
 
 

 

EL DORADO COUNTY 
PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667 
Phone (530) 621-5355, Fax (530) 642-0508 

 
 
Date:  April 15, 2021 
  
To:  Planning Commission   
 
From: Chris Perry, Assistant Director Planning and Building Department   
  
Subject:  PROJ21-0001 & PROJ21-0002, appeals of scoring decision of 

CCPA20-0011, CCPA20-0012, and CCPA20-0013 
 

Meyers Commercial Cannabis Retail Selection & Award Procedures – 
Merit Based Review & Scoring  

 
 
 The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a summary response to the 
separate   appeals of (1) Charles Willett and the Tahoe Honey Company (“Tahoe 
Honey”); and (2) Charles Boldwyn (“Boldwyn”) of the Planning and Building Department 
Director’s March 5, 2021 decision regarding the Meyers Commercial Cannabis Retail 
Selection and Award Procedures – Merit Based Review and Scoring.  
 
I.  Background: 
  
 Chapter 130.26 establishes the Meyers Area Plan (MAP) Zone, which provides 
for unique zoning to implement the policies of the Meyers Area Plan by setting forth 
separate and distinct uses and standards which apply to each of the five areas of the 
Meyers Community.  As originally enacted by the voters, the County’s commercia 
cannabis program did not allow for commercial cannabis uses with the Meyers zones.   
 
 On May 12, 2020, the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors adopted 
Ordinance amendments to County Code Section 130.41.300 – Retail Sale, Distribution, 
Indoor Cultivation, Laboratory Testing, and Manufacturing of Commercial Cannabis. 
The Ordinance amendments allowed for the addition of one (1) commercial cannabis 
retail storefront in Meyers in the Lake Tahoe Basin. In order to determine which 
applicant could submit a formal application for the single retail storefront permit, El 
Dorado County staff established a scoring system to rank potential applicants to 
determine the highest scoring applicant and then allow that applicant the first 
opportunity to go through the Commercial Cannabis Use Permit (“CCUP”) process.  The 
scoring process was outlined in detail on the County’s commercial cannabis website 
and can be viewed as Attachment A to this memorandum.  The County received three 
applications for consideration in the scoring process.   
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Staff had originally identified October 1, 2020 as the goal to release the scoring. 
However, staff were unable to meet this original goal due to a number of factors.  Most 
significantly, due to delays outside of the County’s control in obtaining the necessary 
state and federal approvals for the El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office (“Sheriff’s Office”) 
to perform Live Scan background checks for commercial cannabis permits, staff was 
required to adjust the background check process to provide for background checks 
based on self-disclosures that adhered to the same criteria originally released for the 
scoring process.  While initial application materials included a background check form, 
those completed forms were not reviewed by Planning staff and did not include all of the 
information necessary to complete background checks without Live Scan.  Thus, 
applicants were required to submit complete self-disclosed information relevant to the 
background check scoring criteria.  This background check process was communicated 
simultaneously to all three applicants through a series of emails from Brendan Ferry, 
Deputy Director, Tahoe Planning and Stormwater Division.  These emails are attached 
to this memorandum as Exhibits D-F. The adjustments required the need for additional 
staff time to review materials and determine scores. 

The submitted applications for scoring were reviewed by County staff with 
expertise in the corresponding fields and numerically scored by a multi-departmental 
panel based on the following equally-rated criteria: 

• Distance to a Residence, scored by the Planning and Building Department
• Security Plan, scored by the Sheriff’s Office
• Odor Control Plan, scored by the Air Quality Management District (“AQMD”)
• Background Check, scored by the Sheriff’s Office
• Plan to prevent theft and access to cannabis and cannabis products by
individuals under the age of 21 unless they have a valid medical cannabis card,
scored by the Sheriff’s Office

The scoring process identified the scoring metric for each of the five categories, 
which are also identified on Exhibit A.  Generally, each criterion was scored on a 
spectrum from 1 to 5, with 1 being the lowest score and 5 being the highest score.  The 
scores from the five criteria above were then added together and the applicant that 
received the maximum score out of a possible 25 points was selected to submit a full 
application for the commercial cannabis retail location in Meyers. 

The scores from each department were submitted to the Planning and Building 
Department without knowledge by one department of how each applicant was scored by 
other departments.  The Meyers Advisory Council was not involved in the scoring 
process, nor were any outside consultants, contractors, or individuals.  The applicant for 
the CCUP (to be considered by the Planning Commission at a later date) will be 
required to adhere to the proposed project and plans submitted as part of the scoring 
process because the County relied on the proposed project and plans to complete the 
scoring.  Because the location of a proposed project was relied on during scoring, an 
applicant able to proceed would not be permitted to change the location of a project for 
purposes of the CCUP.  Other than ensuring that all proposed project plans relied on in 
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the scoring remain in the project proposed for the CCUP, the scoring process does not 
affect or limit the Planning Commission’s review of the CCUP application or the 
Planning Commission’s ability to condition or deny the CCUP.  The Planning 
Commission could also impose conditions that exceed the proposed project plans for 
scoring consistent with the Planning Commission’s discretion to condition projects 
during the future CCUP hearing process.     
 
 The scoring was released on March 5, 2021, with CCPA20-0013, Embarc 
Meyers LLP (“Embarc”), receiving the highest score of 20 out of a total potential score 
of 25. Based on the scoring results, an application was submitted by Embarc, CCUP21-
0001, which will be fully evaluated for consistency with the El Dorado County General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance, the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), and any 
comments received from applicable departments, agencies, and the public. Additionally, 
consistent with the requirement in the Meyers Area Plan, CCUP21-0001 will be 
reviewed by the Meyers Advisory Council for a recommendation on the consistency of 
the proposed activity with the policies of the Meyers Area Plan and the Meyers Design 
Standards and Guidelines.  The review authority for a decision on the CCUP is the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors would hear any appeal of a 
decision involving the CCUP.   
 
II.  Process for Appeals: 
 
 As provided for in the scoring process: “Any applicant that submitted a timely 
and complete pre-application may file a written appeal to the El Dorado County 
Planning Commission to challenge the scoring decision made by the Planning & 
Building Department within 10 business days of the notification of scoring results. The 
burden of establishing by satisfactory factual proof the applicability and elements of a 
challenge to the application process or decision shall be on the applicant. The applicant 
must submit full information in support of their appeal.  Failure to raise each and every 
issue that is contested in the written appeal and provide appropriate support evidence 
will be grounds to deny the appeal and will also preclude the applicant from raising such 
issues in court.  Failure to file a timely appeal shall constitute a failure to exhaust 
administrative remedies that shall preclude such person from challenging the 
application process or decision in court.” 
 
 The scoring decision has been timely appealed by Tahoe Honey and Boldwyn.  
Because of Embarc’s interest in the outcome of the appeals, Embarc has been invited 
to participate as a responding party to the appeals.  Similarly, one appealing party may 
respond to arguments raised by the other appealing party to the extent the argument 
seeks to affect that party’s score or application.  Given that both appeals are of the 
same decision, the hearing on the appeals is being combined in one hearing.  The 
decision of the Planning Commission on the scoring process will be final and will not be 
appealable to the Board of Supervisors.   
 

To provide a fair hearing of the scoring process, the following procedure will be 
utilized for the hearing on the appeal:  
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1. Opening Remarks re: Scoring Process and Appeals  

a. Staff introductory comments  

b. Tahoe Honey introductory comments (2 minutes max) 

c. Boldwyn introductory comments (2 minutes max) 

d. Embarc introductory comments (2 minutes max) 

 

2. Distance to Residence Scores  

a. Staff presentation  

i. Note: Tahoe Honey did not appeal the Distance to 

Residence Scores  

b. Boldwyn presents  

c. Embarc presents/responds  

d. Questions from Commissioners on Distance to Residence scores  

 

3. Security Plan Scores - No presentations  

a. No appeals were made based on the Security Plan scores 

 

4. Odor Control Plan Scores  

a. Staff presentation  

b. Tahoe Honey presents  

c. Boldwyn presents  

d. Embarc presents/responds  

e. Questions from Commissioners on Odor Control Plan scores  

 

5. Background Check Scores  

a. Staff presentation  

b. Tahoe Honey presents  

c. Boldwyn responds   

i. Note: Boldwyn did not appeal the Background Check scores, 

but may respond to Tahoe Honey’s appeal as it relates to 

Boldwyn’s score on Background Check 

d. Embarc presents/responds  

e. Questions from Commissioners on Background Check scores  

 

6. Plan to Prevent Theft and Access Scores  

a. Staff presentation  

b. Tahoe Honey presents 

c. Boldwyn responds   

i. Note: Boldwyn did not appeal the Plan to Prevent Theft and 

Access scores, but may respond to Tahoe Honey’s appeal 

as it relates to Boldwyn’s score on Plan to Prevent Theft and 

Access  

d. Embarc presents/responds  
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e. Questions from Commissioners on Plan to Prevent Theft and 

Access  

 

7. Remaining Arguments Raised in Appeals  

a. Tahoe Honey presents  

b. Boldwyn presents  

c. Embarc presents/responds  

d. Questions from Commissioners on Remaining Arguments Raised in 

Appeals  

 

8. Public Comment  

 

9. Response/Closing Comments  

a. Staff response  

b. Tahoe Honey any response; closing comments  

c. Boldwyn any response; closing comments  

d. Embarc any response; closing comments  

 

10. Question from Planning Commissioners / Deliberations  

 

11. Planning Commission Action.  Substantive decision of the Planning 

Commission is limited to a vote to uphold scores as presented and deny 

appeals or change one or more scores and grant one or both appeals in 

whole or in part.   

 
III.  County’s Response to Appeals:  
 
 The grounds for appeal as stated in each appeal is provided below in bold with 
quotation marks and County staff responses immediately following in italics.  The 
appealing party has the burden of establishing by satisfactory factual proof the 
applicability and elements of a challenge to the scoring process or decision. 
 

A.  PROJ21-0001 Appeal Submitted by Charles Willett and Tahoe Honey    
     Company 03/18/2021 

 
“A. Embarc and Boldwyn's Applications Should Have Been Disqualified. 
1. Embarc Meyers LLC (Lauren Carpenter, Gregory Daum, and Christina Wilson) 
a. Failure to Include Required Application Documents 
b. Incomplete Background Application 
c. Failure to Sign Background Application Materials” 
 

The applications were found to be complete for review by qualified professionals 
within the Planning and Building Department, AQMD, and the Sheriff’s Office.  
 

Tahoe Honey asserts that the changes in the background check process and 
additional time afforded due to those changes were to provide “Embarc and/or Boldwyn 
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with additional time to supplement their inadequate applications, including the 
Background Application.”  This statement is not accurate.  As recounted in the emails 
from Brenden Ferry attached to this memorandum, the change in the background check 
process was in response to the fact that the County had not yet received the necessary 
federal approvals to perform background checks utilizing Live Scan as intended to score 
the background check applications.  Because the Planning and Building Department did 
not view or score the background check applications that the Sheriff’s Office was 
scoring, it was not determined what information was already provided.  Instead, to 
ensure a fair process, the Planning and Building Department requested a complete 
submission to be utilized for a background check that utilized self-disclosures.  The 
blank forms for the Sheriff’s Office background check also did not seek the same 
information that would have been obtained through Live Scan and, due to the need to 
rely on self-disclosures, this potential additional information was needed to performed 
background checks without Live Scan.  For example, the Sheriff’s Office background 
check form requests disclosures from the past seven years, but the scoring criteria for 
background checks was not limited to crimes within seven years.  Mr. Ferry explained 
this in detail to all applicants in the October 15, 2020 email.  
 

The background check process was administered by qualified law enforcement 
professionals within the Sheriff’s Office. They determined that the information necessary 
in order to produce a score based on the established scoring criteria was provided by 
each applicant.  Because the applications utilized were not created for the scoring 
process, the applications may have sought additional information outside the scope of 
the scoring criteria. Delays in obtaining the necessary federal approvals to perform Live 
Scan background checks also required an adjustment to the background check process 
as previously explained.  
 

Additionally, the scoring process clearly provided that deeming applications 
incomplete would not be a ground for disqualification during the scoring process and an 
opportunity to provide additional information during the scoring process would be 
afforded:  
“Pre-Applications that are not deemed complete during the review period will be 
provided one 5 business day window for corrections to be made and may be 
resubmitted.” 
 

A physical copy of the Required Submittal Information application was submitted 
by Embarc.  The relevant information was also included in the business plan reviewed 
by the two other applicants. 
 

Tahoe Honey also argues that certain application submittals were not valid 
because they utilized electronic signatures.  As a matter of practice, the Planning and 
Building Departments accepts electronic signatures on application materials.  The 
Sheriff’s Office also did not find the electronic signatures or typing of applications 
material defects and was able to score the application according to the self-disclosed 
submissions and published scoring criteria.   
 
“d. Failure to Include Other Owners and Persons with Financial Interest in 
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Background Document Submissions” 
 

The Sheriff’s Office confirmed that Embarc’s Background Check score is based 
on the self-reported criminal histories of Lauren Carpenter, Gregory Daum, Christina 
Wilson, and Dustin Moore. 
 
“e. Proposed Location Violates El Dorado Municipal Code Section 
130.40.300(4)(C)” 
 

The scoring process was not intended to be a complete review of all criteria and 
standards that must be satisfied prior to issuance of a CCUP.  Setbacks in section 
130.40.300(4)(C) were not part of the scoring criteria.  Prior to issuance of any CCUP, 
the Planning Commission will have to ensure that project complies with the required 
setbacks and whether any reduction is warranted under section 130.41.100(4)(C).  
Those considerations are not before the Planning Commission as part of the scoring 
process.  
 
“f. Applicant Embarc Meyers Did Not Lawfully Exist at the Time of Applying” 
 

Pre-applications are not an entitlement and the Meyers scoring result only 
identified the applicant able to first apply for the one CCUP available in Meyers. Embarc 
applied as individuals and corporation status was not a criterion for scoring. Corporate 
status is not normally evaluated as part of the planning application process and was not 
part of the scoring process except for the background check, which would investigate 
the individuals that own the corporation or come within the definition of “owners” under 
the County Code.  
 
“2. 20200628 420-0001 LLC (Charles Boldwyn) 
a. Incomplete Background Application 
b. Failure to Sign Background Application” 
 

See response above to ““A. Embarc and Boldwyn's Applications Should Have 
Been Disqualified.”  
 
“c. El Dorado Municipal Code Section 130.41.300(4)(C)” 
 

The scoring process was not intended to be a complete review of all criteria and 
standards that must be satisfied prior to issuance of a CCUP.  Setbacks in section 
130.40.300(4)(C) were not part of the scoring criteria.  Prior to issuance of any CCUP, 
the Planning Commission will have to ensure that project complies with the required 
setbacks and whether any reduction is warranted under section 130.41.100(4)(C).  
Those considerations are not before the Planning Commission as part of the scoring 
process.  
 
“B. Tahoe Honey Company's (Charles Willett) Application Should Have Been 
Scored Substantially Higher 
1. Background Check Scoring” 
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The Sheriff’s Office scored background checks and those scores are not 

addressed in this memorandum.  A separate letter from County Counsel’s Office 
uploaded on Legistar responds to these arguments.     
 
“2. Odor Control Plan Scoring” 
 

Odor control plans were reviewed by a qualified professional within AQMD.  
Exhibit B contains AQMD’s analyses and scores.  
 
“3. Plan to Prevent Theft and Access Scoring” 
 

The Plan to Prevent Theft and Access was reviewed and scored by qualified 
professionals in the Sheriff’s Office. They thoughtfully evaluated the criteria based on 
their training and experience as law enforcement professionals and the reasoning for 
their scores is in Exhibit C. 
 
“4. Scoring Based on Thoughtfulness and Creativity” 
 

Pre-Applications were reviewed by County staff with expertise in the 
corresponding fields and numerically scored by a multi-departmental panel based on 
the equally-rated criteria.  While thoughtfulness and creativity were encouraged in the 
general scoring criteria, parameters for scoring criteria in each category were described 
in more detail for each category.  All criteria were equally evaluated in the process. 
 
“C. Embarc and Boldwyn's Applications Should Have Been Scored Substantially 
Lower 
1. Embarc Meyers 
a. Odor Control Plan Scoring” 
 

Odor control plans were reviewed by a qualified professional within AQMD.  
Exhibit B contains AQMD’s analyses and scores.  
 
“b. Plan to Prevent Theft and Access Scoring” 
 

The Plan to Prevent Theft and Access was reviewed and scored by qualified 
professionals at the Sheriff’s Office and those scores are explained in Exhibit C. They 
thoughtfully evaluated the criteria based on their training and experience as law 
enforcement professionals.  
 
“c. Scoring Based on Thoughtfulness and Creativity” 
 

Pre-Applications were reviewed by County staff with expertise in the 
corresponding fields and numerically scored by a multi-departmental panel based on 
the equally-rated criteria.  While thoughtfulness and creativity were encouraged in the 
general scoring criteria, parameters for scoring criteria in each category were described 
in more detail for each category.  All criteria were equally evaluated in the process. 
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“2. Boldwyn 
a. Odor Control Plan Scoring” 
 

Odor control plans were reviewed by a qualified professional within AQMD.  
Exhibit B contains AQMD’s analyses and scores.  
 
“b. Plan to Prevent Theft and Access Scoring” 
 

The Plan to Prevent Theft and Access was reviewed and scored by qualified 
professionals at the Sheriff’s Office and those scores are explained in Exhibit C. They 
thoughtfully evaluated the criteria based on their training and experience as law 
enforcement professionals. 
 
“D. El Dorado County Did Not Comply with Applicable Law regarding Conditional 
use Permits 
1. Pre-Application Process 
2. Notice to Interested Parties 
3. Pre-Application Review and Scoring 
E. El Dorado County Violated California Law in the Application and Selection 
Process 
1. Public Hearings are Required for Conditional Use Permit Applications 
2. Authority to Rule on Conditional Use Permits Cannot be Delegated without 
Standards of Guidance 
3. Decisions on Conditional Use Permits Must be Supported by Findings of Fact 
4. Concerning Activities Regarding Re-Submittal of Information” 
 

Meyers Commercial Cannabis Retail Selection & Award Procedures – Merit 
Based Review & Scoring did not result in an approved entitlement.  The merit-based 
scoring process was utilized to prevent multiple applicants expending the time and 
financial resources to submit formal applications for a single permit and thus the highest 
scoring applicant was able to submit for a CCUP for the single permit first. Section 
130.51.090 of the Zoning Ordinance provides a process for a pre-application prior to the 
submittal of development applications.  While the scoring process was not a pre-
application process under Section 130.51.090, it utilized the pre-application forms to 
facilitate the scoring process.   The noticing and other code sections cited in the appeal 
apply to the conditional use process when a permit is issued, and all of those provisions 
will be complied with prior to the issuance of any CCUP, including the one retail facility 
allowed in the Meyers area.   
 
 
 B.  PROJ21-0002 Appeal Submitted by Boldwyn 03/19/2021 
 
“A. Appellant should be granted a continuance and Applicants should be 
compelled to authorize the release of pre-application files with only nonmaterial 
and personally sensitive information redacted.” 
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 El Dorado County and AQMD staff reviewed the unredacted applications. 
Redactions were requested so that sensitive information would not be released to the 
public. Section 130.41.100(4)(F)(13) also states that security plans shall remain 
confidential. Additionally, the Sheriff’s Office’s background check application contains 
information such as social security numbers and driver’s licenses, therefore the 
document is not released to the public and the Sheriff’s Office is responsible for record 
keeping.  Staff provided each of the three applicants with an opportunity to identify any 
sensitive information in their applications and submit a proposed redacted application.  
Those proposed redacted applications were then distributed to all three applicants and 
all three applicants were given an opportunity to object to any redaction.  While the 
County sought to work with the applicants to reach an agreement on redactions, given 
concerns about the breadth of redactions, staff then performed redactions that were 
limited to sensitive background check information, security plans, and any document or 
excerpt that would not be subject to disclosure under state law.  Applicants were 
provided an opportunity to review these redactions and then the complete files with 
these limited redactions will be available on Legistar.  At the hearing, Boldwyn may 
raise an argument he was previously unable to raise based on a redaction.     
 
“B. Embarc was improperly scored on the criteria Distance to a Residence and 
their score should be reduced from two (2) points to one (1) point 
1. All three APNs should be treated as one lot for the purposes of 
measuring distances to the nearest Residential Use. 
2. The immediately adjacent parcel is zoned for mixed use including 
Residences 
3. Embarc's proposed location is closer to the nearest residential 
structure in absolute terms.” 
 

CCPA20-0013, Embarc, proposes to be located within an existing structure. The 
structure is located on Lot 3 of Subdivision Map D-59A, APN 034-671-005 (Exhibit A). 
Lot 3A of Subdivision Map D-59A, APN 034-671-006, contains the parking lot 
associated with the structure and is an integral part of the proposed use. When 
measuring setbacks, whether internal or external, the measurement is taken from the 
property lines of the parcel that contains the structure or use. Adjacent to the two 
parcels containing the structure and parking lot is an undeveloped parcel that is Lot 4 of 
Subdivision Map D-59A. Additionally, there are two other parcels to the west of the 
project that are undeveloped, Lot 4A of Subdivision Map D-59A and a portion created 
by a quitclaim. Combined, these three adjacent undeveloped parcels are represented 
as APN 034-671-014. While these undeveloped parcels, represented as one APN 
number, are owned by the applicant, setbacks were not measured from this parcel as it 
neither contains a structure nor any associated uses. The closest residence to the 
project parcels is located on APN 034-040-004, which is owned by the US Forest 
Service (“USFS”) and contains workforce housing. CCPA20-0013, Embarc, was given a 
distance score of 2 based on the measured distance of 60 feet from the parcels 
containing the structure and parking to the USFS parcel.  
 

The criteria used to score the Meyers pre-applications were clearly noted that the 
measurements would be taken from the closest property line to the closest property line 
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of the two parcels. Setbacks established to evaluate or reduce potential land use 
conflicts are measured from property line to property line as within each parcel the 
location or addition of incompatible uses or structures could change at any time.  
 

The criteria measured distance from a parcel containing a Residence, not a 
parcel with zoning that would allow for a residence.   
 
“C. Applicants Embarc and THC should have their applications re-scored or in the 
alternative disqualified based on their redactions” 
 

El Dorado County and AQMD staff reviewed unredacted applications.  The 
unredacted odor plan is available on Legistar as part of this appeal.  
 
“D. Appellant should have received a higher score on its Odor Control Plan” 
 

Odor control plans were reviewed by a qualified professional at AQMD. Exhibit B 
contains AQMD’s analysis and scores.  
 
“E. Embarc should be disqualified for providing an incomplete application” 
 

All applications were reviewed by qualified professionals and found to be 
complete for review.  The scoring process utilized pre-application forms, which were not 
tailored for scoring.  The intent was to obtain the relevant information so that scoring 
could be accomplished.  The use of the pre-application forms for the scoring process 
was not a means to seek to disqualify applications based on technicalities.  The scoring 
process also stated, “Pre-Applications that are not deemed complete during the review 
period will be provided one 5 business day window for corrections to be made and may 
be resubmitted.”  With the exception of the modified background checks based on 
unverified self-disclosures that provided for subsequent disqualification based on 
incomplete self-disclosures, the scoring process did not establish harsh disqualification 
procedures and anticipated requests for additional information if necessary.   
 
“F. Embarc should be disqualified for providing a misleading application” 
 

As noted above, all applications were reviewed by qualified professionals and 
found to be complete for review.  While experience in the cannabis industry may 
contribute to an applicant’s ability to put forth a better application, such as an 
understanding of odor issues relevant to cannabis as Boldwyn describes in his appeal, 
experience in the industry was not a scoring criterion.   
 
“G. Responses to points raised in the Appeal by THC 
1. Incomplete background application 
2. Failure to sign its background application” 
 

The background check process was administered by qualified law enforcement 
professionals within the Sheriff’s Office. The Sheriff’s Office determined that the 
information necessary in order to produce a score was provided by each applicant. 
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Delays in obtaining the necessary federal approvals to perform Live Scan background 
checks also required an adjustment to the background check process. The scoring did 
not result in an entitlement; it identified the applicant who could first submit for a CCUP. 
The resulting processing of a CCUP will go through a more rigorous background check 
process as required of all cannabis related discretionary entitlements. Based on the 
scoring results an application was submitted, CCUP21-0001, which will be fully 
evaluated for consistency with the El Dorado County General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance, CEQA, and any comments received from applicable departments and 
agencies. 
 
“3. El Dorado County Municipal Code Section 130.41.300(4)(C)” 
 

The scoring process was not intended to be a complete review of all criteria and 
standards that must be satisfied prior to issuance of a CCUP.  Setbacks in section 
130.40.300(4)(C) were not part of the scoring criteria.  Prior to issuance of any CCUP, 
the Planning Commission will have to ensure that project complies with the required 
setbacks and whether any reduction is warranted under section 130.41.100(4)(C).  
Those considerations are not before the Planning Commission as part of the scoring 
process.  
 
 
 
Attachments to Staff Memo: 
 
Exhibit A ......................................... CCPA20-0013 Distance to Residence 

Exhibit B ......................................... AQMD Odor Evaluation and Scoring 

Exhibit C ......................................... Scoring Letter from Sheriff’s Office  

Exhibit D ......................................... October 9, 2020 Email from Brenden Ferry  

Exhibit E ......................................... October 14, 2020 Email from Brenden Ferry  

Exhibit F ......................................... October 15, 2020 Email from Brenden Ferry  
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Embarc Meyers Retail Facilities 
CCPA20‐0013
APNS: 34671005, 34671006, 34671014
Location : 3008 US HWY 50, Meyers, CA 96150
Distance to the closest residence: 385 ft
Distance to the closest business: 44 ft

Odor Control Plan Items
Product Packaging/Repackaging: All products arrive at Embarc retail facilities fully processed in their final packaged form, there are virtually no odors.

   ‐ Reduction in doors to a single entry/exit point and no windows between common spaces and areas and inventory room. 

   ‐ A sufficiently sized inventory room to allow for all (appropriately packaged and self‐contained) product to be unpacked from the bulk boxes within the inventory room. 
   ‐ Will be no conducting any cultivation, testing, packaging, extraction or distribution of cannabis and no noxious fumes or gases will be released.
   ‐ CleanLeaf CL‐2500‐C10‐ Carbon Absorption Scrubber, Biofiltration and odor neutralization will be employed to mitigate any potential odor inside and outside the facility. 

Meyer's Retail Cannabis
CCPA20‐0012
APNS: 34342011
Location : 3025 US HWY 50, Meyers, CA 96150
Distance to the closest residence: 330 ft
Distance to the closest business: 422 ft

Odor Control Plan Items
Product Packaging/Repackaging:

   ‐ Purpose‐built inventory vault within a limited access of a facility and no windows at the inventory room. 

  ‐ "Carbon filtration" will be employed to mitigate any potential odor inside the facility ‐ no specific description. 
 ‐ Meyer's retail Cannabis will verify the effectiveness of the air quality management system by conducting regular maintenance and training (frequency is not specified), logs will be kept.  

Rank  5

Rank  3

County’s ordinance Odor 
Compliance Plan:1
1) cannabis odor shall not be equal or greater than a seven dilution threshold (“DT”) when measured by the County with a field olfactometer at the property line on which the commercial cannabis activity occurs for a minimum of two olfactometer observations not less than 15 minutes
apart within a one hour period (“seven DT one hour”)

Dispensary manager will conduct at least once every 30 days or when notified of a potential odor, perform two odor measurements using olfactometer at the property line nearest to occupied 
neighboring parcel, and at down wind edge of the property line. 

 Odor Complaint Procedure:  No specific details except addressing that when odor is received, actions will be taken by the business and responses o the complaint.  

Packaging details are not addressed.

Odor Control System:

Description 

Physical Building‐Storage:
   ‐ Air Filtration and Negative Pressure, no specific details except it will be based on industry specific best control technologies. .

Description 

County’s ordinance Odor 
Compliance Plan:1
1) cannabis odor shall not be equal or greater than a seven dilution threshold (“DT”) when measured by the County with a field olfactometer at the property line on which the commercial cannabis activity occurs for a minimum of two olfactometer observations not less than 15 minutes
apart within a one hour period (“seven DT one hour”).

Odor Control System:

Physical Building‐Storage:
   ‐ Air Filtration and Negative Pressure, increase ventilation rate that will diminish the concentration of contaminants,  air from the sales area will be filtered and exhausted to the  outside 

Log complaints, within 30 min from receiving a complaint Embarc will investigate, identify the source, dispose the source in a secure and air‐tight waste disposal, physical inspection to the 
odor control system and immediately place a fixing order if needed, communicate with the complainant  and inform of the investigation, findings and resolution. Emarc will modify the odor 
management plan with 30 days if needed.  

 Odor Complaint Procedure: 

If the odor from a commercial cannabis activity violates this requirement, Embarc will reduce the odor below the seven DT one hour at property line threshold within the time required by the 
County and will

   ‐ Embarc will verify the effectiveness of the air quality management system weekly by physically inspecting the instrument and verifying no odor, inspections findings will be logged   in an 
odor control maintenance log.  

385ft

PROJ21-0001 & PROJ21-0002 appeal of CCPA20-0011, 
CCPA20-0012, &CCPA20-0013

Exhibit B
EDC AQMD Review for Meyers Cannabis Retail Stores  Control Plans
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Tahoe Honey Company
CCPA20‐0011
APNS: 34323010
Location : 3160 US HWY 50, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Distance to the closest residence: 267 ft
Distance to the closest business: 17 ft

Odor Control Plan Items

   ‐ Doors to each storage room will be closed except for transferring time.  Windows will not be used for routine ventilation. 

   ‐ Carbon ‐ filtered fans  will be employed to mitigate any potential odor inside,  CleanLeaf CL‐2500‐C10 ‐Carbon Absorption Scrubber

County’s ordinance Odor 
Compliance Plan:1

If the odor from a commercial cannabis activity violates this requirement, odors will be reported and corrected.

1) cannabis odor shall not be equal or greater than a seven dilution threshold (“DT”) when measured by the County with a field olfactometer at the property line on which the commercial cannabis activity occurs for a minimum of two olfactometer observations not less than 15 minutes
apart within a one hour period (“seven DT one hour”).

Rank  4

Odor Control System:

Description 

Physical Building‐Storage:
  ‐  Air Filtration and Negative Pressure, the restaurant existing 2007 CaptiveAire kitchen ventilation system will be upgraded. 

  ‐ Tahoe Honey Company will verify the effectiveness of the air quality management system by conducting regular maintenance and training by specified assigned personnel and frequency, 
logs will be kept.  

 Odor Complaint Procedure:  Log complaints and immediately reported to the assigned manager, will investigate, identify the source and physical inspection to the odor control system and immediately place a corrective 
action if needed, findings and resolution will be logged. 

Not all products are sealed or fully packaged, packaging and processing will be conducted at the facility which increases potential sources of odor,  the products that are not processed are 
stored in sealed non‐porous plastic bags, glass jars or air tight containers. 

Product Packaging/Repackaging:

apart within a one hour period ( seven DT one hour ). 
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