global
source with the related economic benefits. If we make excellent decisions now, we can help to
ensure that Nevada County will prosper while maintaining its environmental beauty and high
quality of life.

Respecitfully, your constituents,
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December 5, 2017
Re:  Nevada County’s Cannabis Industry
To: Richard Anderson, Supervisor District 5

Dear Supervisor Anderson:
We, the undersigned, are very interested in the progress the Board of Supervisors is making in
their efforts to craft appropriate measures to regulate cannabis in our beautiful county.

A well-regulated industry
Our county has the opportunity to lay the ground work for a well-regulated indust that will
support jobs in Nevada County, ensure our quality of rural and semi-rural life, and prove to be
sustainable economically and environmentally. A well-regulated industry will require appropriate
permits for all aspects of the industry: growing, processing, transporting, testing and research,
and sales.

In addition, we want to see the elimination of all criminal activity relating to cannabis. That will
require reasonable, easy-to-comply-with regulations implemented over an ample transition
period. Adequate time to bring growers’ production into compliance will prove crucial to
eliminate criminal behavior, enfranchise all our growers, and force out the relatively few bad
actors who desecrate our environment and add nothing to our county’s well-being.

Most growers in Nevada County are our friends, neighbors, seniors, and youth‘?(not
carpetbaggers, and not criminals. Many are producing very modest amounts either for their
own use, or to supplement their incomes due to the financial challenges of living in the rural
mountains of eastern California.

On the issue of production, we urge the Board to issue only Type 1 and 2 licenses for smaller
grows. Please do not allow Type 3 licenses which could see substantial expansion into large, -
production scaled activity which in turn could lead to our already expensive real estate
becoming completely inaccessible to our middle-class workers and their families. Type and 1 &
2 licensure, as currently contemplated, also limits grows to approximately 4% or less of an
owner’s property.

The present system of set-backs from others’ residences makes much more sense than the
property line set backs being considered. We oppose those large property line set-backs. It
makes no sense to increase set-backs as property sizes get bigger because domiciles are
already further apart. And, also because our mountainous properties are not all configured in
nice, neat squares. Again, to bring the industry into compliance so we can regulate it, we need
easy-{o-meet standards.
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Given the extraordinary requirements of indoor grows, we strongly urge the Board not to
encourage indoor grows, nor to discourage outdoor grows. Individuals with prescriptions
should be allowed to grow for their own consumption in whatever way they can. Largerindoor
grows make sense in our more densely populated areas, but other than that, outdoor growing is
more sustainable, and much less demanding on our resources.

To summarize, we urge you to adopt measures ensuring:

A well-regulated industry with a full range of permits for all aspects of the industry
#  Current type of set-backs; not huge property-line set backs

® Environmentally sustainable, and economically viable practices

* Type 1 & 2 permits; not Type 3

® Medical users being able to grow for their own use
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An ample transition period
Clear, simple, and easily met standards
Ability to grow outdoors, especially in agricultural-residential, and agricultural zones

This period in California and US history give us an opportunity to develop a full range of
agricultural products related to cannabis, and establish Nevada County as an important global
source with the related economic benefits. If we make excellent decisions now, we can help to
ensure that Nevada County will prosper while maintaining its environmental beauty and high
quality of life.

Respectfully, your constituents,
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