
































Archived: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 12:17:34 PM
From: Pam Carthew 
Mail received time: Wed, 16 Feb 2022 09:59:17
Sent: Wed, 16 Feb 2022 09:59:05 
To: Info.Planning 
Subject: Cannabis
Sensitivity: Normal

\f0Lewiston is a beautiful community. Let�s keep it that way.
\f0I don�t want to see Lewiston become a cannabis community. If Lewiston were to become a cannabis community housing
would become unaffordable to so many people.
\f0 I don�t want to smell marijuana when driving or walking here.
\f0Where would the water come from?
\f0What positive impact would it have on our small community?
\f0Would the income generated from cannabis actually impact Lewiston?
\f0If not, then why do we need or want it here.
\f0I don�t see any benefits for our town
\f0I remember when Hayfork used to be affordable. It is no longer affordable for the average Trinity County person. I don�t want
to see Lewiston become unaffordable for those that live here on a very limited income.
\f0Please don�t let cannabis come to our town.
\f0Pam

\f0

mailto:pcarthew1208@gmail.com
mailto:pcarthew1208@gmail.com


Archived: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 12:18:31 PM
From: Susan Chatterton 
Mail received time: Wed, 16 Feb 2022 10:27:35
Sent: Wed, 16 Feb 2022 10:27:30 
To: Deborah Rogge 
Subject: Fwd: Input for Planning Commission re: opt out zones
Sensitivity: Normal

\f0 
\f0Sent from my iPad

\f0 Begin forwarded message:

\f0From: Roger Chatterton 
Date: February 16, 2022 at 9:27:49 AM PST
To: trinityriversue 
Subject: Fwd: Input for Planning Commission re: opt out zones

\f0

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: 
To: "drogge" 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 9:24:20 AM
Subject: Fwd: Input for Planning Commission re: opt out zones

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: 
To: "info planning" 
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 4:16:58 PM
Subject: Input for Planning Commission re: opt out zones

To the Planning Commission:

Re: Cannabis opt out areas.

I am submitting this input in support of maintaining the existing opt out status of the north Trinity Lake area (Supv
District 1).

There are two factors which I believe are relevant to this issue.

1. Going back to the Planning Commissions meetings in 2015-2016, and continuous since then, the north Trinity
Lake area has been the area most opposed to cannabis cultivation of any region within the county. This can easily
be verified by minutes of your own meetings where many of us spoke strongly to be an opt out area, the same



comments before the Board of Supervisors, mailed in submissions to both bodies, and letters to the Trinity Journal.
The only opposition to our position came from growers who advocated for no opt out zones at all. Wisely the
Board of Supervisors concurred and we became an opt out zone.

This then set the precedent.

2. The current legal cannabis system is in complete disarray. This is not confined to Trinity County; it is state-wide.
The reason is because the black market is proliferating and can sell their cannabis far cheaper than can the licensed
growers. Unless or until the state takes the lead by funding and supporting local law enforcement to definitively shut
down unlicensed grows the situation will not change. Up to this point the state has shown no such resolve. In fact, at
the state level, there seems to be no idea how to even approach the task, so nothing is being done. Part of this
comes back on the licensed growers themselves. It is an open secret that if legally grown cannabis cannot be moved
via legal markets, it is moved on the black market. So instead of licensed growers strongly advocating for the
elimination of black market growers, there is collusion driven by economic necessity. 

The result is an extremely unstable legal cannabis industry.

Given these two factors, this is not the time to be reviewing opt out zones generally, and especially not in the case of
the north lake area.

From the outset our area wanted to opt out of legal cannabis cultivation. Obviously nothing has transpired in the
interim to warrant review of that status.

Thank you,

Roger Chatterton
Trinity Center



































Archived: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 1:33:25 PM
From: Jvorp 
Mail received time: Tue, 15 Feb 2022 14:06:42
Sent: Tue, 15 Feb 2022 22:06:31
To: Info.Planning 
Subject: comments on cannabis opt-out criteria and process
Sensitivity: Normal

\f0How does creating opt-out areas now interface with the General Plan currently being created? Will opt-out areas sunset before the
General Plan is in place?
\f0How is an opt-out area defined? What is the minimum size (area, people)? Does the area, like redistricting, need to be contiguous?
How can the opt-out area be challenged?
\f0Who can create an opt-out area?
\f0What is the basis for an opt-out area? Is "not here" a sufficient basis?
\f0Will a super-majority of those in the opt-out area be required? Can the same majority reverse an opt-out area designation?
\f0Will current licensees in good standing be grandfathered? Will they be able to mitigate any impacts identified?
\f0If opt-outs result in defined areas with no cannabis licenses, how will the county support services that are funded by cannabis
funds? Code enforcement is fully supported by cannabis fees and licenses. Are opt-out areas entitled to free services?
\f0Cannabis licensees are currently highly regulated to minimize and mitigate environmental impacts. What impacts will occur when
the extensive system of environmental checks in place disappears?

mailto:jvorp@aol.com
mailto:jvorp@aol.com






































Archived: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 1:39:18 PM
From: Scott and Sheri White 
Mail received time: Mon, 14 Feb 2022 13:32:44
Sent: Mon, 14 Feb 2022 13:32:38 
To: Info.Planning 
Cc: Carol Fall 
Subject: Cannabis "Opt Out" Regulations
Sensitivity: Normal

\f0
\f0Planning Department -

\f0
\f0I am extremely concerned that regulations are being proposed that �may be used to evaluate established permanent opt out
areas�. As the notice acknowledges, these areas are �permanent�. Webster�s dictionary defines �permanent" as follows: �Lasting:
durable; not decaying; abiding; fixed�. Theses areas don�t need any �evaluating� since they are �fixed�. They are just fine and were
never intended to be �evaluated� - especially if the goal of the �evaluating� is to try and reduce our protections in any way. Cannabis
gets the rest of the county - not our opt out areas.

\f0
\f0I provided comments on the �Draft Environmental Impact Report - Trinity County Cannabis Program� which are hereby
incorporated by reference. Two points made at that time which I want to especially emphasize here are: The baseline for
evaluation was the �existing cannabis program� which included the opt out areas in existence at that time and the manner to be used
in approving/not approving opt out areas.

\f0
\f01. DEIR/Existing Conditions. As I noted at the time, the DEIR was fatally flawed and should not be adopted. Sadly, County
Supervisors approved it anyway. The entire DEIR and its analysis included the opt out areas in the baseline condition. That
means there was no evaluation of the impacts of commercial cannabis activity originating within the opt out areas since it was/is
not allowed. Only impacts on the opt out areas (albeit poorly done) from commercial cannabis outside of the opt out areas was
considered. The importance of this is that if one, some or all of the opt out areas in existence at that time are removed/modified
from opt out status, the EIR would need to be reopened to evaluate the impacts that would occur from allowing cannabis activity
within the area. You can�t just ignore the issue. The County has lost several court cases so far because of inability and/or
unwillingness to comply with CEQA. The County would be exposing itself to litigation again if it failed to evaluate the change in
baseline for its commercial cannabis activity by removing opt out areas that were in existence at that time.

\f0
\f02. Manner to add/remove/modify opt out areas. Opt out status has saved the areas covered from the worst of the cannabis
chaos that has overwhelmed the remainder of the county. The ONLY FAIR WAY to add/remove/modify opt out areas is by
vote of the LAND OWNERS within it. Renters and other transitory type uses/users have no long standing investment so they
should not be allowed to be part of the decision to affect committed investors in an area. Think of an area where a significant
portion of residents are renters. They could influence the outcome of a vote - say allow cannabis. What happens if it doesn�t work
out - they pull up and leave. Land owners can�t do that so easily. What of the elderly couple who just barely get by? They can�
afford to sell, so they must live with whatever happens.

mailto:doublesw1998@gmail.com
mailto:doublesw1998@gmail.com
mailto:doublesw1998@gmail.com


\f0

\f0
\f0To address the points above, I offer the following two policies for the County to adopt:

\f0
\f0Prior to considering removal or modification of an opt out area in existence at the time the "Trinity County Cannabis Program
- Final Environmental Impact Report� was certified by the Board of Supervisors, full analysis of potential impacts from
removal/modification shall be conducted in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act.

\f0
\f0Adoption, recision and/or modification of an opt out area shall only occur upon majority vote of the land owners within the
existing or proposed opt out area.

\f0

\f0
\f0Thank you,

\f0
\f0Scott and Sheri White
\f0Lewiston Road, Lewiston
\f0Owners, two parcels within the Lewiston Opt Out Area













February 16, 2022 

Trinity County Draft Ordinance for 

Commercial Cannabis Opt-out 

My name is Thomas Sanders, my wife and I live at   which 

is within the designated Rush Creek Opt out area.  In 2017, I initiated 

our Opt out petition and circulated a request for signatures to 100 

Rural Residential parcel owners within the proposed  Rush Creek area 

for Commercial Cannabis Opt out.  We were granted temporary Opt out 

status by the Trinity County Board of Supervisors and are on our 3rd 

and last extension of the temporary status.  I speak on behalf of the 74 

signatures on our petition, 74% of the property owners within the Rush 

Creek Opt out area.  We are hopeful that a permanent Opt out 

Ordinance for our area will come into existence prior to our last and 

final temporary extension. 

I, along with several of my neighbors, have attended many meetings 

within Trinity County related  to commercial cannabis including Board 

of Supervisor's (BOS), Ad Hoc, Draft EIR to name a few.  We have 

previously spoken in person at meetings and have submitted numerous 

written documents relating to Commercial Cannabis licensing in our 

Rural Residential neighborhoods.  It is my understanding that Trinity 

County BOS has acquired a consultant to draft the Commercial 

Cannabis Opt out Ordinance.  It is our hope that all of our previously 

submitted documents relating to Opt out have been made available to 

the drafting agency.  In the event that this material has not been made 



available to the consultancy, we hereby submit once again our 

concerns. 

• We believe that properties such as ours have been zoned as Rural 

Residential for the intended use as residential, not commercial.  We have 

experienced the impact of commercial cannabis in our neighborhoods and 

for that reason we have requested that our designated zoning be respected 

and commercial cannabis licensing be prohibited from the area designated 

as Rush Creek Opt out.  We live along narrow privately maintained roads

surfaced with shale, roads with blind corners and few turn-outs.  Water 

sources are limited to slow wells, small creeks and water imported by truck.  

Cannabis licensees are restricted from importing water, yet they have 

regularly done so.  Our current continuing drought conditions makes our 

water even more precious.  Excessive traffic, including large trucks and 

empoyee vehicles have excessively worn our roads and created clouds of 

shale dust in the summer (shale contains asbestos).  We have had 

tresspassing and for the first time in memory, burglaries and thefts.  The 

odor from maturing cannabis has been overwhelming, not allowing us to 

open windows.  These issues and more have been acknowledged in the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report adopted by the County.

• When commercial cannabis licenses were first being issued in Rural 

Residential neighborhoods, it was done without public notification and 

without opportunity for those opposed to have their voices heard.  

Following a law suit against the County, a settlement agreement included 

publishing in the local newspaper licenses that were about to be issued, 

rather than ones that were being applied for.  Impacted neighbors who 

opposed issuance of such licenses could appeal after paying a $500 fee to 

do so.  We believe the applicant should be the appellant needing a variance 

to change the zoning from Rural Residential to either Commercial or 

Agricultural.

• We believe that Commercial Cannabis Opt Out status for our Rural 

Residential neighborhoods should include the prohibition of all types of 



commercial cannabis activity, including cultivation, nurseries, processing, 

packaging, manufacturing and retail.

• We believe that existing license(s) within commercial cannabis opt outs 

may be "grandfathered" and exist as long as the license holder is in 

compliance with all licensing requirements.  Transfer of such license(s) 

upon sale is an  issue requiring debate.  To allow a license to be transferred 

with sale greatly dilutes the intention of and meaning of the designation 

"Opt out".  Existing grandfathered license holders should not be allowed to 

add additional cannabis licenses to the licensed property within an Opt out.










