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Summary of Comments on Microsoft Word - FarmingFirst_DASP_v1.0
Page: 3

Number: 1 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/10/2026 10:53:17 AM 
Summary of Review

This proposal includes sections of a Disturbed Area Stabilization Plan as described in Attachment D: Technical Report Guidance and gives a summary of  
proposed  technical work, however, there are some  deficiencies: 

- Site specific technical completeness. The proposal does not include- or at best, minimally includes- site specific quantitative information.   

- Specific technical application of BMPs tailored to the Site. There is a reliance on generalized BMPs taken from handbooks that are not fully fleshed out for 
the specifics of this site. "Site specific" doesn't necessarily need to be additional figures (though additional figures can be added if appropriate), but there at least 
needs to be quantitative information in the text that is tailored to the particulars of this location. If any of the specific values shown in the figure are being 
proposed, than justification for using those values needs to given. 

-  An enforcible work schedule. This should include at minimum, work implementation deadlines, the scope of work to be done including any long term 
monitoring. The schedule should be tied  to demonstrable success criteria for both the short and long term proposed work. 

- Identification of other state and local agencies regulations. Several other regulatory agencies such as CDFW, and Santa Barbara County have regulatory 
authority tied to this site. The documents needs to make it clear  that the entity performing the proposed work understands which regulatory agencies need to 
be involved, and that  the proposed work  will be implemented in compliance with all state and local agency requirements.

Number: 2 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/2/2026 2:57:23 PM 
The DASP needs to cover any and all land disturbed by cannabis cultivation and associated activities that occurred on the land parcel. This includes, but is not 
limited to the work done to implement Phase 1.

Number: 3 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Cross-Out Date: 6/2/2026 4:16:47 PM 
'DASP' needs to be used here instead of 'Site Management Plan'. A Site Management Plan is term with a specific meaning in the Cannabis General Order. It is not 
synonymous with the term DASP.

Number: 4 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/2/2026 4:17:09 PM 
and...Is there supposed to be more here after the 'and'?
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Page: 4
Number: 1 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/2/2026 4:19:24 PM 
The Site Description needs to be clear  that any part of the land parcel (APN: 099 010 060 ) affected by cannabis cultivation and related activities are considered 
part of the Site and need to be considered for remediation in the DASP, even if no work is being proposed for a particular section.. The current wording is vague 
and seems -to me- too narrow, limiting the extent of the site to only the hoop houses.

Number: 2 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:16:55 PM 
I think this is a mischaracterization. "During large storm events" suggests that erosion, or the possibility of erosion (i.e.., threat or possible threat to water quality), 
is only occurring during above average precipitation events. It's my understanding that most precipitation events (average, below, or above) have or have the 
potential to discharge surface water runoff and move sediment. If the discharger believes runoff and sediment from the hoop house area into the riparian 
setback and the adjacent intermittent watercourse only occurs during large storm events, a drainage study would likely be required to verify that claim.

Number: 3 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Cross-Out Date: 5/12/2026 12:43:40 PM 

Number: 4 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:19:37 PM 
The evidence from available historic satellite imagery indicates the installation of the hoop houses increased not only the potential for high rates of soil erosion, 
but did increased the actual rate of soil erosion. I don't know if this phrase necessarily needs to be revised, but I did want to point out the ambiguity.

Number: 5 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:20:15 PM 
No mention in the document of the downstream receiving waters i.e. San Antonio Creek. San Antonio Creek is the primary watercourse that the intermittent 
stream converges with. This is an important detail to add, it contextualizes which waters of the state and the associated beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan
have, or have the potential to be threatened; and which threats the proposed work is intended to remediate.
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Page: 5
Number: 1 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:26:16 PM 
A multifaceted approach that combines different  erosion control techniques is often appropriate, but some of the proposed measures are designed with a different 
goal for what we have for stabilization at this location. BPTCs should focus on obtaining sheet flow and infiltration rather than channelized flow, creating slope stability 
to slow down erosion rates, and re-vegetating. 

A second concern revolves around the increased amount of disturbance the installation some of these measures would cause, and the extended time it would take to 
install them, compared to the net gain to the long term rehabilitation of the Site.

Regardless of the specific BPTCs agreed on, this section still needs : 

- Quantified disturbed/impacted/eroded acreage. No quantitative data is given for the length, area, and/or volume of the eroded surfaces or the expected area 
impacted by the proposed work. 

- Numeric/quantitative estimations that are site specific. The figures and diagrams referenced in the appendices are  generic. Site specific values, even if only 
estimated, are needed. These values are important because they are tied to tracking successful BPTC implementation  and project success criteria that all involved 
parties can refer to.

Number: 2 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 5/13/2026 10:16:15 AM 
I am concerned that by not filling in the conveyance channels completely and trying to establish a vegetation cover,  leaving the channels  relatively in place and 
installing check damns, could prolong or exacerbate the problem of increased channelized flow in an area that would be less prone to erosion if sheet flow could 
be established.

Number: 3 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:28:11 PM 
- What is a 'regular interval' numerically speaking? 10-12 inches, 3 -8 feet, 1-2 miles? An estimated interval range and unit of measurement should be indicated. 
There is room to deviate from the plan -if deemed appropriate and is authorized- but to deviate requires having something to deviate from. 

- Also, a basis (technical reasoning and sources) for choosing numerical values such as runoff volume and  rate of flow, need to be included or referred to. If the 
numerical values supplied in the figures are going to be used, justification for why they are applicable to this site needs to be given.

Number: 4 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:29:18 PM 
Water Board does not agree that excavating/reinforcing the drainage channel for channelized flow is an improvement over current conditions, or that this 
approach would protect downstream beneficial uses.

Number: 5 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:31:43 PM 
Is this reasonable? One of the primary issues at this site is the erosion and transport of sediment from the Site to off-site locations. 

I could see the potential need to import material for filling in eroded surfaces. Including an option  to import material, if needed, may be warranted.

Number: 6 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:33:06 PM 
Hydroseeding, is not inherently problematic. However, infill and slope stabilization are preferred over leaving channels in place, creating a raised earthen dike/
berm, or artificially centralizing channelized flow.

Number: 7 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 11:00:26 AM 
Not a problem per se, just make sure the wattles -and any other materials used for erosion control- are compliant with the Cannabis General Order, Attachment A 
- Section 2, Erosion Control, item 11.

Number: 8 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:34:56 PM 
Is there a particular reason an interval value of 20 ft. was chosen?
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Page: 6
Number: 1 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 11:09:56 AM 
As with the straw wattles, make sure the materials used are compliant with the Cannabis General Order, Attachment A - Section 2, Erosion Control, item 11.

Number: 2 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 5/13/2026 10:35:10 AM 
Historic satellite imagery shows that most of the accelerated erosion appeared to occur after the hoop houses were erected (sometime between March 10, 2022 
and April 27, 2023. If the hoop houses are removed, and the cultivation area and soils in the riparian setback are adequately re-vegetated will this impact the 
need to use slope drains and VDDs?

Number: 3 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:36:28 PM 
- What is the engineering basis for the 24 inches of minimal pipe diameter? I don't recall reading a value given for the Site's maximum  drainage area that would 
correspond to the table listed in the appendices under section EC-11. 

- The intent of this remediation is to discourage concentrated and high velocity stormwater flow; and to encourage sheet flow and infiltration. Ideally, no RSP/Rip 
rap is required. Are there specific, anticipated velocities of flow? 

- If the proposed rip rap is used, will it be sourced from a location on site, or imported from off site. If imported,  is this in conflict with the statement earlier on that
states: "the proposed grading operations will be balanced on-site, resulting in no net export or import of material...."?

Number: 4 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:37:02 PM 
Seed mix must be compliant with the Cannabis General Order, Attachment A - Section 2, Erosion Control, item 9..

Number: 5 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:37:28 PM 
This is vague. Who or what decides 'as needed', the site manager, the gardener, the neighbor?

Number: 6 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:39:38 PM 
- A proposed and detailed work schedule with anticipated dates tied to specific work milestones is needed.  

- What proposed dates is work expected to start and end on? What projected dates will specific BMPs be started/completed? When does the winter period (wet 
season) begin/end in Santa Barbara County and how is that related to the proposed work? When does the post-work monitoring begin, and when is it projected 
to end? 

If there is a reasonable need and if the Water Board approves, projected dates can be modified However, there currently are no dates to modify.

Number: 7 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 11:30:29 AM 
Further in the document, under section 6.0 it states: "All erosion control, sediment control, and stabilization measures described herein are anticipated to be 
implemented prior to the onset of the next winter period.  

These two statements are not blatantly contradictory,  but they do create some ambiguity. Some clarification is needed.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1011



Page: 7
Number: 1 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 11:35:37 AM 
This is vague. Where on the site will the sediment be stabilized? Some detail is needed describing what the 'appropriate measures' are.

Number: 2 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:44:49 PM 
Whose regulations would be 'applicable'? Federal, state, local? What specific regulations or references to regulations can be provided?

Number: 3 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:46:42 PM 
How are 'sufficient quantities' determined ? What proposed value(s) are reasonable?

Number: 4 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 11:39:29 AM 
Annual re-vegetation monitoring reports are required for at least 5 years or until success criteria for re-vegetation have been met. These reports will be due at the 
end of the preceding winter period. Mention of these should be included in the DASP.

Number: 5 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 5/13/2026 11:44:11 AM 
Too vague. See related comment above  under Biological BPTC Measures.

Number: 6 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:49:22 PM 
- Is 'precipitation season' synonymous with the Winter Period as it is defined in the Cannabis General Order? Does this mean the long term measures will extend 
beyond the 2026-2027  winter period, an if so, which consecutive Winter Periods? 

- This part seems to conflict with what is stated further in the document under Section 6.0, where it states: "All erosion control, sediment control, and 
stabilization measures described herein are anticipated to be implemented prior to the onset of the next winter period." Is hydroseeding not being 
considered a stabilization measure? 

- It's my understanding that hydroseeding shortly before the rainy season begins (late September-October) is preferred to promote faster germination 
and root establishment.

Number: 7 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:50:12 PM 
What specific species, or reference document ? See comments above under Biological BPTC Measures.

Number: 8 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:51:31 PM 
Document should include language that specifies: At least five years of post-project re-vegetation monitoring must be performed and a 
minimum 85 percent vegetation survivable coverage must be achieved before monitoring is no longer required.

Number: 9 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 4:00:09 PM 
Who needs to be contacted if significant hazardous material or releases occur during remediation work? See  Cannabis General Order, Attachment A - Section 1, 
General Requirements and Prohibitions.

Number: 10 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 6/3/2026 3:53:40 PM 
A compliance schedule extending  beyond the next winter period may be required if the proposed work is not implemented as anticipated. A proposed extended
schedule/dates for work needs to be included in the document.

Number: 11 Author: Aaron Katona Subject: Comment on Text Date: 5/13/2026 11:45:46 AM 
Which one is the next. Is it the 2026-2027 Winter Period?
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