INIT I AL ST UDY C H EC K LI ST ( M AY 1 5, 20 1 7)
CUP 2016-012

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1. Lead Agency:

City of King

2. Project
Representative /
Owner:

King City Cultivation – Rob Baruck

3. Project Location:

North of San Antonio Drive and East of Metz Road

4. Project, Project
History and
Approved
Mitigated Negative
Declaration
Description:

Project
The Applicant has applied for Conditional Use Permit 2016-012 (CUP) to
develop two parcels located on San Antonio Drive East of Metz Road
(APN’s 026-521-040 and 026-521-008) as generally depicted in the
attached diagram, below. The projected development is on approximately
7.6 acres and includes 10 new structures; two will be used for Medical
Cannabis (nursery) and eight will be used for Medical Cannabis
Cultivation. The City has required the project to also be designed so that,
if necessary, it may be readily subdivided into 10 parcels from the existing
two parcels without changes to the project as proposed by the CUP. The
potential for such subdivision has been included in this environmental
assessment as part of the project.

History
In 2016, the City of King amended the Zoning Code and the East Ranch
Business Park Specific Plan to allow Medical Cannabis Uses including
Cultivation (CA Types 2A,2B, 3A,3B) Nursery (CA Type 4), Manufacturing
(CA Type 6) and Testing (CA Type 8).
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The potential impacts of these uses, their proposed land use and zoning
designations, development densities and potential locations were
evaluated. As a result of the analysis a Mitigated Negative Declaration
was prepared. It was certified on September 26, 2017.
5. Certified MND
Project
Description:

The Certified MND Project Description is attached as Exhibit 1.

6. Public Review
Period:

20 Days

7. Other Public
Agencies
Requiring
Approval:

N/A

8. Address Where
City of King
Written Comments Community Development Department
May be Sent:
212 South Vandenhurst Avenue
King City, CA 93930
9. Purpose For Initial The purpose for the initial study is to determine whether the findings
Study:
needing to be made pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15162 (Subsequent
EIR and Negative Declaration) can be made in the affirmative.
10. Proposed
Findings:

The City of King is the custodian of the documents and other material that
constitute the record of proceedings upon which this decision is based.
There was a Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) certified by the City
Council on September 26, 2017.
As noted above, the purpose for the initial study is to determine whether
the findings needing to be made pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15162
(Subsequent EIRs / ND’s) can be made in the affirmative. The City must
determine that on the basis of substantial evidence in the record, one or
more of the following paraphrased findings does not exist:
1. There are no substantial changes to the proposed project that will
require major revisions to the certified MND or increase the severity
of previously identified significant effects;
2. There are no substantial changes due to circumstances under which
the proposed project is undertaken that require modifications to the
certified MND, due to new significant environmental effects or
increase in severity of previous impacts; or
3. There is no new information that was not analyzed in the certified
MND.
Based on the initial study, the above findings of fact can be made and the
Proposed Project will not have the potential to result in significant adverse
environmental impacts. All the mitigation measures adopted in 2016 will
apply. Therefore, the issues associated with the Proposed Project are
adequately addressed in the 2016 certified MND.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Table 1
Environmental Impacts
Aesthetics
9. Land Use/Planning
Agricultural Ressources
10. Noise
Air Quality
11. Population/Housing
Biological Resources
12. Public Services
Cultural Resources
13. Recreation
Geology/Soils
14. Transportation/Circulation
Hazards/Hazardous Materials
15. Utility/Service Systems
16. Mandatory Findings of
Hydrology/Water Quality
Significance

III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Proposed Project is located North of San Antonio Drive and East of Metz Road in the East Ranch
Business Park (ERBP). The ERBP is partially developed with industrial and business uses. The Proposed
Project site is currently vacant.

North:
South:

Table 2
Surrounding Land Use (All ERBP SP with underlying L-1 GP Land Use)
East:
Light Industrial (CalPine).
Vacant
San Antonio Drive with Light Industrial
(L.A. Hearne) Beyond

West:

Vacant with DMV beyond

C. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is abbreviated as follows:
Known
Significant:
Unknown
Potentially
Significant:
Potentially
Significant
and Mitigable:
Not
Significant:
Impact
Reviewed in
Previous
Document:

Known significant environmental impacts.
Unknown potentially significant impacts, which need further review to determine
significance level.
Potentially significant impacts which can be mitigated to less than significant levels.
Impacts that are not considered significant.
Adequate previous analysis exists regarding the issue; further analysis is not required
(§15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines). The following Table includes reference to the
Certified MND and identifies potential impacts as noted in that Document.

1. AESTHETICS:
Significant

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?
Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
view of a state scenic highway?
Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X
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1. AESTHETICS:
Significant

Would the project:
d.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Create a new source of substantial light or
glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in Previous
Document

X

X

Aesthetics Discussion:
The Project Proposes an increase to building height from 30’ to 35’. Buildings are set back from San Antonio
Drive by approximately 60 feet and from Metz Road by approximately 40 feet. A screening fence will be
placed at the property line.

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:
Convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or
farmland of statewide importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
a.
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
b.
or a Williamson Act contract?
Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location or
c.
nature could result in conversion of farmland, to
non-agricultural use?

Significant

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X

Agricultural Resources Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

3. AIR QUALITY
Significant

Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

d.

e.
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Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollution concentrations (emissions from direct,
indirect, mobile and stationary sources)?
Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
Create objectionable smoke, ash, dust or odors
affecting a substantial number of people?

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

3. AIR QUALITY
Significant

Would the project:
f.

g.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment ?
Conflict with applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

Air Quality Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Significant

Would the project:

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Biological Resources Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Significant

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5?
Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5?
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?
Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

X

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Cultural Resources Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

6. GEOLOGY /SOILS
Significant

Would the project:
a.

i)

ii)
iii)
iv)
b.

c.

d.

e.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the are or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Publication 42)
Strong Seismic ground shaking?
Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
Landslides?
Result in substantial erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

Geology/Soils Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.
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Not
Significant
or Not
Applicable

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

7. HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS
Significant

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?
Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
Be located on a site that is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites
complied pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

X

X

X

X

X

X

Hazards/Hazardous Materials Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

8. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY
Significant

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
on the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on or off-site?
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
on the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner, which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

7

8. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY
Significant

Would the project:
e.
f.
g.
h.

i.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal flood hazard
boundary or flood insurance rate map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

X

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X

Hydrology/Water Discussion: Proposed building coverage and impervious area conform to ERBP SP
standards. A SWPPP has been prepared. Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Significant

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Physically divide an established community?
Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X
X

X

X

Land Use and Planning Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

10. NOISE
Significant

Would the project:

a.

b.

c.
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Expose people to, or generate, noise levels
exceeding established standards in the local
general plan, coastal plan, noise ordinance or
other applicable standards of other agencies?
Expose persons to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?
Cause a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X

10. NOISE
Significant

Would the project:
d.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Cause a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Not
Significant

X

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

Noise Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

11. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Significant

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
Induce substantial growth in an area either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X

Populations and Housing Discussion: Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

12. PUBLIC SERVICES

e.

Would the project result in a substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks or other recreational facilities?
Water Service System?

f.

Sewer System?

g.

Other governmental services? (poser)

a.
b.
c.
d.

Significant

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Public Services Discussion:
Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.
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13.
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Significant

Unknown
Potential
Significant

Would the project:

a.

b.

c.

d.
e.
f.
g.

Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity
of the street system (i.e. result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ration on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?
Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g. limited sight visibility, sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g. farm equipment)?
Result in inadequate emergency access?
Result in inadequate parking capacity?
Conflicts with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

Not
Significant

Impact
Reviewed
in
Previous
Document

Transportation/Circulation Discussion:
Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

14. UTILITIES & SERVICE
SYSTEMS
Significant

Would the project:
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
a. the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
b. expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
c.
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
d.
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?
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Unknown
Potential
Significant

Potential
Significant
And
Mitigated

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

e.

f.
g.

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

X

X

X

X

X

X

Utilities & Service Systems Impact Discussion:
Impacts as discussed in the 2016 certified MND analysis.

D. INFORMATION SOURCES:
A. County/City/Federal Departments Consulted:

✓ PRC
B. General Plan
Land Use Elements
Housing Element
Circulation Element
Seismic Safety/Safety Element
Economic Development
C. Zoning Ordinance & Specific Plan

Specific Plan and Zoning
✓
East Ranch Business Park Specific Plan
D. Project Plans
√
Site Plans and CUP Submittal

Conservation Element
Noise Element
Land Use

√

E. Other Sources of Information
Field Work/Site Visit
√
Calculations

√

√

Traffic Study
Records
Grading Plans
Elevations/architectural renderings
Published geological maps

√

Title 17, Section 17.03

Ag. Preserve Maps
Flood Control Maps
Other studies, reports (e.g.,
environmental documents)
✓ Certified MND September 2016
Topographic maps
Soils Maps/Reports
Plant maps
Archaeological maps and reports
(Others)

11

EXHIBIT 1

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
In January, 2016, the City of King (or “City”) approved several modifications to : 1) the
General Industrial (“M-1” and “M-2”) zoning designations; 2) the East Ranch Business Park
Specific Plan (“ERBP-SP”), and 3) changed the M-1 zoning in the ERBP-SP to Planned
Development District (“PD”). These zoning changes allowed, through the approval and
issuance of Conditional Use Permits (“CUP’s”), the cultivation of medical cannabis. At that
time, the City also prepared an Initial Study (“IS”) and Mitigated Negative Declaration
(“MND”) which examined the potential environmental impacts of these proposed actions.
The areas zoned M-1 and the ERBP-SP are located in the northeast corner of the City near the
Mesa del Rey Airport. The areas zoned M-2 are located east of the airport and near the corner
of First Street and Lonoak Road.
Table 1, Zoning Breakdowns, provides a listing of the various zoned parcels noted above.
TABLE 1
ZONING BREAKDOWNS
Parcel
East Ranch Business Park
Specific Plan (ERBP-SP)
Areas Adjacent to ERBP

Zoning

Acres

Specific Plan 107

Northeast corner of the City

20

Adjacent to and northeast
Of ERBP

Adjacent to Mesa del Rey Airport M-2

40

Adjacent to Mesa del Rey
Airport

First Street and Lonoak Road

20

Northeast of the
Intersection of First Street And Lonoak
Road
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M-1

Location

M-2

These approved zoning modifications establish a mechanism for local level regulation allowing
the cultivation of medical cannabis within buildings and/or greenhouse structures at locations
approved by the City with a Conditional Use Permit. These approved zoning modifications,
which became effective in February 2016, allow the commercial cultivation of medical
cannabis on a large scale basis. All other commercial cannabis activity, including but not
limited to cultivation (other than cultivation allowed by these zoning regulations) delivery,
dispensaries, distribution, manufacturing or transporting (other than to transport cultivated
product outside of the jurisdictional boundaries of the City) are strictly prohibited. These
approved zoning regulations do not apply to nor allow the personal cultivation and/or use of
cannabis nor the sale of such products within the City.
B. Project Characteristics
1. Zoning Code Amendments
Since the approval of the zoning modifications noted above, the City has proposed
amendments to various zoning ordinances, including City Ordinance Section 17.03 (general
cannabis discussions), Section s 17.30.020 and 17.31.020 governing the M-1 and M-2 zoning
designations and the ordinance governing the East Ranch Business Park. These additional
zoning code amendments are intended to more specifically design and regulate any proposed
facilities associated with medical cannabis cultivation, manufacturing and testing. Listed
below are the various categories (or types) of facilities that will require permits from the City.
Type 2A
Type 2B
Type 3A
Type 3B

All Artificial Light Structures, maximum 10,000 s.f.
Mixed Light Structure, maximum 10,000 s.f.
All Artificial Light Structure, maximum 22,000 s.f.
Mixed Light Structure, maximum 22,000 s.f.

Type 4
Type 6

Nursery
Manufacturing

Type 8

Testing

2. Future Development of Medical Cannabis Growing Facilities
The City has not received any development applications at this time for medical
cannabis growing facilities. In order to fully assess the potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed zoning code additions/amendments, the City has estimated the
nature and extent of additional medical cannabis growing facilities. This estimate of future
medical cannabis growing facilities within the City, as listed below, is intended to provide the
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basis for the maximum probable (“worst-case”) assessments of potential impacts of the
cumulative development of these facilities within this document.

•

4 Type 2A (all artificial light) greenhouse buildings (10,000 square foot
plant canopy within a 13,000 square foot structure)

• 13
Type
2B
(mixed
light)
greenhouse
buildings
(10,000 square foot plant canopy within a 13,000 square foot structure)
• 8
Type
3A
(all
artificial
light)
greenhouse
buildings
(22,000 square foot plant canopy within a 28,000 to 30,000 square foot structure)
• 34 Type 3B (mixed light) greenhouse buildings (22,000 square foot plant
canopy within a 28,000 to 30,000 square foot structure)
• 6 Manufacturing Facilities
• 4 Nurseries (25,000 s.f. )
• 4 Security Offices
• 6 Plantonics Stores and Storage Facilities
• 4 Executive and Administrative Offices
(Note: The Type 2A and 3A greenhouse buildings are allowed pursuant to
the previously approved (January, 2016) zoning modifications discussed
above but are included in order to provide the maximum probable
(“worst-case”) assessments of potential project impacts).
Type 2 greenhouse structures will cover a total of 13,000 square feet. Of this total, 10,000
square feet will be devoted to cannabis growing areas. Type 3 greenhouse structures will cover
a total of 28,000 to 30,000 square feet. Of this total, 22,000 square feet will be devoted to
cannabis growing areas. An additional 3,000 square feet in Type 2 greenhouses and an
additional 6,000 to 8,000 square feet in Type 3 structures which will be devoted to the
following functions: 1) trimming room, 2) drying room, 3) watering and mixing station, and 4)
office space, bathrooms and employee break area. In addition, Type 2 greenhouses will have
approximately 9,000 square feet devoted to exterior landscaping and parking while Type 3
greenhouses will have approximately 12,000 to 15,000 square feet devoted to exterior
landscaping and parking. The greenhouse buildings will have glass roofs and side walls
consisting of solid materials (i.e. brick, metal, wood, etc.) in order to provide security and
eliminate a potential attractive nuisance.
Lighting will be provided by natural sunlight and/or artificial lighting. Artificial lighting will
utilize energy efficient lighting systems with a finely tuned light spectrum which promotes the
highest possible plant production rates. Type 2 greenhouses will have approximately 400 lights
while Type 3 greenhouses will have 880 lights and Type 4 nurseries will have 1,000 lights.
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Power use is primarily associated with lighting and cooling of the greenhouse structures. It is
estimated that the total maximum electrical load for lighting the entire proposed future
development of medical cannabis facilities is 53,760 amperes. The total maximum electrical
load for air conditioning the entire proposed future development of medical cannabis facilities
is 81,468 amperes. This results in a total maximum electrical load for the entire proposed
future development of medical cannabis facilities of 135,228 amperes.
It is estimated that future project development will require a total of 193,890 gallons of water
per day or 70,769,920 gallons (or 217 acre-feet) per year. This water will be used for
cultivation in greenhouses and propagation in nursery facilities. Water demand is estimated to
total approximately 20 million gallons (or 62 acre-feet) per year within the first year (2017) of
operations and approximately 44 million gallons (or 135.5 acre-feet) by the year 2020. It is
estimated that future project development will generate a total of 16,393 gallons (or 16.4
MGD) of wastewater per day or 5,983,528 gallons (or 5.98 MGD) of wastewater per year.
This wastewater will contain a variety of nutrients typically found in commercial nursery
facilities. Wastewater generation is estimated to total approximately 1.80 million gallons per
year within the first year (2017) of operations and approximately 3.78 million gallons per year
by the year 2020.
It is estimated that the development of all future medical cannabis growing facilities will
generate a total 3,720 vehicle trips per day. Vehicle trip generation is estimated to total 1,114
vehicle trips per day within the first year (2017) of operations and 2,316 vehicle trips per day
the year 2020.
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in a manner which
provides complete and adequate California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) coverage for
all actions and approvals associated with the proposed project as currently described herein.
However, this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration may not be the final
environmental document for the proposed project. In the event that future development
applications for the commercial cultivation of medical cannabis contain specific design or
operational elements not addressed by this Initial Study, additional, more detailed
environmental documentation may be necessary at that time. When applications for individual
projects are submitted, they will be subject to additional environmental review by the City in
order to 1) determine the nature and extent of any potentially significant impacts not addressed
in this document and 2) insure that the individual project does not exceed the maximum
development levels and cumulative impacts identified in this analysis. These individual
projects will be approved by the City through the approval and issuance of Conditional Use
Permits (“CUP’s”).
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