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Deborah Rogge

From: Geri Jefferson 
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 12:52 PM
To: Info.Planning; Carol Fall
Subject: Fw: Planning Commission Letter

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
 

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: "Geri Jefferson"  
To: "  
Sent: Mon, Mar 7, 2022 at 12:44 PM 
Subject: Opt out comments 
 
To: Trinity County Planning Commission  
 

Let me introduce myself.  I am Matthew Jefferson's mother. Matthew is the owner of Trinity Alps Canna Craft 
located in the Coffee Creek opt out. 
 
I have watched Matthew all of his adult life work in the cannabis industry.  
 
Matthew and Rhoda joined together years ago to continue down the road of cultivating a quality, in compliance, 
cannabis product.  
 
Over the past five years Matthew and Rhoda have worked day and night cultivating their farm, Trinity Alps 
Canna Craft, in Trinity. As of 2017, they were one of the front runners to begin the licensing process.  They 
were one of the few to obtain all the licensing requirements, (license #CCL112). They are law abiding citizens 
of Trinity County practicing due diligence in the filing of all licensing requirements, including taxes, for the 
safe and quality cannabis product they produce. They continue to have a "no violation" history and are among 
the first ten to begin the CEQA process this year. They are currently in full compliance with CEQA. They have 
always contributed to the Trinity community over the years for the betterment of the community. They have 
remained consciousious through the lean and challenging years. They are evermindful of supporting their 
community for they are an integral part of Trinity which they love and care for.  
 
I endorse the following letter with no reservations.  
 
Sent from Yahoo  
To the Trinity County Planning Commission,, 
 
 
There has been a lot of talk in Trinity County that the cannabis cultivators in District 1 are not supported by 
their communities.  It has even been suggested that some of my neighbors, the compliant cultivators that 
currently exist in my area, be asked to relocate to a different part of the county.  It has also been suggested that 
they should have special limitations put onto their rights under the law. 
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It is time to put an end to this myth.  Our families, our neighbors and our friends that have worked so hard and 
invested so much should not have to live in fear that at any moment the rug could be pulled from under their 
feet. 
 
I support the compliant farmers of the North Trinity Lake area.  I believe they are part of our community and 
deserve to be treated with the same respect as all of our citizens.  I believe that the grandfathered farms should 
have equal rights and responsibilities as other farms in the county with the same license type. I do not believe 
they should be asked to leave or be treated differently from any other license holders.  I believe the individuals 
that have worked so hard and invested so much to come into the regulated market deserve our support. 
 
I urge the Commissioners to please stand against discrimination and support economic prosperity in Trinity 
County.  I would like to see grandfathered, compliant cannabis farms in District 1 continue to maintain their 
Grandfathered status with the same rights and responsibilities as other cultivators required by the Trinity 
County Cannabis Cultivation Ordinance.  I ask that you support our rural American ideals and support the 
American Dream in a world of ever decreasing opportunity for so many young people. 
 
I support the grandfathered, compliant cannabis farmers of District 1 
 
Thank you, 
 
Geri Sue Jefferson  

 
Woodlake, CA 93286 
  
 
Date: 03/07/2022 
 
 on Android 
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Deborah Rogge

From: Dee Johnson 
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 10:45 AM
To: Info.Planning; Carol Fall
Subject: Fwd: Public comment for March 10th Planning Commission

 
To the Trinity County Planning Commission,, 
 
There has been a lot of talk in Trinity County that the cannabis 
cultivators in District 1 are not supported by their communities.  It 
has even been suggested that some of my neighbors, the compliant 
cultivators that currently exist in my area, be asked to relocate to a 
different part of the county.  It has also been suggested that they 
should have special limitations put onto their rights under the law. 
 
It is time to put an end to this myth.  Our families, our neighbors 
and our friends that have worked so hard and invested so much should 
not have to live in fear that at any moment the rug could be pulled 
from under their feet. 
 
I support the compliant farmers of the North Trinity Lake area.  I 
believe they are part of our community and deserve to be treated with 
the same respect as all of our citizens.  I believe that the 
grandfathered farms should have equal rights and responsibilities as 
other farms in the county with the same license type. I do not believe 
they should be asked to leave or be treated differently from any other 
license holders.  I believe the individuals that have worked so hard 
and invested so much to come into the regulated market deserve our 
support. 
 
I urge the Commissioners to please stand against discrimination and 
support economic prosperity in Trinity County.  I would like to see 
grandfathered, compliant cannabis farms in District 1 continue to 
maintain their Grandfathered status with the same rights and 
responsibilities as other cultivators required by the Trinity County 
Cannabis Cultivation Ordinance.  I ask that you support our rural 
American ideals and support the American Dream in a world of ever 
decreasing opportunity for so many young people. 
 
I support the grandfathered, compliant cannabis farmers of District 1 
 
Thank you, 
Dee Johnson  
Eastfork, Trinity County  



Jan and John Smith 

 

Lewiston, CA 96052 

Parcel  

March 9, 2022 

Trinity County Planning Department 

P.O. Box 2819 

Weaverville, CA 96093 

Sent by email 

RE:  Planning Commission Workshop: Zoning Workshop Cannabis “Opt Out” Regulations 

Dear Planning Department: 

 I am writing concerning the draft regulations for Cannabis Opt Out areas. 

1.  Pre-existing non-conforming uses:  The placement of an Opt Out area is essentially a rezone, and should be 

treated as such.  Typically, existing uses that do not conform to the new zoning are grandfathered in, 

permanently.  They have invested in their activity under the reasonable assumption that it would continue to 

be legal and allowable on their property.  For example, if a grocery store had been operating for years in an 

area that was suddenly rezoned to non-commercial use, the store would be allowed to continue to operate 

with no time limit.   

What is the rationale for allowing a pre-existing operation to continue for only a few years?  Is there a 

formula that determines when they are supposed to have made back their investment?  How can that be 

predicted, with the vagaries of farming, fires, and the Planning Department suddenly revoking all permits due 

to a lawsuit, etc.?   To deprive property owners of their previously existing rights on their property could be 

considered a Regulatory Taking, resulting in yet another lawsuit for the County.   

2.  Notification:  You rezoned my property with no notice.  I live on Lewiston Road, near Highway 299.  I heard 

about the Grass Valley Opt Out from the newspaper, and my neighbors, and the Winery people when they 

showed up in the pandemic, in the snow, and tried for a half hour to get us to sign their petition, which we 

didn’t.  I still didn’t know the Opt Out would extend all the way up Lewiston Road, including my property and 

the two vacant ones next door that didn’t get a say at all. 

I found out by reading the newspaper that my parcel was included in the Opt Out.  All of the subject 

parcels and all parcels within 350 feet of a project are supposed to receive formal notice in time for them to 

comment at the public hearing.  Also, another formal notice should have come after the Opt Out was decided 

and the map adopted, even if it is called ‘temporary’.     

The net result, even though we don’t grow Cannabis commercially, and we have been here longer than anyone 

else around here, we are now the outcasts in our own community, just for speaking out against the Opt Outs 

and standing up for fairness and decency instead of hate and fear. 

Thank you, 

Janice C. Smith  
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Deborah Rogge

From: Sally Barrow 
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 8:50 AM
To: Info.Planning; Carol Fall; Keith Groves; Dan Frasier
Subject: opt out workshop 3.10.2022

3.10.2022 opt out workshop   
We have been listening to the reasons that the county is willing to recognize as valid for asking for an 
opt out. We have been told that it is not enough that residents don't want commercial cannabis 
operations in their neighborhoods. Why isn't that enough?  
The question of where commercial cannabis should be allowed would have been best answered 
before any permits were issued by a specific zone acceptable to commercial cannabis. The rural 
residential door was left open, I have heard, to encourage the legacy illegal growers to come into the 
legal market. That door quickly got kicked in and the county lost control of what came next. The 
zoning option is now passed until the elusive General Plan is completed, which always seems to be 
“five years out” no matter how much time has elapsed between conversations. The opt out was the 
answer we were offered as the only solution to regain self-determination for our traditionally 
residential neighborhoods. We amateur property owners were left to figure out how to negotiate this 
process with very little help: no consultants, no check list, and an uphill battle to fight an ordinance 
that has no provision to protect our interests.  
  
 Code Enforcement 
It was suggested last meeting that since the cannabis fees fund the TCSO’s Code Enforcement, the 
opt out areas which collect no cannabis fees should not receive any enforcement services. There are 
many valid arguments against this suggestion. Primarily, enforcement of the cannabis ordinance by 
Code Enforcement does not only benefit the neighbors of an illegal cannabis cultivation operation. 
Every single illegal cultivator that is taken out of business by Code Enforcement is an advantage to 
the legal cultivators, even if the illegal grow is located in an opt out area.  
 Criminal Danger 
I don’t believe that crime should be dismissed from the area specific consideration. The idea that 
cannabis cultivation is just like any other agricultural use is ridiculous. By definition, legal cannabis 
cultivators that are in compliance are not involved in criminal cannabis activity. However, the legal 
and illegal cultivations both have expected quanities of valuable product and cash on site. Both 
operations are magnets to thieves who don’t distinguish between legal and illegal operations, 
endangering neighbors in the process.   
 Transfers  
If my first experience with people trying to obtain a CCL was the nice family from Coffee Creek, I 
might not be involved in this opt out effort today. The ordinance written to benefit people like this 
family, also allows for the horrible experience that our neighborhood has suffered through. Leon 
Draper took advantage of residents in our area desperate to sell their property. He installed tenants 
to grow on these properties. They quickly damaged the properties almost beyond repair. The many 
compliance and enforcement issues and shady dealings didn’t prohibit the county from issuing a 
permit and preparing to issue two more to Draper’s tenants. Draper understood the meaning of the 
ordinance beyond the original intent and took advantage of it, much to our dismay. He is not the only 
one. The residents of rural residential neighborhoods need some recourse to protect their 
investments and way of life. There isn’t any protection included in the ordinance as written. Leon 
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Draper and other bad actors understand that. This opt out with the no transfer language is our 
attempt to gain that protection. I understand the lady from the north county wishing to pass her 
property and business to her children. I also want to pass my residential property to my family. 
Maybe an automatic variance given to the remaining legacy growers and their families that have 
been operating with a good compliance record and the approval of their neighbors would be a good 
solution.  
I’ve been told that the no transfer of permits with the sale of the property would be difficult to 
enforce. LLC’s were mentioned as a way cultivators might get around the no transfer language. Years 
ago, when I first was in the Planning Department getting answers to my opt out questions, multiple 
staff members assured me that the grandfather clause in our opt out was applicant specific. I was 
told that even if the property did not sell, the name on the application – a tenant perhaps – was the 
only person the permit would be issued to. The license was only good as long as the applicant was 
cultivating. I spoke to Jeff Dickey on February 24. He is the only person who gave me this 
information in those early days that still works for the county. He confirmed his definition of our 
grandfather clause. Perhaps this could be the answer to the enforcement question. No transfer of 
current licenses to different applicants, with or without the sale of the property.   
 Violations  
I agree that opt out licenses shouldn’t be held to a higher standard as far as violations go. All CCLs 
should have to comply with every single requirement, no exceptions. Any violation of a grandfathered 
permit should result in the permit being revoked and the property moved into the opt out 
restrictions.  
  
Thank you for your attention to these and all of the issues you are examining.  
Sally Barrow  
Bear Creek Road  
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Deborah Rogge

From: Carol Fall
Sent: Tuesday, March 8, 2022 9:13 AM
To: Info.Planning
Subject: Fw: grandfathered farms

 

From: Susan Corrigan  
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 3:56 PM 
To: Carol Fall 
Subject: grandfathered farms  
  
To the Trinity County Planning Commission,, 
 
There has been a lot of talk in Trinity County that the cannabis cultivators in District 1 are not supported by 
their communities.  It has even been suggested that some of my neighbors, the compliant cultivators that 
currently exist in my area, be asked to relocate to a different part of the county.  It has also been suggested 
that they should have special limitations put onto their rights under the law. 
 
It is time to put an end to this myth.  Our families, our neighbors and our friends that have worked so hard and 
invested so much should not have to live in fear that at any moment the rug could be pulled from under their 
feet. 
 
I support the compliant farmers of the North Trinity Lake area.  I believe they are part of our community and 
deserve to be treated with the same respect as all of our citizens.  I believe that the grandfathered farms 
should have equal rights and responsibilities as other farms in the county with the same license type. I do not 
believe they should be asked to leave or be treated differently from any other license holders.  I believe the 
individuals that have worked so hard and invested so much to come into the regulated market deserve our 
support. 
 
I urge the Commissioners to please stand against discrimination and support economic prosperity in Trinity 
County.  I would like to see grandfathered, compliant cannabis farms in District 1 continue to maintain their 
Grandfathered status with the same rights and responsibilities as other cultivators required by the Trinity 
County Cannabis Cultivation Ordinance.  I ask that you support our rural American ideals and support the 
American Dream in a world of ever decreasing opportunity for so many young people. 
 

I support the grandfathered, compliant cannabis farmers of District 1 
 
Thank you, 
 
Print name and address: 
Susan Corrigan 

 

Trinity Center, CA 96091 
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Signature:  Susan Corrigan 
  
 
Date:3-7-2022 
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Deborah Rogge

From: Carol Fall
Sent: Tuesday, March 8, 2022 9:39 AM
To: Info.Planning
Subject: Fw: Cannabis Carve-Outs
Attachments: Planning Comm Comments from Lisa Wright re carve-outs June 2018 (1) (1).pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

 

From: Lisa Wright  
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 3:27 PM 
To: Carol Fall 
Subject: Cannabis Carve-Outs  
  
Hello Carol,  
 
I want to share some information with you that may be helpful in your deliberations regarding carve-outs for 
cannabis businesses. 
 
First, please note that I hold a license myself in the Lewiston CSD and I was grandfathered in due to my Water 
Board cannabis irrigation program enrollment date. 
 
I also represent over 150 Trinity County farmers in the overall program through my company, Flowra.  We 
employ 12 full-time and 5 part-time employees to help with cannabis regulatory compliance including CEQA 
document preparation, CDFW notifications, Water Board enrollment and technical reports, Biological 
Assessments and more; as well as application preparation for local and state cannabis licenses/permits. We 
have 5 clients in carve-outs with another 3 who started the application process but did not finish before the 
Grass Valley Urgency Ordinance went into effect.  One of these has a parcel zoned Ag that got caught in a 
broad swath of red-lining. 
 
 
I have alway been concerned with the use of carve-outs for political appeasement rather than good land use planning. We 
are marching right down that path again with the proposed inclusion of even more carve-outs. 
 
 
Please see my attached comments from June 2018 to the Planning Commission that still hold valid today regarding a 
state code requirement that zoning ordinances (our cannabis ordinance is a zoning ordinance) are in sync with zoning 
code and the General Plan. When you arbitrarily disallow a zoning use in a red-lined area while allowing that use for other 
similarly zoned parcels outside of the red-lined area, you are not in compliance with this state code. My comments include 
CA Supreme Court cases upholding this requirement. 
 
 
Further, when you adopt a zoning ordinance that discriminates against someone based on source of income, especially 
since they have to have a residence under our cannabis ordinance, the county is in further violation of state code, this 
time under the Dept of Fair Employment and Housing.  
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I am happy to discuss this in detail if you have questions. The county generally takes the stance of "go ahead and sue us 
then", but that certainly is not beneficial for the taxpayers in the long run.  
 
 
I appreciate your consideration of these issues. 
 
 
 
 
Best Regards,  
 
 
Lisa Wright 
CEO 
Flowra 

 
 

 
 
 
Schedule a meeting with me!  

 

 
 
 




































































