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The following comments were submitted by email to cagcomments@migcom.com: 

Comment 1: 
Greetings, I am an active member of the community here in Nevada County, and I am an organic cannabis farmer.  I 
have only been able to attend the first CAG meeting, but I heard some of the concerns presented and I am highly aware 
of the main concerns regarding the regulation of cannabis in our county.  In my eyes, creating a permitting process and 
regulating cannabis cultivation in our county solves many of the problems we see in the industry at this point.  Here is 
my response to some of these concerns and how they will be addressed. 
 
Concern: Deforestation, erosion from illegal grading, water theft and/or contamination 
 
If we choose to provide permits for cannabis cultivators, because they are operating as legal businesses, they would be 
required to follow all land use codes as any other business would.  Therefore any kind of timber clearing, grading, or 
water acquisition would have to be done by permit and up to code in order for the farm to be compliant.  Farmers not in 
compliance would not get permits and would be much easier for law or code enforcement to identify and deal with.  
Furthermore, the individuals in other industries not following protocol would have to do so.  For example, the 
companies that cut trees and do illegal grading for growers for "under the table" cash would be forced to comply with 
county code or they would lose business, and possibly be brought into the light and held accountable for illegal work 
they are doing. 
 
Also I feel that there needs to be a transition period for farmers to bring there farms into compliance while still 
operating.  If we don't have a transition period, then many of the problem gardens with clear cutting and illegal grading 
will just be abandoned because they won't be permit-able.  If we are actually concerned with the restoration of the 
properties, then it makes sense to make the farmers to rehabilitate their spaces and this will cost money.  With a 
transition period, farmers could continue to operate under the condition that they make improvements towards code 
compliance within certain periods of time. Give people the opportunity to fix the problems they have created. 
 
That's all for now, thanks and I will comment again when I have more ideas. 
___________________ 
 
Comment 2: 
CAG Members: 
 
I am writing a book documenting the struggles of the cannabis farmers in Nevada County and their political fight to 
become licensed and respected growers. This book is titled: You Can't Ban the Sun, The Marijuana Wars in Grass Valley. 
 
I am submitting four Op-Ed articles I wrote for The Union on this subject. These articles summarize many of the events 
and ideas presented in this book. 
 
If you are interested, I would like to submit some finished chapters. Three chapters that feature the Board of Supervisors 
meeting January 2016 initiating the ban and calling for a vote on measure W.  Three chapters documenting the July 26 
meeting after measure W was defeated and the current ordinance was approved. And finally four chapters reporting on 
the only poll of voters taken before the election. See:  A survey on Measure W  and why it failed. These chapters express 
the will of the voters in their own words, and I believe the job you are undertaking is to follow their wishes in your 
proposed ordinance. I think these chapters would be useful and necessary . 
 
The work of your group and the Board of Supervisors meeting to vote for a your permanent ordinance will be the final 
chapters.  
 
Good luck on your endeavors. 
 
(See Attachment A1, beginning page A-30.) 
___________________ 
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Comment 3: 
Although I did not and do not support the legalization of recreational marijuana, a majority of California voters do - and 
thus I must accept that cultivation and use of recreational marijuana is now legal in California.    But the fact that 
cultivation and use of marijuana continues to be against Federal laws does not escape me.   As Nevada County seeks to 
create regulations and ordinances to comply with the new laws in California, county administrators must never forget 
that our state is in non-compliance with Federal law. 
 
Having said that - my greatest concern with local regulations is that we, as a community, are able to minimize use and 
exposure of marijuana to our minors (whose brains are still in development and can be seriously damaged by continued 
use of marijuana, as demonstrated by a number of long-term studies).    Once a community has accepted a substance as 
being perfectly okay, perfectly safe, and perfectly acceptable for use - it is very difficult to persuade minors that it isn't 
REALLY okay for them.   Alcohol is a perfect example - just because it is illegal to purchase or imbibe before the age of 
21, does anyone in this community believe that minors are not purchasing and drinking alcohol?    
 
Commercial grows should be prohibited for a number of reasons.   We do not want our community to become the hub 
of cultivation for our state, or even our nation - and since the growing conditions are so favorable in this area - we can 
easily become a magnet for growers from all over the country.   We must strive with great diligence to prevent this from 
happening.   The nuisance factor for small private grows is serious enough - the nuisance and safety factor for large 
commercial grows would be untenable, and I predict that a number of older, wealthier, tax-paying residents will start 
migrating away from Nevada County . . . I have spoken to many such people who have indicated just that. 
 
Virginia Postrel, a writer for the Bloomberg View, recently wrote about nuisance issues all around the country and in 
Canada - quoting citizens who are actually supporters (and some users) of legalized recreational marijuana, yet found 
the habits and disrespect of some of their fellow citizens to be "loathsome" (their word).   A MJ supporter in Toronto 
complained that "Toronto smells like weed all the time".   A financial professional in Washington DC said she was a 
supporter of legalization, but has changed her mind because "neighbors in the house behind me smoke all the time, and 
it wafts into my yard and bedroom like a frightened skunk."   She also stated that one of the reasons she has changed 
her mind was that she saw so many young people smoking, as once the threat of police sanctions disappear, many 
young people feel free to light up without considering the spillover effects.    "The smell makes my stomach churn a 
little, so I even hold my breath when I have to walk by a dispensary" said a software engineer in Portland, Ore, who 
described himself as "decidedly pro-legalization".   Oregon supposedly bans public smoking, but observers say that 
"Portland reeks."    A Manhattan make up artist complained that workers in her neighborhood smoke so much pot on 
their lunch breaks that "it's like walking through an opium den." 
 
Do we want Nevada County to suffer the same type of problems as those listed above?   Should we not learn by the 
experiences of other communities that have legalized and (supposedly) regulated marijuana use and cultivation?    
 
Let's be smart from the beginning - regulate personal grows, prohibit commercial cultivation, create a method for 
dealing with nuisance complaints that gives the benefit of the doubt to the person who is being impacted by unwanted 
odors or other results, do everything conceivably possible to keep marijuana and other substances from our youth, 
make sure that the public knows our law enforcement officers will actively and aggressively enforce regulations and 
restrictions.    Learn from the experiences of the many other communities in our country that believed legalization 
would bring greater taxes than the costs associated with law enforcement, environmental destruction, addiction, 
nuisance problems etc - to find that the costs greatly exceed any benefits. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
___________________ 
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Comment 4: 
 Hi there,  
 
I'm a Nevada County homeowner/resident living in the Greenhorn area of Grass Valley on 2.2 acres. I've been a resident 
in Nevada County for 11 years and have been operating a small cannabis farm for 10 years.  
 
It would be devastating for me to loose the opportunity to cultivate cannabis on my property. I suffer from arthritis and 
chronic pain. I cultivate my own cannabis as well as for others that are too disabled or don't have a place to cultivate 
their own and they have joined our collective.  
 
If we are not allowed to grow on 2.2 AG/RES acres I could potentially loose my home and me and my animals would 
become homeless. I know all of my neighbors and they have no problems with me cultivating on my property. My 
property is secluded and  garden is not visible to the road.  
 
I've put blood, sweat and tears into my land and cultivating area. I'm an organic farmer and do not use any pesticides or 
chemicals.  I would be devastated and heartbroken if I was unable to cultivate and loose my property.  I'm extremely 
passionate and love cultivating. I'm unable to work a 9-5 job due to having arthritis in my fingers and spine. Being able to 
cultivate at my residence gives me flexibility to be able to work as my body permits. Cultivatiting is not an easy job. It 
takes dedication and hard work to produce high quality clean cannabis.  
 
PLEASE DON'T RULE OUT THE HOMEOWNERS ON 2+acres. It would devistate me and 60% of Nevada County home 
cultivators.  
 
I broke my ankle and I'm unable to attend the CAG meetings due to mobility.  
 
PLEASE, PLEASE ALLOW US THAT LIVE on 2+ acres to continue growing.  
 
I had to demolish my outdoor garden that took me forever to get it the way I wanted and it was heart breaking to 
demolish it and build a greenhouse. My greenhouse is 18 x 88. When working in s greenhouse you need space to 
efficiently walk/move around, storage for supplies/equipment and have enough  room for raised bed/pots so the plants 
have enough room to strive.  
 
I really hope that you consider me and the other residents of our county that are homeowners of 2+ acres and allow us 
to obtain permits so that we may get a license from the state of California.  
 
If we are unable to continue cultivating I will be forced to have my property foreclosed and we will become homeless 
and a few of my workers will be financially ruined, pluss all of the other homeowners & employees.  
 
I beg of you to please consider and allow us residents in AG/RES ON 2+ACRES to continue cultivating. 
___________________ 
 
Comment 5: 
I attended the Marijuana CAG meeting at the Event Center on Tuesday, Aug. 8, 2017.  My reactions to the meeting are 
as follows: 
  
1.     According to The Union (8-7-17), the CAG meeting was to discuss, among other issues, how marijuana affects public 
health.  Regardless of how I feel about any other issue, I believe the CAG should especially focus on public health, and 
the well-being of our youth. 
  
I had hoped to hear what the experts are saying about marijuana use.  The expert selected by the CAG was Dr. Ken 
Cutler, MD.  Much of what Dr. Cutler presented related to the benefits of cannabis derivatives, even though those 
benefits have not yet been accepted by the FDA.  Granted, cannabis may have medically-beneficial properties, but, as 
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Dr. Cutler acknowledged, much research remains to be done.  Dr. Cutler touched only briefly on the potential hazards of 
marijuana use.  He downplayed the risks of head and neck cancers associated with tobacco, and failed to mention 
emphysema and other cancers identified as marijuana-related risks by the Mayo Clinic, and others.  The Mayo Clinic also 
lists dozens of other harmful and potentially lethal side effects associated with marijuana use.  Among them are 
collapsed lung, heart attack/failure,  liver damage, and changes in brain structure.  The Mayo Clinic is one of the most 
renowned medical research facilities in the US.  Their report uses the terms “may”, “could”, and “use with caution”,  
supporting Dr. Cutler’s assertion that more research is required.  I recommend, however,  that the CAG members review 
www.mayoclinic.org (search for “marijuana safety”) for a complete list of the possible dangerous and potentially deadly 
side effects. 
  
Other organizations have taken similar positions regarding the use/legalization of marijuana.  Examples: 
  
-        the CDC and the Surgeon General (www.cdc.gov) report that marijuana use is a major health problem in the US. 
  
-        the DEA (www.dea.gov) still lists marijuana as a Schedule I drug, along with LSD, ecstasy, meth, etc.  Demotion to 
Schedule II is probably warranted, to enable more extensive research. 
  
-        The AMA, WHO, etc., all provide cautionary material regarding the use of marijuana. 
  
These are the experts and they provide compelling evidence that medical marijuana should be available only with a 
doctor's prescription, and that cultivation of marijuana for recreational purposes should be prohibited.  Let’s forget the 
analogies to alcohol and tobacco.  Medical science wasn’t available then to fully expose the issues with those products.  
The CAG now has the opportunity to direct legislation that will help to avoid the marijuana-induced destruction caused 
by its predecessors. 
  
2.     As a substitute teacher in Nevada County, I listened with interest to CAG Member Catherine Peterson’s report on 
marijuana’s affect on school attendance and performance at Bear River and NU HS.  My observations support her report. 
  
3.     During the public comment period, nearly all presenters (growers/users) portrayed themselves not as “bad actors,” 
but as conscientious farmers.  Their claims are rather hollow, since nearly all are in violation of the interim county 
ordinance, and ALL are in violation of Federal law.  It is still a violation of Federal law to cultivate and possess marijuana 
for any use. 
  
4.     Also during the public comment period, the comments were strikingly negative regarding the individual CAG-
selected speakers (with the exception of Dr. Cutler), as the speakers repeatedly reported their experiences and the facts 
surrounding the cultivation of marijuana.  
  
       There are none so blind as those who will not see ... and those who tend to profit. 
  
I hope that the CAG will consider all of the objective evidence when authoring their recommendations to the Board of 
Supervisors.  I believe that it may be appropriate to delay the implementation of a final ordinance until the research is 
complete. 
___________________ 
 
Comment 6: 
I attended yesterday’s CAG meeting. I have these immediate concerns and recommendations: 
  
The inept use of wireless mikes was a frustrating distraction, and prevented the presenters and CAG members from 
communicating effectively with each other and the public attendees. Any number of people in this performance-rich 
community could set up a wired mike system (or a wireless/wired hybrid) that would provide quiet, predictable, 
unobtrusive sound reproduction. I attended a meeting recently with eight wired mikes running through a mixer hooked 
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to a single Bose tower. No shrieks, no dead mikes. Clear, quiet sound everywhere in the room. Cords are a pain, but 
properly secured have few of the reliability issues of wireless in the hands of the less capable. 
  
The facilitators need to step back and turn this process, including the data and the requests for additional information, 
over to the 16 intelligent, motivated, community-minded people supposedly empowered to provide a coherent, reality-
based set of recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. Many of the CAG members were obviously as shocked and 
frustrated as I was that they had so little knowledge of how the process unfolds from here. The data, the deadlines, the 
details of the scheduled interaction with the Board of Supervisors seem to be known only to the facilitators. CAG 
members who ask questions or voice concerns over the process are met with smiles, brief summaries of the facilitator’s 
take on the issue and assurances that all will become clear. The CAG needs to put away the homework assignments and 
the big book. They need to take copies of the current ordinance and debate among themselves each issue related to 
producing a sensible grow ordinance that can honor the needs of growers and needs of the community at large. They 
need to root out the internal contradictions and senseless punitive measures embedded within the current ordinance. 
Similar groups in other counties have been involved in what became just another meaningless public exercise that 
squandered the talents and sincere desires of their CAG to produce a workable and enforceable set of grow regulations 
that integrate with the State and local agencies to the benefit of the entire community. Let our CAG get down to work, 
and give the public time to comment on the recommendations that emerge from the process. 
___________________ 
 
Comment 7: 
I understand that this meeting was packed with presenters which were only available on this day, making it difficult to fit 
everything in the 3 hour time frame. However, some of the information was redundant; a lot of time was spent showing 
more pictures and describing situations that we all know about already, and all of it was NEGATIVE.  
 
We know about the environmental destruction and safety issues with electrical set ups and stealing of water-NO ONE 
WANTS THIS, that’s why growers want regulation as much as anybody.  
 
The Public Health person did mention a few positive things about the medicinal value of cannabis, but very little, and 
kept saying testing hadn’t been done on humans. There are MANY studies that describe positive outcomes. Forrest Hurd 
would be able to cite valuable research to a much greater extent than the physician that spoke, and all research based 
and reviewed by peers. 
 
The negative pictures and statements presented-AGAIN-were using valuable time that the CAG members need to 
discuss things, ask questions, and review more information that are educational. Cannabis Alliance gave you a binder full 
of information, for example. 
 
Where is the report that describes the economic impact to our county??! 
 
Don Besse and another member were asking WHERE the information is that they have requested. They need to decide 
on a complex issue without the information they have asked for, how can they be expected to do that?  
 
I look forward to seeing regulations that are the same as those the state has come up with, and maybe a few things 
specific to our county. We can insist on ORGANIC methods which would address many concerns. 
 
LET THE INCOME FROM THIS NEW INDUSTRY START TO FLOW AND WE WILL HAVE $ TO PAY FOR WHAT WE NEED TO 
ENFORCE THE REGULATIONS AND GET RID OF THE CRIMINAL ELEMENT. 
___________________ 
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Comment 8: 
To: Nevada County Supervisor Board 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am writing this letter on behalf of progressive citizens voting for the establishment of reasonable Cannabis regulations.  
Not long ago, one of our supervisors voiced his views at a public meeting on Cannabis grow here in Nevada County. He 
voiced his concern about “undesirables” being attracted to Nevada County because of the Cannabis grown for harvest.” I 
found his statement rather bias and discrimatory, for a couple of reasons. First, it showed his uneducated attitude 
towards Cannabis without the benefit of open discussion to recognize all the benefits of Cannabis for not only Nevada 
County but for the entire State of California. Obviously, the State of California has “found” that Cannabis is beneficial for 
California otherwise the liberal regulations promoted by the State would not be in effect.  The Green Rush today is very 
similar to the Gold Rush of Nevada County in the 1800’s.  As history repeats itself, we can look back to Nevada County as 
being the hub for immigration into this county for searching for gold.  
 
The immigrants that came were poor, grungy, homeless, possibly considered undesirables. but they were the ones that 
came and started our Great State, the Progressive State as it is known today.  Yes, there were crimes here, theft of gold, 
killings over gold, you name it, there was crime, cannot deny this, but Nevada county still flourished, as it is today and is 
proud of our heritage.  
 
Today, we have the Green Rush and yes there are some that come here that commit petty crimes, but the majority of 
people or immigrants from other states, come to start a new life, searching for a stake in California, not gold, but 
Cannabis, a plant called a “super plant” for obvious reasons of all its medicinal purposes, many of them known and yet 
more to be discovered. 
 
I will not go into detail today, but I have a 30-year-old friend that was able to overcome cancer of the blood, over a year 
in the hospital with chemo therapy and the “primary” medicine that saved his life was cannabis. He was able to 
administer cannabis in a Kansas City, Missouri hospital, even though all cannabis banned in that state, but his doctors 
allowed it in an effort to save this man’s life because of the aggressive chemo therapy. With the doctor’s permission, 
using cannabis, this young man was able to stimulate his eating and regain his health, true story.  If you folks would like 
documentation of this, I would surely enjoy asking his permission for his journal and pictures to actually prove my point 
of cannabis saving his life.  
 
Suggestion, let’s forget our differences, make Nevada County a beacon again, allow liberal regulations, after all, liberal 
regulations are already outlined within this State and Counties are allowed to follow suit, if they so please.  Let’s not 
discriminate our new arrivals, let’s embrace them for the new Green Rush and keep our rich heritage intact as it was 
meant to be. 
___________________ 
 
Comment 9: 
Attached is a PDF of my comment.  It consists of two parts--my comment and an attached article on the topic that is 
referenced from and made part of my comment. 
thank you 
 
(See Attachment A2, beginning page A-38.) 
___________________ 
 
Comment 10: 
Cannabis and cash – 
  
While controlling the size of grows, designating acceptable parcel sizes and setbacks is important, two additional 
considerations should be added to the CAG agenda. 
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First, control of noxious odors.  Nobody in my circle of acquaintances likes, enjoys, or intentionally seeks out taking a 
breath of the aromatic bud.  We don’t like the way it smells when it is growing and don’t like the smell of it being 
smoked.  The committee should research measures taken elsewhere to control/eliminate polluting fresh air with the 
scent of growing cannabis.  The committee should include odor control, odor measurement, and enforceable odor limits 
in any new cannabis regulation recommendation. 
  
Secondly, troubles caused by cash only industry.  An article which appeared in the 4aug2017 Union, “Cash dash…” 
raised many issues.  Under federal law marijuana is an illegal product, therefore banks are reluctant/unwilling to do 
business with cannabis operators.  Operators therefore can’t make wire transfers, don’t write or receive checks and 
don’t use or take credit cards.  Marijuana is a cash only business.  Vendors, employees, and even taxing agencies must 
be paid in cash.  As recreational marijuana becomes legal in California and medical marijuana dispensaries come to the 
county, handling cash may become a bigger problem than it is now.  
The CAG should examine solutions to the problems of cash handling. 
 
___________________ 
 
Comment 11: 
Comments to the Citizens Advisory Committee (on marijuana).  Watching the results of the citizens advisory group on 
Marijuana policy for Nevada County continues to cause me concerns. 
 
I am concerned that there remains a true conflict of interest that violates The Brown Act.  Any person involved in public 
policy who has a potential financial benefit must recuse themselves from deliberations and physically remove 
themselves from the dais.  There are those in the group who have violated this requirement since their appointment 
was considered.  The consultant has turned a blind eye to this requirement.  It should be reviewed by County Counsel, 
and those in violation should be removed or required to abide by the Brown Act requirements. 
 
While I understand that the group does not make policy, it will be making a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors 
and several have obvious bias. 
 
Also, all votes taken should be PUBLIC.  That is the meaning of the Brown Act – public meetings are to be transparent 
and all actions must be visible to the public. 
 
In regard to the odor in our county:  While you may think it possible to soften the language calling marijuana something 
else to make it more acceptable, you cannot hide the absolute stink of marijuana even when plantings are limited to 25 
plants on larger parcels in our rural county.  
 
I live in the rural South County –off Perimeter Road – and the stench is getting worse every day as it does every year, but 
it is worse this year.  This should not be so, because we have set strict limits, but I can only conclude that more 
marijuana is being grown this year. 
 
Each year, and this one in particular, I am sickened by this awful stench.  Limiting the product by setbacks, grow and 
parcel sizes is just not working which is the current policy.  My fervent hope is that the committee will recommend to 
the Board of Supervisors a strong regulation that sets odor limits, much like dust and air quality impacts are regulated 
with property use.  I recommend a reliable odor detecting device, that is available commercially, that will detect odor 
from all growing conditions – indoor, outdoor, greenhouses.  Monitoring should be ongoing and continuous.  I would 
request the device measure at the grow site as there is no reliable way to measure the odor as it dissipates over space.  
There should be a substantial fine for non-compliance and abatement if continued violations occur. 
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Attachment A1 - Email Comment 1

MJ Wars - A Survey on Measure W

A Survey on Measure W and Why it Failed
by Charles Benner

During the three days before the election I conducted an informal poll, asking
voters how they were going to vote on measure W. I polled for a few hours Friday, in
front of the Safeway on Brunswick, and for a few hours Saturday in front of Kmart. On
Sunday morning I surveyed people in the parking lot of the Twin Cities Church; on
Sunday afternoon I posed the question at the soap box Derby in Pioneer Park.

I interviewed a total 87 people, varying in age and ethnicity, to find out how they
planned to vote and why. The results: NO won with 61%, YES had 29%, Undecided
was 8%. Felons not allowed to vote, 2%.

Here is what I learned about the top reasons for NO on Measure W:
1. Medicine. Many used cannabis as a medicine or knew someone who did; some

for serious illnesses, others for everyday aches and pains. Many found relief that was
greatly needed; some said it was the only thing that worked and that we should not be
preventing access to this vital medicine.

2. Morals. Many people were either growers themselves or knew a grower
personally. They believed most growers were good people --- not criminals, as the
sheriff implied.

3. The Economy. Many spoke of the importance of the growers to the local
economy; many had family members who benefited from the jobs and the dollars.

4. Land Rights. I heard over and over, even from conservatives that disapproved
of marijuana, that the government had no right telling people what they can do on the
own property.

5. Government. A lot of people said this ordinance was poorly written and
difficult to understand, and that it was irresponsible for the supervisors to be passing this
decision on to the voters. Many felt this was governmental incompetence and the
supervisors should be voted out for not doing their job. Some said they were too
influenced by the sheriff, who was either deliberately misleading them, or was woefully
ill-informed about the unintended consequences of prohibition. Some felt the Sheriff
favored prohibition in order to benefit his own career. A few were angry that he was
terrorizing families with his helicopter flyovers.

Here is what I learned about the top reasons for YES on Measure W:
1. Marijuana is an illegal drug and like all drugs it is harmful, addicting, and

leads to worse drugs. It causes people to be unmotivated and disrespectful of the laws.
2. It attracts criminals and foreign elements.
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3. We need to conserve traditional Christian values and the “quality of life in our
county.”

4. Acceptance sends the wrong message to our youth.
5. You don't need drugs.
In general, NO voters were more committed and eager to say why. They gave

longer responses. YES voters were more likely not to give reasons and some complained
about me even asking. Although when someone chose not to answer I politely moved on,
at both Safeway and Twin Cities, someone came out and told me people were
complaining and I needed to stop asking questions and leave.

I also took a limited telephone poll of business owners in town. Over 90 % said
they were against measure W, almost all explaining their opposition because of the
economic impact. But 90% also refused take a public position, like hanging a No on W
sign in their window, because they feared repercussions from customers who disagreed.   

YES voters feared the unwanted evils of drugs and marijuana.
NO voters saw a brighter future with cannabis.
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1

MJ Wars - A Good Year

A Good Year for Pot Growers 
by Charles Benner   
 The year 2016 was a good year for the Nevada County pot growers.  
Although it started off badly, with a total outdoor ban on their crop, many cannabis 
farmers were motivated to come out of the shadows in a show of force and 
solidarity. Together they rallied to defeat Measure W, which would have codified the 
ban into permanent law.  As they organized, their common cause grew into a 
movement, and the movement gave birth to the Nevada County Cannabis Alliance.  It 
looks as if  2017 is likely to bring even more good news for Nevada County pot 
growers, and for the region as a whole.   
 An organization, however, is only as solid as its members. And it wasn’t until 
more than one hundred members showed up for an event at the Holbrook Hotel in 
November that the true vision emerged for what is possible.  
 “If we can just get a thousand members we would be the largest trade 
association in the county,” Jonathan Collier, regional chair of the California Growers 
Association told the crowd.  Collier, who is also on the executive board of the 
Alliance, said governments tend to respond to organized voters and the Alliance 
could provide a platform for change, education and community building. 
 Familiar names in the movement also addressed the crowd, encouraging 
farmers to spread the word about the organization’s efforts: educational campaigns 
to support farmers who want to become licensed, community outreach through 
local nonprofits, and advocating for a new ordinance.  
 They looked back at 2016, starting in January with the total ban on all 
outdoor growing.  In the six months leading up to the June election hundreds of 
farmers came “out of the closet” and became political activists. Farmers who had 
once been staying behind the scenes were now participating in the fight to defeat 
Measure W, with groups such as Americans for Safe Access, the California Growers 
Association, the Committee to Tax and Regulate Cannabis, the No on W Committee, 
Women Grow, and Hope for Silas.   
 Activists worked to register voters, to inform them on the issues, and to 
ensure that voters went to the polls on Election Day. They spoke out at public 
meetings, passed out flyers, called voters on the phone, debated at town halls, hung 
signs and posters, and wrote to the local newspaper.    
 And though voters defeated Measure W by a wide margin, the victory was 
short lived.  In a reactionary move in July, the Board of Supervisors failed to honor 
the spirit of Measure W and passed in effect a new ban—even more restrictive than 
the first.   
 But as 2016 ended, prospects looked promising again.  Sheriff Keith Royal 
announced that he will not run for re-election. Former Grass Valley Police Chief John 
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Foster announced he would be running for the Sheriff’s seat. Supervisor Ed Scofield 
said in a letter to the Alta Sierra Homeowners Association that “I believe we need to 
be creating a task force that not only has those previously mentioned groups 
represented, but also includes other key bodies such as Environmental Health, 
Agricultural Commission, Building and Planning, Finance, Fish and Game, the 
District Attorney and any other agency or group that has an interest in the 
legitimate growing of medical or recreational cannabis.” 
 

Hopefully the Alliance will represent a voice and a group that is interested in 
a legitimate cannabis industry.   
 This coming year the Alliance will be advocating for a permanent ordinance 
to help cannabis farmers comply with state laws.  The leaders of the new Alliance 
bring a refreshing new energy to an old movement -- they are smart, talented, and 
committed to perseverance.  Sixty percent of the voters who said NO on W want 
change.  The Alliance could hold the key to a bright future for cannabis farming in 
Nevada County.  
 It’s only a matter of time until the Nevada County Board of Supervisors realize 
what most of the county’s residents already know—that when the cannabis farmer 
prospers, the whole county can prosper too.   
 It’s only a matter of time before they realize this truly is Gold Country.  
 It’s green and renewable.   
 It’s the best in the world.    
 And it’s grown here, under the sun, by the Nevada County Cannabis Farmers.   
 Yes, 2016, the year of the ban, was actually a good year for pot growers.  It 
was the year “pot growers” became Cannabis Farmers.  And it was the year that gave 
birth to the Nevada County Cannabis Alliance.  Let’s keep the positive changes 
coming in 2017. 
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MJ Wars - The Cannabis Debate v 6                 
words 664

The Marijuana Debate: Myth, Science, or Heart
by Charles Benner       

Many beliefs about marijuana come from fears and long-held myths. But direct
lived experience, along with scientific facts, can make room for a deeper truth, allowing
us to see the world with open minds and open hearts.

When the Nevada City planning commission held a public meeting on the wisdom
of allowing the first medical marijuana dispensary for their town, citizens once again
debated the myths as well as the science of marijuana.

One woman said the smell of it gave her headaches. She said she couldn’t go
outside because “people have no respect for anybody else.” She believed marijuana users
didn’t respect her rights and maybe her traditions. Another woman spoke of “high risk”
folks coming into the neighborhood and “the homeless drug users who live in the woods
around Deer Creek School.” Apparently, she associated homelessness with drug abuse
and then drug abuse with marijuana.

A man quoted a father who lost his son in a car crash, and who said, “The worst
thing that ever happened to Colorado was the day they legalized marijuana.” Evidently he
didn't know that states that have legalized recreational marijuana have seen a 12%
decrease in traffic deaths.

It seemed that those who spoke in myths had never experienced marijuana
directly. They repeated stories they heard and let their imaginations run free. Many other
citizens, however, did have a direct experience with marijuana. They called it cannabis,
and they referred to relevant facts from the real world.

One woman chided the man who spoke about traffic fatalities saying, “I’m on
cannabis right now and I’m not stoned. People need education, and not all these
unfounded myths about children dying in car crashes.”

“I have a rare disease that is really hard to treat,” said another young woman. “I
got my card when I turned eighteen, and it completely turned my life around. Especially
to go into a dispensary and have someone tell me about what strain I should use. If it’s
regulated, people can learn how to be safe. I think that educating the public can help a
lot.”

A man who was a paramedic and a caregiver spoke about how marijuana has been
known to be able to replace opiates and drug use. “ The current rise in narcotics
addictions can be fixed. If we are not providing the elderly with access to alternative care,
we are being negligent.”
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“I am a medical cannabis user, for chronic pain,” said another woman. “I have a
dog that was diagnosed in October with a very aggressive form of cancer. The UC Davis
oncologist can’t believe that he is still alive. And he is being treated with cannabis.”

One woman said, “I drive all the way down to Sacramento to get medicine for my
eighteen-year-old daughter. “She has had chronic pain her entire life. This is the only
medicine that works for her. Doctors had her on high doses of pain relievers for years.
Now she is able to get off of those and live in a more pain-free way.”

Thinking of this girl, pain free for the first time in her eighteen years of life,
brought joy to my heart.

Lastly, a man named Forrest Hurd spoke about his ten-year-old son Silas, who
suffers catastrophic epileptic seizures. Hurd said modern medicine has no known cure
for his son’s life-threatening, degenerative form of epilepsy. He said cannabis dropped
the seizures by 90%. His voice broke when he said, “I can’t describe the terror a parent
faces watching their child go through a grand mal seizure.” Almost crying, he concluded,
“I need this medicine to save my son’s life.”

At that point, I felt a compassion that went beyond myths and science. I
understood the truth of Forrest and his son Silas. And my heart understood the truth about
marijuana.
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Open Letter to a State Cannabis Regulator
by Charles Benner

As a Nevada County resident and an advocate for cannabis farmers, I’m
writing to you with some suggestions for encouraging a healthy and mutually
beneficial relationship between growers and government regulations.

I was impressed with your willingness to learn when I heard you speak in
the Nevada City town hall. It was clear that you wanted to listen to feedback from
farmers who have been growing in the shadows for twenty years, and that you
wanted them to come out and cooperate. I suggest that the best approach for
regulation is to make it as easy, non-intrusive, and pro-compliance as possible.

1. Start by demonstrating an understanding of farmers’ concerns. How will
supply and demand affect the market? Will they get a fair price? Will it be
competitive with the underground? How are products to be distributed in a direct
and unencumbered way? How will fees and taxes be handled?

2. Focus on reasonable acreage limitations. If you create too many land-use
restrictions so that many can’t qualify, farmers will feel forced to continue growing
illegally anyway, driven by economic necessity.

3. Help legal farmers thrive. Give them a short list of regulations. Stay off
their property as much as possible. Limit the paperwork. Allow them to grow as
much as they need to. Support accessible distribution systems with fair pricing.
Encourage organic growing methods and no pesticides. Then trust them.

4. Develop a system for testing the product, and fine farmers if they fail
basic standards. Create specific prohibitions—then probation—where farmers are
taught how to comply and given encouragement to improve. A carrot instead of a
stick. A second chance.

5. Help compliant farmers make a legal profit—a good profit. If they do,
they won’t mind paying their fair share of fees and taxes. Help farmers see that the
government, the inspectors, and the bureaucrats are on their side. Successful
cannabis farming is a win-win. Reasonable regulations can put the underground
market out of business once and for all, and legal farming can benefit everyone.

The alternative is a no-win for everybody. A bigger underground gets harder
to enforce; safety in numbers means more will choose to stay in the shadows.
Over-regulation forces growers there, creating criminality due to a question of
survival for many. More decent people will continue to be hurt.
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If regulations are not reasonable and fair, licensed growers may feel
disadvantaged. They may regret their bad choice to sign up, and they may decide
to opt out, forcing the state once again into another doomed attempt at prohibition.

Where I live, in Nevada County, the residents in the last June election voted
60% to 40% against banning outdoor cultivation. After that, our Board of
Supervisors, while they lifted a total ban, went on to add so many new restrictions
that for most, a ban remained in place. Now the supervisors say they are going to
take another year to decide if they will allow state permits at all.

Meanwhile, most farmers are now functioning outside the law. They are
doing what they have to do. They can't take a year off waiting for the county
government to function. Now even fewer respect the laws.

In this case, by trying to carve out a dry county in the middle of an economic
boom resulting from state legalization, Nevada County risks economic disaster, as
prohibition only creates more crime.

We need to persuade the Board of Supervisors that they must abide not only
by the state laws but also by the will of the people. A majority of county residents
do not want to ban commercial cultivation. They want the county to support well-
regulated commercial cultivation.

Remember, Nevada County is believed to be the third largest producer of
cannabis in the state. The cannabis farmers of Nevada County are not going away.
They are either going to join you or fight you. And the question farmers will ask is:
are you here to help us thrive or stand in the way?

My advice is simple. See farmers’ problems, and help solve them. Through
meaningful regulations, show vigorous support for the concerns and challenges
faced by cannabis farmers in this potentially lucrative growth industry.

Those who started this industry deserve their place in its shining future.
Instead of banning the sun, let's use it to help our farmers grow.
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Attachment A2 - Email Comment 9

Cannabis Odor Management 
 
Many people find the odor of ripe cannabis buds to be extremely offensive.  “Skunk 
smell” is the usual term used to describe it.  In fact, many people think that Nevada 
County has lots of dead skunks along the roadways as they drive through our county.    
Most of those offensive smells are not coming from dead skunks, but rather from legal 
or illegal cannabis grows. 
 
The offensive odor has caused some people to keep their windows closed day and 
night, to abandon use of outdoor patios, and to even sell their properties and move out 
of the county or state to rid themselves of this nuisance.  These are significant impacts 
that rank up there with soil and water pollution or poisoning of wildlife from cannabis 
grows.  The County is not yet on the right path in this area. 
 
The regulations that Nevada County adopts can, if done properly, assure that this 
nuisance is eliminated.  Other states have adopted odor limits and have effectively 
enforced them with penalties for failure to comply, and Nevada County needs to follow 
these successful programs.  However, so far, the county and CAG have not pursued a 
proper course in this regard. 
 
The approach taken so far in our county is to keep grows small, set well back from 
adjacent properties, and on parcels of certain minimum sizes.  However, this is a hit and 
miss and very unscientific method of regulation that will not consistently work.  Who 
really knows how much distance is needed for the skunk smell to mix with clean air in 
the wind and be sufficiently diluted by the time it reaches an adjacent property or home?  
There are too many unknown factors for this to be reliable.  The intensity of the odor 
varies by type of species grown and the conditions under which the plants are farmed.  
The direction and speed of the wind is variable.  No scientific studies have been done to 
precisely allow set backs, grow sizes and parcel sizes to be an effective regulatory 
approach.  Yet, this is the approach the county has taken to date—a failed method.  
This has been the source of extensive and heated debate among the parties involved 
with no universally accepted resolution in sight.   
 
It is unfair to the members of the CAG to force them to make a decision on set backs, 
grow sizes and parcel sizes with such uncertainty and especially when a better 
approach exists. 
 
Other states, rather than use set backs and parcel size, have simply adopted odor 
limits.  The technology exists to both eliminate odors from grows and to measure the 
resulting odor at the property boundary with an instrument.  By adopting odor limits, the 
endless debate on grow size, set back distance and parcel size is over.  A scientific 
method of odor removal and detection instruments solves the issue. 
 
Odor removal methods are available for grows in greenhouses and enclosed buildings.   
Carbon filters are the preferred method of odor removal, though other methods are also 
available.  The measurement device, with a brand name of the Nasal Ranger, has been 
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sold to growers as well as to cities and counties charged with enforcing odor 
regulations.   
 
An article in the Cannabis growing magazine Cannabis Business Times in January 
2017 provides a good summary of the status of the technology as well as some of the 
successful regulations that have been adopted in other states.  That article is attached 
to and made a part of this comment.  Also, here is the link to the article:  
http://magazine.cannabisbusinesstimes.com/article/january-2017/pass-the-sniff-
test.aspx 
 
For outdoor grows, the only method of limiting the skunk smell is distance.  But, that 
should not change the definition of an offending odor under an odor ordinance.  The 
ordinance should apply to outdoor, indoor and greenhouse grows.  The grower can 
decide if they want to risk an odor violation from an outdoor grow and the resulting fines 
or revocation of a license for failure to fix the problem. 
 
The CAG and the county must move in this direction to resolve this issue.  And back up 
an odor limit with active monitoring, imposition of fines and abatement of continued 
violations. 
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Pass the Sniff Test  Cannabis Business Times -  January 2017 
Features - Compliance 

Just because you like the smell of your flowers doesn’t mean your (nosy) neighbors will. 

January 9, 2017 
Steven Nelson 
 

 
 
The Nasal Ranger odor-measuring tool. Charles McGinley, technical director for St. Croix Sensory, which 
produces the tool, says nearly 200 Nasal Rangers are in the hands of cultivators and their regulators. 
Courtesy Nasal Ranger/St. Croix Sensory 
 

Not long ago, odor management could keep cannabis cultivators out of jail. Now, it can keep you in 
business. 

As cannabis reform sweeps the nation, growers face different regulatory situations, with states and cities 
varying significantly on rules subject to rapid change. 

In some places, cultivators view odor management as optional. But in others, notably Colorado, limits 
exist and are actively enforced, with failure to control odor resulting in denial of a Denver facility’s license 
renewal, a fine for a Boulder grow and a close call for an Aspen-area business. 

Investing in expensive equipment is not necessary if there’s enough distance from neighbors, but for 
greenhouses near a subdivision and warehouses downtown, a relatively small budget line could prevent 
big problems. 

Cultivation experts who advise growers and sell the latest tools say that in addition to making wise 
decisions about location and facility design, it’s smart to be proactive to protect your business and avoid 
inviting new local rules. 

There are three common approaches to odor management, each with its own advantages and pitfalls. In 
general, the choice is to trap (or catch), destroy or disguise the skunky aroma that drives certain people to 
dial 9-1-1. 
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CATCH 
Carbon filters probably are the most common odor management tools used by cannabis cultivators. Large 
fans generally blow air over the filters, which trap passing odor molecules. 

High Valley Farms in Basalt, Colo., recently adopted carbon filtration for its greenhouse after facing 
complaints about smell, resolving the problem after tense relations with local authorities. 

“Carbon filters at the present time [are] the standard method of filtering the air for cannabis growers,’ says 
Charles McGinley, who says he sold the company a Nasal Ranger odor measurement tool for self-testing. 

“It appears when they’re using fresh carbon they’re well in compliance,” he says. High Valley farms did 
not respond to a request for comment, but did win a local vote allowing continued operations. 

Downsides of carbon filters include that they can cost a few hundred dollars each (with fans costing 
hundreds themselves). Large rooms can require several filters, and when they fill up, they need 
replacement. The fans also use significant electricity and clutter rooms. 

McGinley, the technical director of Minnesota-based St. Croix Sensory, travels the nation selling the 
$1,900 Nasal Ranger to landfills, refineries, wastewater plants, cannabis cultivators and government 
officials. He says nearly 200 are in the hands of cultivators and their regulators. 

McGinley says the Nasal Ranger — or a more rudimentary “scentometer” sold by Calgon Carbon — can 
determine when it’s necessary to replace carbon filters to stay in line with odor limits. He says cultivators 
also can adopt the practice of recording “defensible data” from self-testing, which is done in other 
industries to mitigate any future problems. 

“It’s an answer to the person who will complain even if the wind is in the other direction,” he says. 

New carbon-based technologies are emerging that offer potential cost savings. 

Washington-based Urban Agricultural owner Ben Barker, who supports the cannabis businesses with 
technology and industry expertise from two decades of cultivation experience, says lighter-weight carbon 
filters are emerging with greater surface area, lower cost and less weight. 

Barker says his company has helped set up about 150-200 cultivation facilities, with odor management 
addressed on a case-by-case basis. 

Urban Agriculture is beginning to sell a climate control system produced by Dutch company Opticlimate 
that has a built-in slot for carbon filters, eliminating the additional upfront and continuing electricity cost of 
fans for warehouse locations. 

For many growers, carbon is a reliable go-to, which, although expensive, isn’t going to put pressure on 
the bottom line. 

“Carbon filters do the trick 90 percent of the time. We’ve had zero issues with smell abatement. … 
They’re very, very effective,” says Aaron Herzberg of CalCann Holdings, a California marijuana real 
estate company. 

“It did not reach a level where it was called to my attention,” he says about the cost. 

DESTROY 
Cultivators do have an increasing number of high-tech options that destroy odor, but these methods can 
introduce new occupational safety and horticultural health considerations. 

Among the technologies are ozone machines that produce unstable molecules with three oxygen atoms 
and a similar technology that uses UV lights to create hydrogen peroxide vapor. 

Both compounds oxidize odor molecules, eliminating their smell, says Kurt Parbst, an agricultural 
engineer at the large cultivation support firm Envirotech. 

Odor-destroying technologies have been used in food-processing facilities and for other industrial 
purposes for years, and some growers are beginning to give them a try. 
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One new entry to the market is the Element Air machine developed by Urban-Gro. The hydrogen 
peroxide (H2O2) vapor generator is designed for use in grow rooms at both warehouse and greenhouse 
facilities. A commercial version was unveiled in late 2016 and sales of a home-grow option are expected 
through a yet-to-be-named retailer early this year. 

John Chandler, Urban-Gro’s vice president for cultivation technologies, says the machine is safe for use 
because of the low concentrations of H2O2 it generates. Ozone machines, by contrast, are known to be 
unsafe when used within an actual grow room. 

Chandler says the hydrogen peroxide vapor generator offers the potential for long-term cost saving by 
eliminating the need to constantly power large fans. And he says the bulbs last longer and are cheaper to 
replace over time than carbon filters. 

The up-front cost of Element Air units may be more than the cost of carbon filters, but Chandler says it 
could pay off, and that the machines are surprisingly effective, allowing grow rooms to be nearly odorless. 

Parbst of Envirotech, which serves companies across the United States and Canada, with many in 
California, says hydrogen peroxide and ozone leave no harmful residue on plants, though he’s not 
familiar with any of the firm’s dozens of clients using such a system. 

Not everyone’s convinced that technology should be immediately pursued. 

Barker says he’s most familiar with ozone, which he says should not be used with plants or near workers, 
requiring instead a separate “lung room” that draws air from a grow room, allowing a long enough contact 
time for deodorization before being sent out of the facility. 

Using ozone in a grow room, rather than in a lung room, works less effectively because the concentration 
is insufficient and can “literally strip odor off plants and oxidize oils on the plant,” Barker says. 

“There are so many people through the generations of growers who have purchased ozone machines, 
and they have not worked out as well as they hoped,” he says. 

Although he’s not familiar with growers who have used a hydrogen peroxide machine, he worries they 
would pose a threat to plants or the safety of workers. 

“Coming from a smoker’s perspective,” he says, it’s important not to deodorize the marijuana. “Like a 
great-tasting meal, you definitely want to smell it,” he says. 

Chandler says he has supplied many growers with hydrogen peroxide machines and that there’s no need 
to fear for the safety of plants or people, though he does say the machines aren’t dummy-proof and must 
be calibrated, producing a scratchy throat if the output is too high. 

The dozen growers to whom he’s supplied the machines — in Colorado, Nevada, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and California — have offered no complaints, he says, about the quality of their product. 

“At this point they’re in a good dozen commercial facilities for up to four years now with no detrimental 
effects reported or seen,” he says. 
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Urban-Grow launched its commercial-grade 
hydrogen peroxide vapor generator, called Element Air (shown at left), in late 2016. The product is 
designed for use in both indoor grow rooms and greenhouses to eliminate odor. 
Courtesy Urban-Gro 

CLOAK 
Odor-disguising liquid sprayed outside grow sites is a third major method of keeping smell under control. 

This method neither traps nor destroys odor, but rather makes passersby believe they are smelling 
something else. 

“The result, which is tried and true for decades in the market, is you deodorize the situation,” Parbst says. 

The idea doesn’t have universal acclaim. McGinley says masking odor won’t fool the Nasal Ranger. 

5 TiPS: 

1. Be proactive, especially if your state or town regulates odor. If you aren’t, you could risk your 
business, generate bad press and waste money frantically trying to fix the problem. 

2. Shop around and compare prices. New technologies, specifically tailored to the cannabis 
industry, are emerging. 

3. Make sure you replace your carbon filters. They don’t work if they’re full. 
4. Do what works for you. If a masking mist keeps everyone happy, it may be enough. 
5. Record “defensible data” when possible. Doing so can immunize you from the local busybody 

who complains even when the wind is blowing in the other direction. 

“It works a little, but it doesn’t work enough to take away the root cause, which is the compound being 
generated by the bud,” he says. 

Chandler says it may be true that the odorous compounds remains, but that spraying outside facilities can 
accomplish important goals nonetheless by preventing inspection. 

“The Nasal Ranger doesn’t make complaints,” he says; people do. 

THINK AHEAD 
Experts contacted for this article say there are ways to avoid costs. 

Parbst, the agricultural engineer at Envirotech, says, when practical, it’s important to pick a facility 
location far enough from neighbors that Mother Nature takes care of odor. 
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“This sounds corny, but the best treatment for this is distance, to have a distance between the cultivator 
and the neighbor for the air to mix,” he says. 

 
Urban-Gro’s Environmental Air machine in use in an indoor cultivation site. John Chandler, Urban-Gro’s 
vice president of cultivation technology, says the machine is safe to use because of the low 
concentrations of hydrogen peroxide generated. 
Courtesy Urban-Gro 
 

Have your eye on an awesome downtown warehouse with the possibility of troublesome neighbors? 
Maybe it’s best to reconsider, Parbst says. He says his company works with dozens of growers and only 
a handful pursue odor management, generally because it’s not optional. 

With up-front capital and ongoing maintenance costs, “odor control is expensive, and that’s why I think 
siting is very important,” he says. “Dilution is ideally the easiest way to do it.” 

Barker says it’s also a good idea to consider facility design. Retrofitted warehouses that have a potential 
to ooze odor from every crack benefit from creation of negative pressure in grow rooms, achievable by 
sucking air from the room. With carbon filters it’s possible to make a closed loop, saving on energy, he 
says. 

“You need to design your facility properly or you’re going back to basement status,” he says. “If you 
design your building where you can create negative pressure, you won’t have to chase down odor.” 

Barker says that odor management hasn’t been a huge concern in Washington, but that localities are 
beginning to sniff out the issue and that he views regulation as inevitable. 

“I believe they should regulate it,” he adds. “I love the smell of cannabis, but it would be rude to bombard 
someone’s neighborhood and make it smell like weed 24-7. The occasional whiff every now and then is 
fine, but I’ve seen some pretty obnoxious stuff.” 

http://magazine.cannabisbusinesstimes.com/article/january-2017/pass-the-sniff-test.aspx 

 


