
Mendocino County Board of Supervisors October 4, 2022
501 Low Gap Road
Ukiah, CA 9548

Re: Agenda Item 4g on 10/04 - Discussion and Possible Action Including Direction to
Staff Regarding Cannabis Ad Hoc Recommendations; Acceptance of Final Report Out
of the Cannabis Ad Hoc Committee; and Disbandment of the Cannabis Ad Hoc
Committee (Sponsors: Supervisor Haschak and Supervisor McGourty)

_______________________________________________________

Honorable Supervisors,

MCA fully supports the 12 Recommendations1 being made to the full Board of
Supervisors by the Cannabis Ad Hoc of Supervisors Haschak and McGourty on
Tuesday October 4, 2022.

On numerous occasions over the last 11 Months Supervisors Haschak and McGourty
have met with County Staff, State Agencies and community stakeholders to identify
challenges and develop solutions related to several components of the administration of
the Cannabis Program in Mendocino County. The Board has repeatedly asked the Ad
Hoc to evaluate options and bring shovel ready proposals back for a vote. This process
has led to the robust list of recommendations put forward with Agenda Item 4g.

These actionable items are essential to supporting the efforts of MCD by streamlining
as much of the administration of the Cannabis Program as possible as a direct result of
the work of the Ad Hoc. After October 4, all cannabis items will be referred to the
General Government Committee (GGC) for initial review before coming before the full
Board. While we have no doubt that Supervisors Gjerde and Mulheren of the GGC will
do their best to get up to speed on the various items facing the Cannabis Department
that have not been addressed by the Ad Hoc, the Ad Hoc has already been deeply
involved in this research and the most efficient use of their efforts is to adopt their
recommendations and provide the necessary direction to Staff today.

1 https://mendocino.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11274192&GUID=79137731-98FD-486B-AFA8-AC665CAD04BB
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There are small but important clarifications we would like to make regarding four of the
recommendations.

1. Recommendation 2 - Support Staff for MCD

We believe it is essential that the two temporary full time positions assigned from
County Counsel and the CEO’s office to MCD be current County employees who
have experience with County policies and procedures. The most common refrain
from MCD on delays within the program are items being held up by County
Counsel’s office and lack of staffing. Embedding these two experienced
members of County Staff directly into MCD for a limited time in order to address
looming State deadlines is likely the most efficient way to provide meaningful
administrative and legal support to MCD in the shortest amount of time.

The need to backfill the other needs of County Counsel’s office and the CEO’s
office should come from new hires or contracted firms, whereas the need to
temporarily assign two seasoned employees from those departments to assist
MCD with legal and project management issues specific to cannabis issues is
due to the complex issues related to our ordinance and upcoming State
deadlines for Appendix G submissions and Provisional Renewals. The
contracting process and the length of time to get outside contractors up to speed
will eat up much of the 6-9 months where additional focus would be most helpful.

2. Recommendation 3 - Vegetation Modification

We appreciate the intention expressed within this item, and wish to clarify the two
specific actions needed on Tuesday to move this forward.

1. The first action is for the Board to clearly define the existing exemption
from the tree removal prohibition in the ordinance for ‘disease and safety
concerns’ to make it pragmatic and meaningful. The MND and ordinance
contemplated the exception.

a. On August 8, 2017 Supervisor John McCowen stated, to no
objection from the rest of the Board, that “the thing we want to do
is make sure we include Supervisor Gjerde’s concerns
regarding clearance for defensible space, and removal of dead
dying or diseased trees should not prevent someone from
getting a permit.”2

2 https://youtu.be/8VOAG6F3Ybw?t=30669
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b. Now over 5 years later MCD and County and Outside Counsel
have created new levels of proof and restrictions that were not
contemplated during the development of the ordinance and that do
not, as a PRACTICAL matter, allow for the included exception in
any meaningful way. This clarification is essential to avoid
continued misapplication of the exception which threatens to
remove applicants from the program despite their having acted in
accordance with the ordinance.

2. Once the Board sets the definition in line with the intent of the exception,
Staff and County Counsel can be directed to align all procedures related
to vegetation modification to that definition and accept the exceptions as
presented by applicants.

3. Recommendations 5 and 10 - Building Official Direction

We would also like to note that thanks to conversations between Building Official Mike
Oliphant, Hannah Nelson and Scott Ward items 5 and 10 have been vetted and agreed
upon in principle.

The need to act urgently, today, can not be overstated. It has been discussed many
times in the Board chambers how challenges at the State level tie the County’s hands
and make it difficult to affect meaningful change on the local level, but that is not true of
the items before you today. Today, the Board has the opportunity to make improvements
to assist the MCD so that together, we can have the best chance of success in handling
the tremendous workload that is necessary to accomplish in a short time.

More and more qualified, law-abiding farmers are dropping out of the program because
of the uncertainty that the County will be able to process their materials in time, and
because of the difficulties the County has had in rollouts of the grant programs. What
led us to this point goes well beyond the current Department. We have been working on
cannabis permitting in Mendocino under Prop 64 for 5+ years and 6 different managers
of the program under three separate Departments. We are not focusing on blame, we
are only interested in solutions. We urge you to heed the words of your colleagues on
the Ad Hoc who have spent nearly a year working on these issues, and vote in support
of their deeply considered recommendations.

We remain available to discuss any of these items further at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Mendocino Cannabis Alliance
e: info@mendocannabis.com
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