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El Dorado County Planning Commission
March 25, 2024
Page 6

There is ample substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the existing intensive
irrigation use of the fractured rock water supply is already causing nearby residents to lose their
vital water supplies. An EIR should be required to further study the impacts of the Project on
water availability.

C. Substantial Evidence Supports A Fair Argument That The Profect Will Impact
Nearby Streams

The Initial Study only considers the potential impact of the Project on Flat Creek, which
is a perennial stream running to the north of the Project site. The Initial Study does not evaluate
the Project impact on two ephemeral streams that run in close proximity to the west boundary of
the Project. The National Hydrography Dataset published by the U.S. Geological Survey for
topographical maps of the Project site demonstrate that these two streams are much closer to the
Project than Flat Creek. (The Project cultivation site is outlined in red.)

Further study of the impact of the Project on these ephemeral streams is critical because
they may receive runoff of fertilizers and pesticides from the Project as well as carry residue
from the odor control chemicals that will be sprayed immediately adjacent to them. (The
location of the streams coincides with the location of proposed odor mitigation fans and
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El Dorado County Planning Commission
March 25, 2024
Page 10

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Todd R. Moore

Todd R. Moore
of HAHN & HAHN LLP

Attachments

TRM\77777.003243865731.1
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Appendix of Exhibits

. Odor Study; Paul Schafer of SCS Engineers & Environmental Consultants
. Well Production Report for 4941 D’Agostini Drive, 1999
. Well Production Report for 4881 D’'Agostini Drive, 1999

. Well Production Report for 4881 D’Agostini Drive, 2015

m O O O >»

. Email from property owner, 4520 D’Agostini Drive

m

Zheng Z, Fiddes K, Yang L. A narrative review of environmental impacts of cannabis
cliltivatinn .l Cannahic Raa 2021 3-2K-

G. Wilson H, Bodwitch H, Carah J. First known survey of cannabis production practices in
Califarnia Califarnia Aaricenl 2016- 73311027 -

I. EID estimates homes in the County use .56 acre feet per year, or 1,594 gallons per day, on

avarana Manntain Demnecraet

J. California Secretary of State Statement of Information Earth Groovy Products, LLC
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Appendix A

Odor Study; Paul Schafer of SCS Engineers & Environmental Consultants
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Appendix B

Well Production Report for 4941 D’'Agostini Drive, 1999
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Appendix C

Well Production Report for 4881 D’Agostini Drive, 1999
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Appendix D

Well Production Report for 4881 D’Agostini Drive, 2015
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Appendix E

Email from property owner, 4520 I’Agostini Drive
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Appendix F

Zheng Z, Fiddes K, Yang L. A narrative review of environmental impacts of cannabis
cultivation. .| Cannahis Res 2021: 3:3k:
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As a library, NLM provides access to scientific literature. Inclusion in an NLM database does
not imply endorsement of, or agreement with, the contents by NLM or the National Institutes of
Health.

Learn more

'021; 3: 35. PMCID: PMC8349047
ruonsteu viinne 2021 Aug 6. doi: PMID

A narrative review on environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation

1 2

Interest in growing cannabis for medical and recreational purposes is increasing worldwide. This study re-
views the environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation. Results show that both indoor and outdoor
cannabis growing is water-intensive. The high water demand leads to water pollution and diversion, which
could negatively affect the ecosystem. Studies found out that cannabis plants emit a significant amount of
biogenic volatile organic compounds, which could cause indoor air quality issues. Indoor cannabis cultiva-
tion is energy-consuming, mainly due to heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and lighting. Energy con-
sumption leads to greenhouse gas emissions. Cannabis cultivation could directly contribute to soil erosion.
Meanwhile, cannabis plants have the ability to absorb and store heavy metals. It is envisioned that tech-
nologies such as precision irrigation could reduce water use, and application of tools such as life cycle
analysis would advance understanding of the environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation.

Keywords: Cannabis cultivation, Water demand, BYVOCs emission, Carbon footprint, Soil erosion

TheCannabis plant has been cultivated throughout the world since ancient civilizations and used for thou-
sands of years for both medicinal and recreational applications. Cannabis contains a psychoactive com-
pound called tetrahydrocannabinols (THC) that creates a psychogenic effect. It can be consumed through
the respiratory tract and digestive tract through smoking and oral ingesting, respectively. In contrast,

24-0520 Public Comment
PC Rcvd 03-26-24

24-0936 L 25 of 82



24-0520 Public Comment
PC Rcvd 03-26-24

24-0936 L 26 of 82



lacre = 43, 560ft> 2

Similarly, units reported for water demand such as “mm/total growing period” were converted to
“gallon/ft*/day”. For example, the water need of cotton is 700 mm per total growing period. The water de-

mand was calculated to:
700mm = 27.56inches = 748, 346 gallon per acre 3

Finally, the minimal daily water demand for cotton (shown in Table 1) was calculated using the maximal
growing days (193 days):

748, 346 gallon per acre acre gallons
X 7 =0.09———
195 days 43, 560ft f? x days

Table 1

Water demand comparison between Cannabis and commodity crops
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and emission rate of BVOCs, trace gases, and particles from the plant, plant detritus, and soils are impor-
tant. Much work will be needed to include this information in the emission inventory for air quality model-
ing. Investigation concerning the contribution of those species to regional, even global air quality, is useful
for policymakers and the public. Besides, a better understanding of indoor pollutant concentration and
emission ensures the safety of indoor operation. The environmental impact of cannabis cultivation on soil
quality has two sides, and it needs to be treated dialectically. On one side, cannabis cultivation directly con-
tributes to soil erosion. On the other side, cannabis has a strong ability to absorb and store heavy metals in
the soil. Further studies on the soil mechanics and dynamics of heavy metals in plant-soil interactions are
needed.

I

Summary of cannabis environmental impacts
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ARs Anticoagulant rodenticides

BVOCs Biogenic volatile organic compounds

CAMXx Comprehensive Air Quality Model with extensions
CBD Cannabidiol

CCFs Cannabis cultivation dacility

CMH Ceramic metal halide

CSA Controlled Substances Act
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GHGs Greenhouse gases

HPS High-pressure sodium

HVAC Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
IMGO Indoor Marijuana Grows Operations

LED Light-emitting diode

NIH National Institutes of Health

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PM Particular matter

SRCAA Spokane Regional Clean Air Agency

THC Tetrahydrocannabinols
USDA Department of Agriculture
VOCs Volatile organic compounds
WHO World Health Organization
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Appendix G

Wilson H, Bodwitch H, Carah J. First known survey of cannabis production practices in

MNalifarnia Califarnia Aaricnl 2010072/ 11027:
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https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0120016.g002

Fig 3. Salmon Creek and Redwood Creek South Watersheds.
Outdoor marijuana plantings are marked in red and greenhouses are marked in light green.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0120016.g003

Fig 4. Outlet Creek Watershed.
Outdoor marijuana plantings are marked in red and greenhouses are marked in light green.

hitps://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0120016.g004

Habitat

The study watersheds are dominated by a matrix of open to closed-canopy mixed evergreen and mixed conifer forests with
occasional grassland openings. Dominant forest stands include Tanoak {Notholithocarpus densifiorus) and Douglas-fir
(Pseudotsuga menziesiiy Forest Alliances (“Alliance” is a vegetation classification unit that identifies one or more diagnostic species
in the upper canopy layer that are indicative of habitat conditions} [24]. These forests are dominated by Douglas—fir, tanoak,
madrone (Arbutus menziesii), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyilium), and various oak species (Quercus spp.). The Redwood
{Sequoia sempervirens) Forest Alliance, as described by Sawyer et al. [24] is dominant in areas of Upper Redwood Creek and in
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Appendix H
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Appendix |

EID estimates homes in the County use .56 acre feet per year, or 1,594 gallons per day, on
averaae. Mountain Demacract
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https://www.mtdemocrat.com/news/eid-reviews-consumption/article_f9e6dd8c-16a1-5b¢4-bd02-

2186c30d8840.html

EID reviews consumption

By Michael Raffety
Jun 21, 2021

* Directors to consider drought
declaration June 28

By dividing the El Dorado Irrigation District
into three climate zones, water consumption is
identified for each zone and approximate
populations are also sorted out, according to an
Urban Water Management Plan presented June

14 to the district’s board of directors.

The plan is updated and submitted at five-year

intervals.

The hottest location is El Dorado Hills, which is
also the most populous.

El Dorado Hills had 16,683 single-family
connections with EID in 2020. Along with seven
other classes of connections, total connections
were 23,103,
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Total population of El Dorado Hills residents in
the El Dorado Irrigation District was 75,349 in
2020. Each residence in El Dorado Hills uses 0.5
acre-foot annually. Those getting recycled
water for landscaping only use 0.16 acre-foot
annually. New residences in El Dorado Hills are
even more efficient, consuming 0.44 acre-foot
per year. Total water consumption was 11,078

acre-feet.

The western area includes Lotus-Coloma,
Cameron Park and the Crystal Boulevard and
Logtown area along Highway 49. Residents in
this area consume 0.48 acre-foot annually per
single-family customer. New EID customers
consume 0.41 acre-foot annually.

There are 6,628 service connections in the area.
All seven customer classes total 7,911
connections. The population of this area of EID
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Water conservation requirements from a state
law passed in 2015 require 241 gallons per
person per day, which includes landscape
irrigation or small farms. EID exceeded that
goal, using 208 gallons per person per day.

El Dorado Hills has 2.95 persons per household;
ditto for the western region, while the eastern
region has 2.58 persons per household. Total
population in the eastern region of EID in 2020
was 28,205.

Dry-year forecasts also involved the EID
Drought Action Plan. In a single dry year EID
could call for up to 15% of water conservation,
though it will not likely do that this year. But
Folsom Lake water use could get its own water

conservation call as well as Outingdale,

Currently EID receives permission from the
State Water Resources Control Board to provide
1 cubic foot per second from Jenkinson Lake in
Sly Park to the North Fork of the Cosumnes
River and from there on to the Middle Fork,
supplying Outingdale.

A drought declaration will be considered at the
June 28 meeting of the EID board. Also
scheduled for that same date will be adoption
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of the Urban Water Management Plan.

Stages of drought could call for 30% savings,
then 50% and in stage 4, greater than 50%.

Stage 1 would involve irrigating early in the
morning or later in the evening and not

refilling swimming pools.

New pools already built will have to be filled “or
they’ll pop out,” said Director Alan Day. He said
replastering a pool will have to be put off.

Director George Osborne asked that staff notify

pool construction firms.

“Last time (2012-16) people let mature trees
die. They provide shade. It doesn’t save that

much water to let mature trees die,” Day said.

The board approved the revised drought action

plan unanimously.

Learm nme goout you grivacy opiuis
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Appendix J

California Secretary of State Statement of Information Earth Groovy Products, LLC
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Secretary of State

LLC-12 22-A53814

) Statement of Information
{Limited Liability Company)

FILED

In the office of the Secretary of State

MDADTAMT  This form can be filed online at

sefore completing this form.
FHing Fee -3$20.00

Copy Fees - First page $1.00; each attachment page $0.50;

Certification Fee - $5.00 plus copy fees

of the State of California

JAN 27, 2022

This Space For Office Use Only

1. Limited Liabilitv Companv Name (Enter the exact name of the LLC. If you registered in California using an

alternate name )

EARTH GROOVY PRODUCTS, LLC

2. 12-Digit Secretary of State Entity Number

3. State, Foreign Country or Place of Organization {only
if formed outside of California)

201735510255 CALIFORNIA
4.Business Addresses
a. Street Address of Principal Office - Do not list a P.O. Box City (no abbreviations) State | Zip Code
6170 OAK RIDGE CIRCLE E! Dorado CA (95623

b. Mailing Address of LLC, if different than item 4a
6170 OAK RIDGE CIRCLE

City (no abbreviations) State | Zip Code
El Dorado CA [95623

c. Street Address of California Office, if Item 4a is not in California City (no abbreviations) State | Zip Code

Do not list a P.O. Box
6170 OAK RIDGE CIRCLE

El Dorado CA | 95623

5. Manager(s) or Member(s} If no managers have been appointed or elected, provide the name and address of
each member. At least one name and address rnust be listed. If the

manager/member is
If the manager/me™
and address{es) ol

a. First Name, if an individual - Do not complete Item 5b

Rodney

an individual, complete ltems 5a and 5¢ (leave ltem 5b blank).
hawin ~n ~dditinnal managers/members, enter the names(s)

Middle Name Last Name Suffix
Andrew Miller

b. Entity Name - Do not cornplete Item 5a

c. Address City {no abbreviations) State | Zip Code
6170 OAK RIDGE CIRCLE EL DORADO CA | 95623
2021 Californi ~

LLC-12 (REV 12/2021)

Page 1 of 2
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