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March 3, 2020 
 
Honorable Laura Bridley, Chair 
Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
c/o Planning and Development, Hearing Support 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re:  March 4, 2020 Planning Commission Agenda 

Standard Agenda Item No. 2, Cannabis Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
 
Honorable Chair Bridley: 
 
The City of Carpinteria (“City”) wishes to go on record as being in support of the Santa Barbara 
County Planning Commission’s ongoing efforts related to possible amendments to the County’s 
Cannabis Zoning Ordinance regulations. We are encouraged to see that many of the 
recommendations from the City’s previous January 21, 2020 letter to your Commission (attached 
hereto as Attachment A) continue to be reflected in the table of recommended options included in 
the staff memorandum for further consideration. 
 
In particular, we want to share our support for efforts that would require odor control for existing 
“legal nonconforming” operations, and amendments that would strengthen the efficacy and 
enforceability of odor control requirements for all operations. We also support recommendations 
that strengthen permit requirements for all cannabis projects. 
 
To aid in the Commission’s ongoing deliberations, we would like to share some additional insights 
and suggestions related to the Commission’s list of recommendations based on our experiences in 
the Carpinteria Valley. Many of these bulleted items are further supported by the comments in our 
January 21st letter: 
 

 Odor Control. Nuisance and possible public health impacts related to cannabis odors and 

odor control techniques remain the top priority issue for the City of Carpinteria. Meaningful 

progress on improving the odor issues in Carpinteria is imminently critical; maintaining the 

status quo is unacceptable. 

 

o Objective verification of compliance with odor control requirements, measured at the 

property line of the parcel upon which cannabis cultivation is occurring, provides the 

clearest, most enforceable means of ensuring nuisance odors do not escape 

cannabis operations. Ongoing compliance monitoring is absolutely critical to the 

efficacy of any odor control requirements. 

o City of Carpinteria staff met with Assistant County CEO Melekian and Air Pollution 

Control District (“APCD”) staff to discuss opportunities for APCD staff to play a more 

active role in permit review and nuisance odor control in the County in a manner that 

could leverage APCD’s resources and knowledge toward addressing ongoing 
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nuisance odor impacts. Among other things, we understand APCD staff has been 

looking into possible technologies that could aid in objectively measuring and 

quantifying odor control compliance of individual operations. We understand that 

discussions between County and APCD staff remain ongoing but wish to reiterate 

our support for this type of inter-agency coordination. 

o Sealed greenhouses and carbon filtration appear to remain the “gold standard” for 

effective odor control. It is our understanding that at least one provisionally licensed 

cannabis cultivation operation in the Carpinteria Valley is using this method on a 

retrofitted greenhouse, thus demonstrating that it is indeed feasible to do so for 

others. We believe requiring sealed greenhouses and carbon filtration should be 

strongly considered for cultivation facilities located near urbanized land uses. Short 

of that, we support the Commission’s consideration of ordinance amendments that 

would incentivize such upgrades to odor control systems. Open sided, and 

extensively vented greenhouses, such as the examples included in our previous 

January 21st letter are entirely inadequate for commercial cannabis cultivation 

activity in close proximity to urban land uses. 

o The table in Attachment 1 to the Staff memorandum for this item suggests in several 

instances that “all growers in Carpinteria Valley purportedly have odor control.” If this 

in fact is true, a visit to the Carpinteria Valley on any given morning or evening will 

demonstrate that the odor control techniques being allegedly employed remain 

largely inadequate. Strong cannabis odors persist in multiple areas throughout the 

Valley. This reinforces the fact that simply requiring odor control of existing “legal 

nonconforming” uses is not enough; compliance monitoring and enforcement for 

“legal nonconforming” operations is needed. 

o At the last Commission meeting discussion on this item, County planning staff 

suggested that existing “legal nonconforming” growers could not install or be 

required to install odor control without possibly jeopardizing their “legal 

nonconforming” status since installation of such systems would likely require 

issuance of a Coastal Development Permit (CDP). Considering the same staff is now 

claiming that all growers in the Carpinteria Valley purportedly have odor control, 

despite the County having only issued CDPs to a small fraction of the operations, it 

would appear that either: a.) a CDP is not in fact required and therefore an 

operation’s “legal nonconforming” status would not jeopardized by being required to 

install and maintain odor control; or b.) a CDP is required and yet all or most of the 

cultivators in the Valley somehow still managed to install odor control systems 

without running afoul of the limitations of their “legal nonconforming” status. In either 

case, something appears to be amiss with the information provided by staff and 

seems to unnecessarily discourage further consideration of such requirements. 

Addressing odor issues with existing “legal nonconforming” operations is arguably 

the most critical action the County could take to remedying cannabis-related 

complaints in the Carpinteria Valley. 

 

 Permit Requirements. More stringent permit requirements serve to ensure that the 

potential impacts of commercial cannabis operations are properly identified and addressed 

in an open forum where those impacted by such uses have an opportunity to have their 
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voices heard. Requiring a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for all cannabis operations affords 

the Commission greater discretion over the permitting and conditioning of such uses to 

effectively address potential impacts, allows for greater public participation, and may, 

inadvertently, streamline the permitting processes for applicants by reducing the number of 

steps in the permitting process and limiting opportunities for multiple sequential appeals. 

 

We continue to believe that consideration should also be given to efforts to limit or 

discourage the over-concentration of cannabis operations in confined geographic areas like 

the Carpinteria Valley, and especially in close proximity to urbanized land uses. We 

recognize the intent of exploring possible overlay districts for cannabis activities is to identify 

areas where cannabis operations could locate with less potential for land use conflicts in 

exchange for a simpler permitting process. However, given the infrastructure already in 

place in Carpinteria, it seems unlikely that such overlay districts would do anything to diffuse 

the over-concentration already occurring here and likely to intensify should all pending 

permit applications eventually be granted. Thus, we urge the Commission to also consider 

tools that would directly address the over-concentration issues where they are already 

occurring, such as mandatory buffers from urbanized land uses, and/or acreage caps on 

individual growing operations. 

 

 Legal Nonconforming Status. We’ve heard Assistant County CEO Melekian comment on 

several recent occasions that investigation and enforcement actions on operations claiming 

“legal nonconforming” status would be a priority action of the cannabis compliance team 

going forward. We applaud this effort and encourage County staff to not only investigate the 

validity of claims of legal nonconforming status, but to also ensure that those truly qualifying 

as legal nonconforming have not illegally expanded their operations beyond the scope of 

the operation at the time legal nonconforming status was conferred. The burden of proof 

must be placed on the applicant to demonstrate their valid “legal nonconforming” status and 

the scope of their claimed vested rights. The recent enforcement case involving Mr. Brand’s 

Arroyo Verde Farms in Carpinteria underscores the types of illicit facilities expansion and 

unpermitted activities that is likely occurring in these mostly unregulated “legal 

nonconforming” operations. Investigation and enforcement actions on claimed “legal 

nonconforming” operations is particularly timely as many of the operations’ provisional 

licenses are set to expire soon. 

 

 Permit Processing. We continue to have several concerns with the permit processing of 

commercial cannabis applications: 

 

o Unresponsive applicants or inactive permit applications cannot remain in an 

“awaiting applicant action” status indefinitely. Given a reasonable amount of time, 

consistent with the Permit Streamlining Act and any County administrative practices, 

inactive or incomplete applications should be closed out and any associated 

provisional licenses revoked. Non-cooperative or non-compliant applicants cannot 

be rewarded with the ability to continue to operate under constantly-extended state 

provisional licenses while remaining outside of the County’s regulatory authority. The 

current practice where applicants have no incentive to efficiently complete the 
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permitting process only serves to undermine the County’s efforts to bring the 

commercial cannabis industry into regulatory compliance. 

o We understand that investigating the permit status of existing structures and 

improvements on properties where commercial cannabis activities are proposed is 

cited as one of the reasons for protracted permit processing times, and we see that 

one of the actions being contemplated by the Planning Commission is to reconsider 

this practice, presumably in an effort to speed up the permitting process and bring 

existing operations into compliance with current requirements sooner. This is a 

laudable endeavor, however, having reviewed all or most of the pending applications 

for cannabis cultivation facilities in the Carpinteria Valley, it is apparent that many of 

the prospective properties have multiple, and in some cases, extensive unpermitted 

structures and zoning or building violations. In light of previous concerns the City has 

raised with respect to the amount of greenhouse structures located in the Carpinteria 

Agriculture Overlay compared to what County staff believes is actually permitted, we 

respectfully disagree with this recommendation to do away with zoning compliance 

investigations as part of the cannabis permit application review. Gaining compliance 

with the County’s cannabis regulations cannot and should not come at the expense 

of also ensuring compliance with other critical County regulations like the acreage 

caps on greenhouse-related construction in the Carpinteria Valley.  

o We previously raised questions about the County’s reliance on an uncertified 

environmental document (Program EIR for the Coastal Zone) for CEQA compliance 

review of individual permit applications within the Coastal Zone. To date we have not 

seen a formal response from County staff to these questions other than a statement 

at the October 2, 2019 Planning Commission workshop that staff would look into the 

matter further and report back. We continue to believe this is an important 

procedural question both for pending CDP applications in the Coastal Zone and for 

any contemplated amendments to Article II’s cannabis regulations. 

 
Once again, we appreciate your Commission’s willingness to listen to the City’s concerns and 
recommendations, and your commitment to improving the cannabis regulatory program for the 
benefit of all residents of Santa Barbara County. The City looks forward to continuing to work with 
the County on these matters.  
 
Yours, 
 
 
Steve Goggia, Community Development Director 
City of Carpinteria 
 
Enc. January 21, 2020 letter to County Planning Commission 
 
Cc. Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

City Council Members 
 Steve Goggia, Community Development Director 
 California Coastal Commission 
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