
From: Stephen DeLapp
To: Sears, Kathrin; Arnold, Judy; Rodoni, Dennis; Rice, Katie; Connolly, Damon
Cc: Lundegaard, Inge; Alden, Leslie; Lai, Thomas
Subject: Follow-up: Comments on Revised Medicinal Cannabis Draft Ordinance Board Study Session of 10/10/17
Date: Friday, October 13, 2017 6:27:40 PM

Dear Supervisors:
 
I was disappointed in how the Board Study Session unfolded this past Tuesday. Since the
meeting was noticed as a study session I expected some degree of back and forth and open
discussion between staff, public, and Board. Instead the public was limited to 3 minutes
(more or less) and actual Board study time was quite minimal.
 
There were quite a few specific issues raised by the public in written comments that
merited more in depth study and discussion. My impression was that they were either not
discussed or discussed only superficially and dismissed as invalid without any real analysis
to justify those conclusions. In addition,  the Cannabis Industry has engaged in multiple
meetings with staff that were not publicly noticed and from which the public was excluded.
 
I understand that it is the stated intent of the Board to pass some form of enabling
ordinance; however, I respectfully request that the Board work with staff to consider and
address the concerns raised by the public.  In particular, I believe it essential that the draft
ordinance be modified to include more opportunity for the public to be directly involved in
the licensing and certification process of potential vendors. It would seem reasonable and
fair that local neighborhoods be notified when a potential application is received for their
area. This notification should INCLUDE a required neighborhood meeting with the
applicant and staff as part of the review and licensing process.
 
 
Respectfully,
 
 
Stephen DeLapp
 
Resident of Tamalpais Valley (unincorporated).
 
From: Stephen DeLapp [mailto:sdelapp@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, October 01, 2017 6:07 PM
To: 'ilundegaard@marincounty.org' <ilundegaard@marincounty.org>; 'tlai@marincounty.org'
<tlai@marincounty.org>; 'Sears, Kathrin' <KSears@marincounty.org>
Cc: 'mhymel@marincounty.org' <mhymel@marincounty.org>; 'Parton, Maureen'
<MParton@marincounty.org>; 'markm@markmarinozzi.com' <markm@markmarinozzi.com>;
'christopher.brand@evercore.com' <christopher.brand@evercore.com>; 'Mae Delapp'
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October 14, 2017 

Marin County Board of Supervisors 

3501 Civic Center Drive, Suite 329 

San Rafael, CA 94903 

 

Dear Supervisors, 

As the Secretary and Treasurer of Nice Guys Delivery, Inc., one of the few cannabis delivery services 

currently operating a business from a property in unincorporated Marin, I would like to offer comment 

on behalf of our business with regards to the current draft ordinance on medicinal cannabis delivery-

only retail licenses in the County of Marin. As a major stakeholder in Marin County cannabis delivery 

business, we will be one of the businesses most directly affected by the outcome of this local legislation, 

and would like to provide the Board with some feedback and suggestions to help create a mutually fair 

and agreeable process between the County and the local businesses that will be impacted by this 

legislation. Upon review of the draft ordinance and consideration of the dialogue which transpired at 

the most recent Board meeting on this subject, we would like to provide the following comment. 

We would first like to express our concern with a lottery model in general. In particular, we would like to 

offer some recommended amendments to the current proposal that will gear the decision making 

process to identify and favor the most qualified applicants prior to going to a lottery system. We believe 

the currently proposed sequence of events for the lottery process poses problems. The sequence for the 

lottery currently puts the lottery process as the second step in the process after only a pre-screening has 

occurred. Holding the lottery at that early stage prevents the Board from the opportunity to review 

qualified applicants that may have superior project proposals to those of the lottery winners. We would 

like to suggest the Board review all applications, and should the number of qualified applications exceed 

the number of available licenses, then it would be tolerable to use a lottery system. 

With regards to the application scoring system, we recommend the removal of the security plan as part 

of the point system and replacing it with a local impact plan. We feel that the state is very specific on 

what is required of a security plan for a cannabis retailer and that every applicant should be meeting this 

standard fully; it is not something that should be gradable on a scale, it’s a basic requirement of business 

operation. A local impact plan is something that is more relevant to how the business will affect the 

community and makes more sense as an application scoring category. We put forward that the local 

impact plan would be graded based on factors like local ownership, local hiring, and local sourcing of 

material, goods and products, if available. We believe the local impact plan to be different from the 

public benefit plan in that we interpret the public benefit plan to include things like safety and 

community improvements to the public at large, versus the local impact plan which shows how the 

operations of the business benefit the local community.  



 
We would also like to encourage the Board to make regulations that support local small businesses in 

the County who are already working with local residents in the community. We believe that at least half 

of the available licenses should be granted to local small businesses with 20 or fewer employees. We 

also feel a priority should be given to collectives with existing patient members in Marin County. 

I hope you will consider our suggestions as you work to finalize the ordinance. Should you have any 

questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Monica Gray 

Secretary and Treasurer 

Nice Guys Delivery, Inc. 

(415) 464-7572 

Niceguysdelivery415@gmail.com 



From: noreply@marincounty.org
To: Lai, Thomas; Lundegaard, Inge
Subject: Medical Cannabis Dispensary Ordinance
Date: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:00:48 PM

Name: DavidSchieser

City/Community: Sausalito

Email: dwsch@pacbell.net

Comments: There remains no assurance that a patient will actually receive the dosage that is
stated to be contained in a marijuana product. There is no assurance that a patient will not
receive something that is highly contaminated with filth and/or other dangerous chemicals
when getting a "manufactured or processed" product said to contain some marijuana
component. A patient cannot tell anything by looking at one of these products as one might
with plain plant material.
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From: noreply@marincounty.org
To: Lai, Thomas; Lundegaard, Inge
Subject: Medical Cannabis Dispensary Ordinance
Date: Saturday, October 28, 2017 11:33:47 AM

Name: stevebraverman

City/Community: oxnard

Email: steve1braverman@yahoo.com

Comments: State law will allow delivery of medical marijuana anywhere in the State of
California by anyone with a State delivery license which is granted to all dispensaries so there
is no value in adding yours to the mix, plenty of delivery services will operate in Marin
regardless of what you do
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From: Amos Klausner
To: Lundegaard, Inge
Cc: Rodoni, Dennis; Connolly, Damon; Rice, Katie; Sears, Kathrin; Arnold, Judy; Richard Halstead
Subject: Public comment re: revised cannabis ordinance
Date: Monday, October 30, 2017 10:15:54 AM

Dear Supervisor,

I am sending this public comment regarding the revised cannabis ordinance via email
because I am unable to make the October 31 board meeting. The meeting falls on
Halloween and my daughter's school lets out early that day -- at 2:00 pm. I ask that
the comment below be considered as you review the ordinance.

First, allow me to thank Inge Lunndegaard for considering my previous comments on
this issue. I strongly encouraged the County to define "delivery" and where it can
happen and I am happy to see this included in the revised draft. I am also happy to
see updates that limit exterior signage/advertising. There are, however, a few areas
where updates to the ordinance have not been made based and one update that
confuses me. 

I had hoped that the County would increase setbacks from 600 feet to at least 1000
feet or more. I recognize that 600 feet runs parallel to state standards but I had hoped
that our County supervisors would have place a higher premium on the health and
wellness of our children and families. Safety, even with a delivery only "warehouse"
continues to be an important issue. I refer you to a recent New York Times article
about the cannabis industry specific to California's Emerald Triangle. It notes, "The
violent crime rate in Mendocino County is seven times higher than in Los Angeles
County, according to F.B.I. data from 2015." The article goes on to say, "In a number
of crime categories — violent crime, robbery, aggravated assault and murder, among
them — the Emerald Triangle is near the top of the list of California most crime-ridden
counties." And finally, and most importantly, the article interviews David Eyster,
Mendocino County district attorney who says that the surge in the marijuana business
had brought with it "violent crime, which did not appear to be going away anytime
soon." Among the cases he is handling are a robbery and slashing death of a grower;
the murder of a man at a marijuana farm by a co-worker wielding a baseball bat; an
armed heist in a remote area by men who posed as law enforcement officers; and a
robbery by two men and a juvenile who were invited to a barbecue and then drew
guns on their hosts and fled with nine pounds of marijuana. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/09/09/us/california-marijuana-growers.html

The reason I quote this article is because the cannabis industry would have us
believe that this is a very safe industry. They are quick to note crime statistics that
don't align with what county district attorney Eyster and the FBI are seeing. They also
tell us that state licensing will solve the crime that is inherent in the industry. Yet the
New York Times article notes that a large number of growers and processors will not
be obtaining state licenses. That's so that their product is not traced and they can
continue to sell into the gray and black markets -- for which punishment is now a slap
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on the wrist. Furthermore, I call your attention to the fact that these crimes are taking
place in more remote areas -- places where police response times are slower. In
many parts of unincorporated Marin County, like the San Geronimo Valley, we are
both more remote and the sheriff's response times are generally much slower than
those of police dedicated to specific cities and towns. Criminal activity is attracted to
softer targets. But of course, you already know all this because community groups
and individuals have shared much of this information with you. 

I has also hoped to see an opportunity for community groups to appeal licensing
decisions in much the same way that applicants have an appeal process. While I
wouldn't go as far as saying that the Board is kowtowing to the cannabis industry,
throughout this process I have been amazed by the constant neglect for the health
and safety of residents in favor of the potential danger that comes with this industry.
This is especially odd given that the issue of "safe access" has, for all intents and
purposes, been solved and will continue to expand come 2018. 

A confusing change is the point system. At public hearings both industry
representatives and community members encouraged the County to place more
emphasis on neighborhood compatibility as a way to assure that final licensees would
see less community pressure. In the revised ordinance, compatibility has been, for
the most part, ignored. Given what happened around the storefront dispensary
process, I would have thought that the Board would be more respectful of its
communities and their needs. Also related to this is a confusing sentence in the
ordinance that states, "Any person aggrieved by the Phase 2 scoring determination,
may appeal to the Hearing Officer within 5 business days of receiving notice of the
score." I would like to think that "any person" includes community members who live
in unincorporated parts of Marin County potentially affected by a cannabis
warehouse. 

As you know, I have been a strong advocate for the health, wellness and safety of my
San Geronimo Valley community. I will continue to speak up for our residents and
speak out against any attempt by the Board to favor the cannabis industry over the
needs of our community. I also plan to hold supervisors directly accountable for the
decisions made around this issue. I appreciate your time and attention and I hope
you'll carefully consider these comments before voting on the ordinance.

Best wishes,

Amos Klausner
San Geronimo, CA
aklausner@yahoo.com



@gettingupper
www.gettingupper.com



From: mvclark4@comcast.net
To: Lundegaard, Inge
Subject: Comments to the BOS on the revised Cannabis Ordinance regarding the delivery of medical marijuana - meeting

set for 10/31/17
Date: Monday, October 30, 2017 5:45:59 PM

Comments to the Board of Supervisors Regarding the Revised Draft Cannabis Ordinance for
unincorporated Marin.

Although the ordinance on its face seems to be about delivery only, the draft seems to allow for another
avenue to provide a commercial base for the growing, packaging, dispensing and delivering of marijuana.

My concerns are in-line with those expressed by Mr. Stephen DeLapp in his letter to the BOS on
October 1, 2017.

I would also add the following concerns and comments:

It's disappointing that this issue continues to be discussed at any level by the BOS. The large population
of the community of Tam Valley and Marin County at large do not want any type of commercial/retail
space in our unincorporated areas. I respect and have no issue with those who need to use marijuana for
medical purposes or for recreational use. The sale, distribution and delivery of the substance should be
restricted to a location that is miles from any community. Commercial medical buildings where Medical
offices are located or industrial commercial areas where it can be grown inside would be the appropriate
locations. 

There is no lack of opportunity to obtain marijuana in any form and for any use within the county. This
notion that the county must provide additional resources for the few that have expressed concern is
bogus. Marijuana is big business and Marin County wants in on the opportunity. That's great - but do not
throw the residents of the unincorporated communities of Marin under the bus in the process. Marin voted
overwhelmingly to legalize the use of marijuana. We did not vote to allow for commercial locations
for the growing, dispensing or delivery of marijuana in our small communities. Big difference.

1 - However it's packaged this revised ordinance still leaves the door wide open for a commercial delivery
location to evolve into a retail distribution center. Does the board want to be the group that takes credit for
opening the door to reducing our communities to marijuana super-sale sites? Have any of the BOS visited
Oregon or Colorado to see the negative impact any type of marijuana dispensary, whether medical or
retail, has on the value of a community? Areas like Eugene and Portland, Oregon as well as parts of
Colorado are re-thinking their Marijuana ordinances as the public most adversely affected, namely the
neighborhood residents, are finding the sad truth that medical marijuana, or retail marijuana locations do
nothing to enhance the overall community. It's quite the opposite.
2 - Although it is not known which areas in the county would be considered as acceptable sites, it seems
clear Tam Valley will be in the group. The residents of the greater Tam Valley neighborhood who own
homes and or/ property, raise families in the area and pay the ever increasing tax bills for the value of
their homes/property were quite clear in their opposition to any kind of medical marijuana site along the
Tam Valley corridor of Shoreline. 
3 - The draft as written does nothing to keep the site out of the general public pathways where children
and teens travel to and from school as set forth in the Safe Routes To School. Our local community as
well as greater Mill Valley utilize the pathways in our day to day life. The within "600ft" of a school or park,
is unacceptable and should be much more restrictive and include the surrounding community multi-use
pathways, activity and athletic areas as well.
4 - What proof is there to show that Anyone currently living in Marin or Mill Valley for that matter and in
need of medical marijuana is being denied due to lack of local delivery. Does not happen, as there are
already multiple delivery operators working in Marin.
5 - All medical marijuana dispensaries whether retail or delivery only should be located in high-density
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medical or industrial - commercial areas and many, many miles from homes, grocery stores, parks,
schools, central activity centers, athletic clubs, community centers or outdoor recreational centers. 
6 - Should the BOS decide to permit 4 or more commercial locations where will they be? Are any
applicants/groups that intend to submit applications for this revised ordinance known to the BOS at this
time? If so, the information should be made available to the public before the ordinance is considered. 

Many thanks for your time.

Lisa Ierulli Clark
Tam Valley Resident



From: Lane Arye, Ph.D.
To: Lundegaard, Inge
Cc: Rodoni, Dennis; Connolly, Damon; Rice, Katie; Sears, Kathrin; Arnold, Judy; Richard Halstead
Subject: revised cannabis ordinance - public comment
Date: Monday, October 30, 2017 6:45:10 PM

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am disappointed that the revised cannabis ordinance did not address the main concerns of the many citizens of the
San Geronimo Valley who expressed their strong opinions earlier this year.

Many people in our valley are still considered about the possibility of a cannabis service in our valley attracting
violent crime This is especially dangerous because so few sheriff’s deputies patrol our streets. Even if it is not a
storefront, a warehouse could be robbed at gunpoint with potentially disastrous consequences for our kids, elders,
and other citizens.

Setbacks of 600 feet from a school are way too small. And there is nothing in the ordinance that prohibits a retailer
from operating on the only route to school for many students. As you know, our community’s 3 schools and our
youth center are located on Sir Francis Drake Blvd, and everyone who lives to the west of the school has to use that
one road to walk, bike, or ride to and from school.

As was true the last time around, there is still no avenue for community appeals. This leaves many of us feeling
powerless and without possible recourse.

Thank you for listening, and for making sure that the final ordinance keeps our residents and children are safe.

Respectfully,
Lane Arye, Ph.D.
Woodacre
lane@ProcessWorkLane.com
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Lundegaard, Inge

From: Max Espaillat <maxespaillat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 11:01 AM
To: Lundegaard, Inge
Subject: Comments for BOS RE: Medical Cannabis Program in Unincorporated Marin

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Marin County Board of Supervisors: 

  

As a mother of two young teens in this neighborhood, my concerns revolve around the safety and integrity 
of this residential neighborhood. The move to a delivery-only dispensary is something I support as it can 
balance the needs of those in chronic pain and the needs of the families in the neighborhood. That said, 
how it is structured is the key to its success. Below I have some suggestions I’d like incorporated into the 
ordinance and/permit process: 

  

1.       Set space limits, (e.g. minimum of 5 miles between dispensaries) to prevent clustering. No area 
wants to be known as the “pot district.” 

2.       Dispensaries owners and drivers must not have any criminal records, including DUIs. They will be 
operating vehicles in the neighborhood, a clean criminal and driving record is a reasonable requirement. 

3.       I support keeping the cap to 4 dispensaries for the Unincorporated Marin area. 

4.       Limit product delivery to member’s primary address only. 

5.       Prohibit deliveries to public open space, parks, beaches and all public lands. 

6.       Add Safe Routes to Schools to the buffer zone. 

7.       Implement delivery restrictions to non-Unincorporated Marin dispensaries. If our local dispensaries 
have to follow the guidelines/regulations we set, then outside dispensaries should have to do the same. 

8.       Distribution delivery times need to be outside of rush hours and school start and stop times. 

9.       Product labeling must be clear and on all products. 

10.   I support expanding the eligible sites to include office, industrial and commercial zoned properties. 

11.   Clarify firearms restrictions/limitations in the ordinance. 

12.   Incorporate delivery vehicle maintenance and safety standards. 

13.   Business hours should be limited to 9:00am – 7:30pm daily. 

14.   Unincorporated Marin should retain all rights of refusal in the application and permit process. 



2

15.   Prohibit all forms of advertisement of the dispensaries, including on delivery vehicles. 

16.   Clarify transferee requirements for license transfers. Transferees should not have requirements less 
than the original permit applicant. 

17.   Increase dispensary buffer zone from 600ft to 1500ft. 

18.   Add back the Advisory Board to the permit review process. 

19.   After dispensary permit applications are submitted and made public, the BOS should conduct a 
community meeting for the residents of Unincorporated Marin to voice their concerns. 

  

  

I understand there is a lot listed here, but doing the heavy lifting upfront will serve all of us in the long 
run. My family thanks you for your time and continuous efforts in making this arrangement work for our 
entire community. 

  

Thank you, 

Max Espaillat 
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