February 13, 2018
Regular Meeting

Item # 6¢C

Correspondence

Bridgeport Arch/ Banner
Project Survey



[ Bridgeport Arch/Banner Project Survey |

Printed Name

Voter City of Residence

Mineon Hawon | Gridae oo/t
Keuin Yerez Briclde por |
\7;)-’7/6 AN NE ﬁ Beid f:;@pﬁu‘”f"
Towy W20 7, .
Dpbra Voad: Srabe pal e
Pper Rickner || Bridgepor €
hexemng, | w@ux RIADERDN
_ || Rydgemrt
Kpoons Pulltosa] [ Dot
MNecry WNDER (B ot cord
’}&-z-q/ Leren /7/':45 N
Evic . ekl 3ww«pmf
M alfe Winder R(wckﬂe'por“{’
TS leziev @rickae pa v
‘T)@—\’\hm @k e 'B(.cl%epf(.a/%,
ZAika Gonrmnzs) Besoiepont o
Josepn_Lent | Bridgypert A
ADM _ REILLE Bliplzner (4
('J?JWMDS&L{W £ TR
O\oilcon B | [Rpromeae) |
’rW\ Mirnee. Bepyerei |
Olvia Madee || Prdogprea
(2R o 0| ) Aoy g0
Do (Dt 1By
NEEF_IsEaed BrziDbErDRT
ot Paiaew st || S RLaf-

Support
Yess No
vim
[]
AT

.@D

ﬁD
a(m
(.
i
Z(m
)
(m
v
A
i
AT
]
Y]

A

%

v
M
]

I

L=l

Date

Signature

O}

MESR

Y

A-F-1&

2-~9-9

%ﬂ//

l ‘?/ﬁ

7—/‘7//9

24/ 1%

ajalis ]

2/a[15

2/9/18

2-11-1&

2-12-1%

21z )iz

A3 ¥

2/02 ]/

Z/ ;z/ﬁ

2/12/ 17 A

(2181

2(2{ 1%

oL2-1%

027)2-

Zilan,

QUL

9]

02/z/16 |

74T




| Bridgeport Arch/Banner Project Survey |

Printed Name Voter City of Residence
Gewe™ KinJvur BRIYGEPORT
&QWL? Becl Beidgepoct
ooy Mwniz | [Rzridgeport
Kose Liwrly |Bndke port
O, ,/"?' = S| | Pr ;Q?e;/)o(\f“
SEAN  RoBIson OHE LILE
Alex '-I':(‘- - Cilev” [{,
R Reser o | o 1 duegar
ﬁylw\ Goodnee-Belle || B dCAQ Por{—
Pouwon Coad Echery Bri c\rje_po A
Waktiam cegrme’ || BADGs ot

’\——7/‘9‘,(//\, M(égreﬂ[

Deipittor

Sor Zllictt

AT

r(c)})en Z an?'?/

| Brerdsepn)

Vlew\ S Copdlon

Baid gcv@ia’

Brdgeq. s

""—g'a-/{?a g o Moo

Bp koot

| 3
N
N
:’\
<
-
[l

lgrf&lgf( por -

Jizvnin Sq\divad [Dridigprc b
Kowda piacz Bn\{djqaf‘é‘
Arsoer Mendiez bridaow ™
litidl |\ Brotur
RithwdL (D155 || fr i ocpory
Tamnes €. e (NG ot
RS I77-F B nasPory
Sula issinawy | [@nivn | pridggt
Mary pbie 7%14146{)&/%
STege A NoBLE Phitéfort”

Support Date

Yes No

Signature

X 29-8 | | R o K

5] (2918 | [ By B

s (27718 ] Dpulin MU
RO L-9-10) | Lo /M
G | EEETS  E—
] |27 )

KO LA fy V" ——
I 121 7{,qp e

RO (2093 ] | Zgpw Lletans -6y
50 (2918 ] | A O .ot
R0 ] e ——
MO Byl LGE57C

|:| 16//‘( /A ZY’

XA 2/‘?//? . .

RO (2/9/0] T Ke?t—"
M 12-99% JMAJA\W
¥ 0 29 Wodoca ko
e[y PR \;/444 W/z\ﬂ,_&
)0 (LA [ g Seldr,
NI (92 fis| | S/ Ny )
0 (2[4 | | Dreiozy >
X1 [24&/% | | e L~

RO Wpr || fed oz

x0 [/ [N

X7 [2]3[184]). 8ran Ssunowes
KT ahy | VS P

<01 a- S ez Tllle
X 2-9-]8 //{ﬂkﬁ//f\



[ Bridgeport Arch/Banner Project Survey |

Printed Name Voter City of Residence
Tnhin_poldar Brisly ot

Lo Heas [z | Bridpe o7

E;@ﬁ« Brrnd &r . I:} { oo TF

. ]:\m;.vr_m;r\_h ohae | IRA j::;m st

_/r;'/?r;;) ozl || Bemwecoar
Alizon facse., Secneymonsio

]

Support Date Signature
VL] (2478 | [ e i
VI[] Q,/ﬂ//g’ ;555191( N g_% re I~

Ao

D131

A

A sz

L7 4

0y2/ Si/—% ’ 7o 4 /;é 17

/12/8

(Doern |

%re-.:,

L1

]

LI

10

10

LI

LI

LI

10

LI

L1

10

LI

LI

LI

LI

L]

LI

LI

L1

L]

10

.




( Bridgeport Arch/Banner Project Survey |

Printed Name Voter City of Residence
Thora$ Mulljnax 'J?,;,J_@g},aor‘r
Je it Casston || Motz
Cenr Meore— |[Congy Lo
Agw lers/A Burdgeport
waec,sS Guw || Beoecrer

Support
Yes No

I
Lai I
B2 ]
XL
R[]
LI
LI
L1
LI
.
L0
LI
10
LI
LI
LI
LI
LI
L1
LI
LI
L]
L1
L0
LI
0]
L]
LI

Date Signature

2000/5| | cm
s i | O Lt~

2ffel [
1015 | A o EviAa
DA VE/] ‘/%/’/71/




February 13, 2018
Regular Meeting

Item # 11Db

CAO

Letter re: Conway Ranch



February 12, 2018
Re: Conway and Mattly Ranch Agenda ltem for February 13, 2018
Dear Members of the Mono County Board off Supervisors,

| regret that | am unable to attend Tuesday’s Board meeting, but offer the following comments
regarding the Recommended Actions to draft a lease document for cattle grazing, establish a
Grazing Management Plan (GMP) and initiate a CEQA process on proposals.

| commend staff for recognizing that a grazing lease should be subject to a GMP and that a
CEQA process applies to any proposal going forward. | appreciate that staff consulted with
concerned agencies on a wide range of topics; it is important that this consultation continues.

My concern is that sufficient data will be collected regarding current on-the-ground conditions
to inform the Desired Conditions that the GMP will identify, along with an adequate monitoring
program and an adaptive management program that is committed to by Mono County and the
proponent under the terms of a lease.

The lack of current environmental information is likely to require data collection throughout the
first year of a project (not just spring, but also summer and fall), and fencing to exclude cattle
grazing from additional areas for sampling that represent the full diversity of habitats at
Conway and Mattly Ranches. The CEQA process should be robust enough to identify the
inadequacies in current data and to require further data acquisition and monitoring in order to
reduce the potential for environmental impacts.

In addition to the topics reviewed by the agencies at the January 24th, 2018 meeting, | urge
that the GMP and the CEQA analysis also address existing and potential butterfly populations
and host plants on the ranches; | have become aware of the strong interest by the
entomological and botanical communities in Eastern Sierra wetland, irrigated and adjacent
habitats for these and other pollinator species.

A review of alternatives under CEQA should include the use of controlled burns for fuels
management and rejuvenation of meadow habitat. Also of concern is the possibility that Mono
County may choose to pursue acquisition of the property by the State as a Wildlife Area or
Reserve. It is important that such an action would not be precluded by a ten year grazing lease.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

llene Mandelbaum

PO Box 89

Lee Vining, Ca 93541
monogreens@aol.com
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“If you can’t breathe,

nothing else matters.”

American Lung Association

Nancy Mahannah, PHN

Health Program Manager

Dustlyne Beavers
Tobacco Control Program Coordinator

Mono County Public Health Department
February 13, 2018




Definition of Public Health

Public Health is what we, as

a society, do collectively to
assure the conditions in
which people can be healthy.




Public Health Policy Rationale

Smoke free policies effectively do the following:
~ Reduce tobacco use
» Reduce exposure to secondhand smoke

> Increase the number of tobacco users who
quit

~ Reduce initiation of tobacco use among young
people

> Reduce tobacco-related illnesses and death




Proposed Ordinance Components

» Smoke-free outdoor places
» Smoke-free multi-unit housing
» Penalties and enforcement

» Prevent sales of flavored tobacco




Community Education
Since September 5, 2017

~ Bridgeport RPAC 10/10/17

~ Eastern Sierra Unified School Board 10/18/17

~ Crowley Lake 60 MUH owners - educational letters 10/24/17 & 11/12/17
» Vaping Concern meeting MUSD 12/12/17

~ Face-to-face flavors & menthol education to all tobacco retailers 12/13/17
~ Board Newsletter Updates - November, December, January

» June Lake CSA 1/3/18

» Mono County Child Care Council 1/18/18

» Mammoth Unified School Board in Superintendent’s report 1/25/18




What We Know As Previously
Presented in September 2017

» Desire for tobacco control and smoke free policy
crosses partisan lines.

» More than 50% of Mono County survey respondents
indicate support for a variety of tobacco control &
smoke free policies.

» Research supports expansion of smoke free areas,
smoke free multiunit housing and prohibition of the
sales of menthol and flavored tobacco.




What We Know As Previously
Presented in September 2017

» Marijuana & tobacco second hand smoke likely have the
similar public health effects.

» American Society of Heating Refrigerating & Air-
conditioning Engineers recommends that multiunit
housing be free from environmental tobacco, marijuana
and the aerosol of electronic smoking devices.

» Third hand smoke refers to tar and nicotine that are left
behind in drapes, carpets, and clothing.

Smoking damages property and causes fires.




Current Mono County Ordinance

ADOPTED: July 16, 2002

7.92.020 Prohibitions: County-owned Buildings.

Smoking shall be prohibited within
twenty (20) feet from main entrances,
open windows, ventilation intake
systems and covered entryways of
any County building.

B R




Proposed: Smoke-Free
Outdoor Places

All areas where smoking is prohibited by
state or federal law, e.g. indoor workplaces,
county buildings, tot lots, & playgrounds.

County vehicles.
Outdoor dining areas.
20 feet minimum from business doorways.

Public parks & recreational areas.

Service areas, lines & waiting areas.

Public places, events for the general public.

NN \\\\
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Unincorporated Mono Businesses
Support for Smoke-Free Zone Ordinance
Fall 2015 N=70

» 31 m Support

30

B Oppose

25

20

H_

15

10

;32
Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor
Stump Gardner Peters
District 2 District 3 District 4




Proposed: Smoke-Free
Multi-Unit Housing

Smoking by visitors and residents is
prohibited within all units, the patios or
balconies, within 20 feet of buildings
and within all common areas
indoors and outdoors.




Unincorporated Mono County
Condo/Apartment MUH Owner
Survey Fall 2016

» Mailed to 292 condo/apartment owners
with valid address

» 46/292 completed (15.7%)

- June Lake 31

- Crowley 10

- Bridgeport 1

- Unknown area 4
» Owners from 16 MUH complexes are
represented in the survey
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Would you support a county ordinance that
creates smoke free areas within MUH, on
patios, balconies & 20 ft. from doorways?

100%
79%

80%

60%

40%

20% 59% 5% 12% ——

0%
Stronglysupport  Somewhat support  Somewhatoppose  Strongly oppose
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CROWLEY MULTIUNIT HOUSING
SURVEY

Sept -Oct 2017 34/61 responding
Would you support a county ordinance that
creates smoke free areas within multiunit
housing units, on patios and balconies, 20
feet from doorways of multiunit housing, and

in common areas of multi-unit housing?

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose




Celebrate Smoke Free Living!

100% SMOKE FREE CAMPUS WITHIN UNITS

& WHOLE PROPERTY!ll
The Summit Condominiums & 80/50
SMOKE FREE WITHIN UNITS AND 20-50 FEET FROM BUILDINGS!

1849 Jefferys Apartments

) Saint Moritz
As.pen Village Juniper Springs Lodge Seasons 4
Blizzard Property La Vista Blanc .
Management ) )
Bristlecone Lakeview Villas Lodestar Apartments
Chateau Sans Lincoln House @ the Village Sunstone
Nom Mammoth Estates White Mountain
Discovery 4 Mammoth Point Woodlands

Eagle Run . s
Grand Sierra Mammoth Ski/Racket “There is no safe level of

Hidden Valley Village Mammoth View Villas | second hand smoke.”

Vs e A Manzanita Apartments Tobacco Industry per Federal Court
Order. 2017

J




Multi-Unit Housing Points

» Smoking is not a protected status under the
law.

» Litigation favors smoke free multiunit
housing residents.

51 (formerly 37) CA cities and counties

have 100% smoke free multiunit housing
ordinances which include both public
and private housing.




Keys to Success - Implementation

» Educate public and stakeholders

Provide resources for landlords and HOA'’s

v

Provide resources for tenants and condo owners

v

v

Provide complaint forms

v

Provide smoking cessation services

Create a system for up-to-date information and
to handle complaints

v

Delineate enforcement strategy

>




Smoking Enforcement Process Model

Health Department (HD) Receives First
Smoking Complaint

HD contacts
and/or meets
with MUH Mgt.

|

Case NO Second YES HD Meet with
Closed Complaint MUH Mgt. and
-— —> .
Received? Send First Case
Enforcement Closed
Letter
l Letter From T NO
No i YES Code Fourth
Case - Third  — Enforcement —_— :
Closed Complaint and Cc MUH Com?lam:
Received? Received?
Mgt.
l YES
iti Code
YES At_:ldltl_onal = YES ]
Progressive Citations Issued Violations irst Enforcement
Until Violations Desist Verified By Code |+ Citation - Conducts a Visit.
Enforcement Issued Is the violation

Continue?

Nol

Case
Closed

?

)

S5

verified?

lNO

Case
Close




Proposed: Prevent Sales of
Flavored Tobacco




Public Opinion Survey - Unincorporated County
2016 n=184 2014 n=104
Level of support for tobacco control laws:

2016

Law Banning Sale [ ©°%

of Flavored

Tobacco Products [ 55%

2014




Mono County CA Healthy Kids
Survey - Fall 2017

» More kids are using electronic vaping devices than are
smoking traditional cigarettes.

» Cigarette AND chew use in the last 30 days is about 0% to
6% among 9th - 11t graders.

» Marijuana use in the last 30 days among MUSD 9t" and
11thgraders is 27% to 30%. Daily use is 4% to 12%. ESUSD
11t and 12t graders range from 4% to 13%.

» Perceived harm from frequent smoking is Cigarette 75% to
91%, Marijuana 65% to 86%
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Individuals Who Smoke:

Care at Mammoth Hospital
October 2015 - September 2017

Distinct Count of Patients -

REVISED
Age Group

Grand
Zip Code 16-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 b6-75 76-85 Total
03512 1 2 3 1 3 11
03517 3 14 4 5 b 7 1 40
03529 5 15 11 9 10 3 1 54
03541 3 5 2 2 3 2 17
03546 123 172 94 80 od 21 2 556
96107 3 3 4 9 b 4 1 30
Grand Total 138 211 116 108 90 40 5 708




Unincorporated Mono County

Tobacco Retailer Survey
August 2017 n = 13; refused 1

Regular cigarettes are the most requested 13
Regular cigarillos are the most requested 7
Carry only regular cigarillos 5
Do not carry cigarillos 3
Regular chew is most requested 7

Do not carry chew

Do not carry electronic cigarettes 9

NO other tobacco products (hookah, vape mods, etc.) are carried
in unincorporated Mono tobacco retail stores.

e



Unincorporated Mono County
Tobacco Retailer Survey

August 2017 n=13

How important to your business  Very important 0
are sales of flavored tobacco Pretty important 3
products, including menthol Not very important 5

i ?
CIg ISt Insignificant 6

_ _ Very important 0
How important to your business

are sales of just the menthol _
tobacco products? Not very important 8

I Insignificant 4

Pretty important 2



Unincorporated Mono County

Tobacco Retailer Survey
August 2017n =13

Do you think it would be a Definitely a large burden 1
burden- on y-our business if ALL O T B S 0
stores in unincorporated Mono,

No Difference 10

including yours, stopped selling
ALL flavored tobacco products? Don’t sell flavored products 2

Do you think it would be a
burden on your business if ALL
stores in (jurisdiction), including Somewhat of a burden 2
yours, stopped selling all
menthol tobacco products?

T

Definitely a large burden 2

No Difference 9




Flavors Ordinances

PROHIBITS FLAVORED
City/County | TOBACCO / MENTHOL
CIGARETTES

Berkeley YES

Contra Costa VES
County

. YES EXCEPT menthol
El Cerrito )
cigarettes
Havward YES EXCEPT menthol
yw cigarettes

west ALL TOBACCO PRODUCTS
Hollywood

LOCATION WITHIN...

Within 600 ft. of schools

Within 1000 ft. of a school,
playground, library, park

Within the city limits

Within 500 ft. of schools
(grandfathering)

Within the city limits

Within the city limits

Within city

Within unincorporated areas

Within 600 ft. of any youth-
populated area

Within unincorporated areas

Within the city limits

Allows
sales in
adult-only
venues

No

No

No

No

Yes
Yes
No
Yes

No

No
NO



Recommendation
First reading of amendments
to Chapter 7.92 of the
Mono County Code.
Provide feedback on any changes and
direction to staff.







DL A

AMERICAN PETROLEUM AND CONVENIENCE
STORE ASSOCIATION

February 12, 2018

Mono County Board of Supervisors
c/o Clerk of the Board

PO Box 715

Bridgeport, CA 93517

Re: Agenda Item 11-C Flavored Tobacco Ban
Dear Supervisors,

| write on behalf of the American Petroleum and Convenience Store Association (APCA),
a grassroots organization of independent gasoline and convenience store owners located
throughout the state of California including Oroville.

It is our understanding that the Board will introduce an ordinance banning the sale of
flavored tobacco at its February 13, 2018. APCA opposes flavor bans and we urge you
to consider the impact that this ordinance will have on small businesses that
operate in the County and on county tax revenues.

Tobacco is a key category for retailers because it drives foot traffic and incidental sales
within stores. The inability to sell flavored tobacco has a significant financial impact on a
store. In other municipalities that have enacted similar bans, retailers have reported 15 -
30% revenue losses. Retailers operate on thin profit margins and the loss of important
products can mean going out of business.

Flavored tobacco bans also have an impact on county revenue. As the City and County of
San Francisco noted in its staff report that accompanied its flavored tobacco ban, the
City’s Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) determined that the flavor ban would have a
material economic impact on the city’s economy. OEA estimated the value of flavored
tobacco to be approximately $50 million dollars. The OEA analysis also noted that
consumers would switch to retailers outside the city or online resulting in a net
loss to local retailers and the City’s economy without any countervailing benefit.

Over the past 2 years, many new state laws and taxes have been enacted by the state
that render further local regulation unnecessary:

In 2016, the State passed six bills that further regulate the sale and use of tobacco
including raising the minimum age to purchase tobacco products to age 21, regulating e-
cigarettes as tobacco products and expanding the ban on smoking in workplaces.

Additionally, the Board of Equalization increased its state licensing fees from a one-time
fee of $100 for a tobacco license to an annual license fee of $265. This fee increase is
intended to provide the BOE with more revenue to ensure that tobacco retailers are in
compliance with state tobacco laws.



Finally, the passage of Prop 56 increased the tax on cigarettes by $2 per pack effective
April 1, 2017.

The intent of these measures was to reduce youth access to tobacco products and reduce
the rate of smoking statewide. Indeed, professor of medicine and director of the UCSF
Center for Tobacco Control Research and Education Stanton Glantz has stated that the
$2 tax increase will cut smoking prevalence over the next 5 years to around 7 percent.

Given these facts, we urge you to reconsider your intent to introduce a ban on flavored
tobacco.

Sincerely yours,

-

SRl e

Manraj Natt
Chairman





