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CORRESPONDENCE
For the Meeting of:

May 22, 2018

Item Number:

15

Description of Change: The attached correspondence was received after publishing.
15.

Ordinance Amending Section 17.228.900 of the Sacramento City Code Relating
to Conditional Use Permits for Cannabis Production and Findings for Undue
Concentration (M18-006) [Noticed 05/11/2018; Passed for Publication 05/15/2018;
Published 05/18/2018]
File ID: 2018-00614
Location: Citywide
Recommendation: Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion, 1) pass a Motion
by two-thirds vote temporarily suspending Rule 7.K.3 of the Council Rules of
Procedure; and 2) pass an Ordinance amending the Planning and Development Code
(Title 17) to clarify the finding for undue concentration for cannabis production
conditional use permits.
Contact: Joy Patterson, Principal Planner, (916) 808-5607, Zoning Administration,
Community Development Department

!Ammericann Development LLC
1419 N. Market Blvd. #1
Sacramento, CA 95834
916.333.2938 o
916.333.2414 f
www.ammericann.com

May 15, 2018
Re:

In Opposition to Consent Item 05; Undue Concentration of Cannabis

Dear Mayor Steinberg And City Councilmembers:
As Sacramento’s first “cannabis development company,” we are writing you today in
support of cannabis businesses and their future in the City of Sacramento.
We are proud to call Sacramento home and we are proud of the city’s commitment to
pro-business regulations in support of the cannabis industry. As we know, the cannabis
industry in Sacramento stands for new jobs, public safety, community wellness, and
economic development.
Last week, on May 10, 2018, we attended the meeting of the Planning and Design
Commission and spoke in opposition on the debate of “undue concentration” of cannabis
cultivation businesses in District 6. We respectfully asked the Planning and Design
Commission to continue the matter of an Ordinance Amending Section 17.228.900 of the
Sacramento City Code relating to “undue concentration,” in an effort to provide more
time for Staff to further study and explore this debatable issue.
During last week’s meeting, the Planning and Design Commission appeared ill-informed
of the variety of arguable issues surrounding “undue concentration” of cannabis
cultivation businesses in District 6. Various motions were made by the Commissioners to
“continue” the item for further study and debate. The Commission openly asked Staff to
provide “real evidence” that cannabis cultivation businesses are “a detriment to the health
and vitality” of District 6, claims that are being made by the Power Inn Alliance.
The Planning and Design Commission ended with two, failed votes on the matter of
“undue concentration” of cannabis cultivation businesses in District 6, and Staff was left
directionless on the issue. In fact, the meeting concluded with the Chairman stating: “We
are giving up on this…”
As you approach tonight’s meeting of the Sacramento City Council, we respectfully ask,
again, that the matter concerning “undue concentration” of cannabis cultivation
businesses in District 6 be continued in an effort to provide more time for Staff to further
study and explore this issue. As advocates for cannabis businesses in the City of
Sacramento, we greatly refute the biased claim that cannabis cultivation businesses cause
“a detriment to the health and vitality” in any business district in the city.
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We respectfully ask that the City Council pull this item – Consent Item 05 – from the
Consent Calendar at tonight’s City Council meeting, and send the item back to the
Planning and Design Commission for further study and debate for the following reasons:
1.

An amendment to section 17.228.900 of the Sacramento City Code
recognizing “undue concentration for cannabis production CUPs” will serve
as a pseudo ban against future cannabis cultivation applications in District 6;

2.

A ban against future cannabis cultivation applications in District 6 could
then force “undue concentration” of future cannabis cultivation applications
in the remaining industrial district in the city, or District 2;

3.

The proposed cap of 2.5 million square feet of approved cannabis cultivation
in District 6 is an arbitrary and unfounded number that will harm future
cannabis businesses and force a loss of projected revenue for the city.

Ammericann Development and its industry partners are committed to providing “turn-key
solutions” for cannabis cultivation businesses by providing them with comprehensive
consulting and construction management services. The team at Ammericann
Development aims to build the “safest, smartest, and greenest” commercial cannabis
cultivation facilities in the city and throughout the state.
!
We encourage the City of Sacramento not to cap, or ban, future cannabis cultivation
applications in District 6. New business is good for the city, its residents, and its future.
Thank you for your leadership in the City of Sacramento.
Signed,

Norman P. Marshall Jr.
President
Cc:

!

M. Max Del Real
Vice President

Sacramento City Council; Planning and Design Commission; Joe Devlin;
Joy Patterson; Brad Wasson; Power Inn Alliance; Del Paso Boulevard
Partnership; North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce; Chief Lori Ajax
of the Bureau of Cannabis Control (BCC)

CannaLicensed Consulting Group
P.O. Box 254606
Sacramento, CA 95865
(916) 333-0601
info@cannalicensed.com
May 16, 2018
Mayor Steinberg &
Sacramento City Council Members
915 I Street 1st Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

Opposition to Undue Concentration Ordinance

Mayor Steinberg and Council Members:
CannaLicensed Consulting Group is a Sacramento based full service cannabis business development firm
with a focus on sustainable real estate development and operations management. We represent a
number of current applicants in Sacramento and are vested stakeholders in the local industry.
We, along with a significant number of our clients have serious concern with some of the underlining
assumptions in the Staff report, and have been asked to provide public comment.
There are fundamental issues with the approach as currently drafted, if adopted as written, it will have
the unintended effect of hindering the development of this burgeoning industry, drastically reducing job
creation, and ultimately hollowing out the projected tax base for the City.
The following is raised in opposition to the draft ordinance.
1. The draft ordinance does NOT recognize the significant cost and expense borne by applicants
who have already submitted their CUP’s.
We support continued discussion regarding the need to provide direction to future applicants. That said,
at a minimum, there needs to be an exemption for development projects submitted prior to the
adoption of ordinance. Any change that affects applicants who are already in the cue undermines
Sacramento as a stable regulatory environment that has facilitated significant innovation and
investment in the local economy.

2. Development of a policy that restricts cannabis business development in the Capitol City should
NOT be land use based.
By setting a square footage cap in the City’s largest warehouse district, Sacramento risks creating a
location freeze, permanently locking existing facilities into their respective locations. This could make
the expansion or relocation of a successful company within the district almost impossible. It also may
create a climate which compromises a business owner’s ability to negotiate fair rents with landlords - a
concept that is all too familiar among operators.
Sacramento inadvertently created a freeze with the permitting of its medical dispensaries; it took
several years before businesses were provided a means to relocate from facilities that no longer suited
their needs.
3. Utilization of a Maximum Square Footage within a Defined Geographic Area does NOT Provide
Clear Guidance in an evolving industry.
a. A significant number of CUP’s propose to ADD to district’s total Square Footage. The
proposed ordinance treats leasable square footage within the boundaries as a static
number. In fact a significant portion of those applications contain NEW construction.
Aside from the economic benefit that the area receives from investments in new
infrastructure, the end result is a series of developments that will ultimately ADD to the
total leasable square footage within the PBID’s purview.
b. The Square footage CAP prioritizes First In – First Out, and is disadvantageous to multiuse development projects that needed to wait for Sacramento to develop its ordinance
for manufacturing, distribution, and production.
Square footage is NOT the appropriate mechanism by which to evaluate highest and best use of land
resources within the district. Cultivation was the first CUP application the City of Sacramento accepted
under the commercial cannabis ordinance. This was followed by a manufacturing several months later,
and in early 2018 delivery, distribution, and processing CUPs became available. The corresponding
number of applications for CUP’s is directly proportional to the length of time the application has been
available for submission.
Capping the square footage of cannabis related entitlements, as a matter of policy, to what is already in
cue will effectively result in a 0% vacancy for that vertical, and has the potential to freeze the City into a
stagnated Version ‘1.0’ of the industry. It will essentially remove economic opportunities for the City to
attract large employers who look at long term economies of scale and multi-use facilities. These type of
development projects typically have longer lead times, as they have more complex dynamics, often
including new construction, environmental studies, and significant capital. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, large employers bring stability, employment, and a stable tax base to an evolving industry.

4. Limiting specific uses within the PBID is not consistent with economic and employment goals.
a. Job Growth fueled by: Cultivation, Distribution, Dispensary.
The Power Inn Alliance states on their website, they are home to 10,000 businesses, and 29,000 jobs,
this is an average of 2.9 jobs per non-cannabis business. The regulation, oversight, and hands on nature
of the cannabis industry necessitate a far greater employment demand per business than currently
exists in the PBID. Due to the regulation, oversight, and safety requirements governing the cannabis
industry, it is estimated the employment demand to be more than 2 times higher than non-cannabis
based businesses. Henceforth, the continued development and construction of cannabis related projects
will have a substantial positive impact on area employment.
Cultivation does NOT employ less people per square foot than their manufacturing counterparts, in fact
quite the opposite, by at least 2:1. Simply put, machines manufacture, and people grow. Cultivation is a
labor intensive process that requires human care and attention though each stage of the plant’s
lifecycle. The desire to attract cannabis manufacturers through a change in regulatory policy, will not
have the intended effect of bringing more jobs to the area.
5. Cultivation doesn’t affect lease rates, Cannabis does.
The PIA has testified that escalating rental rates is displacing tenants within the district, and in order to
restore balance action must be taken to stop cultivation CUP’s. However, the PIA is simultaneously
encouraging the submission of cannabis manufacturing applications. The operative word here isn’t
‘cultivation’, but ‘cannabis’. Rental rates within the industry are typically a function of risk, and any
cannabis use is going to command higher rent than non-cannabis uses, freezing one industry vertical in
favor of another will NOT result in a market rate reduction.
6. 2.5M Square Feet may NOT be an appropriate limit within the PBID.
a. The ordinance assumes that an approval for a land use entitlement is the same as an
overconcentration of cultivation businesses.
Additional data regarding the application or approval of Business Operating permits within the City
would be helpful in determining whether or not an overconcentration exists.
b. Property owners may perceive value in the cultivation entitlement, and may be reticent
to abandon the use (even if unused).
A square footage cap will create a secondary market for trading cultivation spaces within D6. Property
owners who have obtained the use will be reticent to abandon it, even if it has not been commenced.
The code provides for 3 years to commence the use. This may cause cultivation square footage to
remain “parked”, ultimately leading to lost tax revenue.

c. What constitutes a broad diversity of industry types?
Reference is made in the Alliance’s letter to “…diversity of businesses, ranging from solid waste, to
construction, to pharmaceutical, to automotive…”. Additional data relative to the percentage
distribution of those types of uses throughout the PBID would be helpful in determining if indeed
proposed cannabis uses vastly outstrip other land uses within the District.
Sacramento’s Office of Policy and Enforcement is tasked with evaluating prospective operators to
ensure that only compliant, properly capitalized companies are granted BOP’s in Sacramento. Any policy
that affects the number and type of cannabis businesses that can locate in Sacramento, should be a
coordinated effort between licensing and land use.
As a stakeholder, and an organization that represents some truly remarkable cannabis
developments, we remain supportive of Sacramento’s continued efforts to refine its regulations. That
said, we believe this ordinance needs to address the areas of concern raised herein.
Respectfully,

Corey Travis
Managing Director
CannaLicensed Consulting Group
CC: Joy Patterson – Sacramento Community Development Department
Joe Devlin – Office of Cannabis Policy and Enforcement
Mayor Steinberg
Sacramento City Council Memebers

May 17, 2018
Mayor of Sacramento
City Council
Clerk Of Sacramento
Sacramento City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Power Inn Submarket
Power Inn Alliance
“Undue Concentration”‐ ACTION ITEM
Mayor & City Council,
The entire Sacramento Industrial Market shows no signs of slowing down. I am a “seasoned”
Commercial Real Estate Broker that has over 30 years in the Region. This correspondence is to “clear the
air” as to facts concerning the Power Inn submarket and the overall Industrial market.
1. Vacancy: “The lower the vacancy, the healthier the Market”. Any Market or Submarket below
10% vacancy is healthy. Any Vacancy below 10% is even healthier. According to the 1st QTR
Reports of the firms CBRE, Newmark Knight and Kidder Mathews, the average overall vacancy is
6.92%, and will continue to go down thru 2018. Extremely healthy. The average Power Inn
vacancy is 6.44%. Again, a very healthy vacancy and submarket. As the vacancies continue to
decrease, the healthier the market.
2. Rents: Overall rents in the entire Marketplace have increased by 15% in the Last 12 months.
Rents continue to increase. Basically, it is a supply and demand scenario. Submarkets with the
lowest vacancy levels (Power Inn) rents rise the fastest. Other Submarkets with low vacancy and
increasing rents are; Richards Blvd, Downtown/Mid Town, Northgate, I‐80 /Roseville,
McClellan/I‐80, West Sacramento. Rents are increasing all over the place, not just Power Inn.

A few comments on the Power Inn Submarket;
Environment: Due to high traffic, solid waste companies, concrete production, recycling companies and
Trucking delivery, there are air pollution concerns. Cannabis use does not add to the pollution. It is a
clean industry.
Traffic: The Power Inn Submarket has a very high traffic use. Due to trucking distribution (Federal
Express Hub, and many others), the State of California and County Office tenants. Did you know that
there are 6‐7 employees per every 1000SF of office space (that is a bunch of people and cars), other
businesses and the local community. Take a drive on Power Inn Road between noon and 5pm and see
for yourself. The Cannabis Industry is not a cause for the high traffic volume.

2237 Douglas Boulevard, Suite 100, Roseville, CA 95661

T 916.751.3600 F 916.848.0205

kiddermathews.com

Safety: All the support businesses (gas stations, mini‐marts, restaurants, service companies, local stores)
are all seeing increased “safe” business activity. The Power Inn submarket is just as safe as any other
Industrial submarket, if not safer. The clean Cannabis Industry has not added to any Safety Concerns.
SUMMARY: “SUPPLY AND DEMAND”. To put a limit on any industry goes against the marketplace. Why
not put a limit on other uses like Trucking, Distribution, Office Use, Storage, etc. It goes against Business
Commerce.
In closing, Power Inn Submarket is a very healthy real estate market. We all would love to own property
in the Power Inn area. There should be no limit to the growth of a clean use, the Cannabis industry.
I have included the three 1st Quarter 2018 Reports for your review of the “facts”.
I will be attending the Tuesday, May 22 council meeting if you have any questions or just email me.

Thank you for all your hard work to make Sacramento a better place.
Respectfully,

Dennis F. Shorrock
Senior Vice President
Kidder Mathews
916‐751‐3611
shorrock@kiddermathews.com

2237 Douglas Boulevard, Suite 100, Roseville, CA 95661

T 916.751.3600 F 916.848.0205

kiddermathews.com

CBRE
Sacramento Industrial, Ql 2018

Vacancy rate declines persist
heading into the new year
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Figure 1: Vacancy vs. Net Absorption
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Source: CBRE Research, Ql 2018.
Sacramento's industrial market experienced 1.9
million sq. ft. of positive net absorption during Q1
2018, the highest first quarter number the market
has posted since Q1 2008's net absorption of nearly
2.0 million sq. ft. This marks the 18th straight
quarter with positive net absorption and the
seventh quarter with activity over 1.0 million sq. ft.
during that span.
As a result, Q1 2018's vacancy rate dropped 60
basis points (bps) to 5.4%, the fourth straight
quarter under 7.0% and a steady decline since
2014. As the rate continues to decrease, a notable
lack of available space has developed in almost all
size ranges. With demand expected to remain
strong in the near term, tenants may need to
consider broadening their criteria to find suitable
options for lease.
Construction activity was solid as 795,895 sq. ft. of
new construction was completed in Q1 2018.
Veritiv Operating Company completed their
387,420 sq. ft. build-to-suit project at 3510 Carlin
St. in West Sacramento. Additionally, the
McKesson 304,000 sq. ft. build-to-suit was
Ql 20118 CBRE Research

completed on Foothills Blvd in Roseville and
Harsch Investment completed a 104,800 sq. ft.
speculative warehouse building at Riverside
Commerce Center. There are currently six
distribution warehouse projects planned for 2018
by (McClellan Park, Buzz Oates, Ridge Capital,
NorthPoint, and Panattoni).
Sales activity was relatively quiet this quarter as
only one significant purchase occurred in Q1 2018.
Ethan Conrad purchased 3 buildings totaling
140,800 sq. ft. building at 1464 Tanforan Ave in
Woodland. The largest lease of the quarter
belonged to Construction Innovations, LLC which
signed a lease for 323,240 sq. ft. at 8825 Elder
Creek Rd in Sacramento.
The outlook for the Sacramento industrial market
remains strong. Construction is expected to
increase in the coming year as vacancy continues
to decline. With rising rents and increasing
occupancy costs occurring in competing Northern
CA markets, Sacramento will continue to get
stronger consideration from national distribution
tenants.
© 2018 CBRE, Inc.
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Karen Porter Valle
John Porter
LeAnne Porter
643 St Lawrence Ave
Reno, NV 89509
T 831-332-3593
916-826-7377
vallektz@gmail.com
jwporter6885@sbcglobal.net

May 22, 2018
Mayor Steinberg &
Sacramento City Council Members
915 I Street 1 st Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Council Members,
Regarding item: Public Hearing Item 15 File No: 201800614
It has come to my attention the the Power in Alliance is spearheading an ordinance amending a section of
the Sacramento City Code relating to Conditional Use Permits for Cannabis Production and findings for
undue concentration. We are sure you are well aware of which proposed ordinance I am in reference to.
WE am one of the property owners at 8842 Elder Creek Road. This property is within the boundaries of
the Power in Alliance. We also currently lease said building for cannabis purposes. We writing now to tell
you that this group does NOT represent our interests regarding this ordinance. We have not received any
communication from this group regarding this ordinance in any way and have not been able to voice my
opinions regarding cannabis production in our city. We feel that this group may be overestimating and
overstating the numbers of members in the alliance that are in support of this ordinance. We are sure that
if you look to the member roles of the group that you will find our names there.
We do NOT SUPPORT their opposition to cannabis in the State, this City or within the bounds of this
private alliance.
We have also worked diligently with our tenants to comply with all requests the City has made. Our
tenants have worked diligently to comply in every way with the city regarding their application. There has
not been any notice to or discussion of it to any of us of “undue concentration”. We are concerned about
the lack of a definition of “overriding public benefit”. Just exactly what harm is going to occur. Our
complex in particular is taking steps for more security and more beautification of the premises. Our
complex will be more contributory to the community that it ever was with multiple industrial uses working
against each other. It makes entirely more sense to me to have like businesses together than haphazardly
throughout the city and this is the essence of “zoning”. We are also bothered that this ordinance is
targeted to a certain area of the city and does not include all of the City of Sacramento. and therefore
provides no guidance. It should be expected that if an area is zoned for a specific use that there should
not be a limit for such. That is like saying a mall is zoned for retail but the whole mall could not be only
shoe shores if only shoe stores wanted to open. The 2.5 million square footage limit seems to be an
arbitrary number. This ordinance will also put an undue financial burden landlords and on those
seeking CUP under the current zoning rules. This ordinance will also set a precedent for the devaluation

of property, whereas, property A is allowed cannabis but next door property B is not allowed and that
property is automatically devalued.
We are AGAINST the adoption of this ordinance and I urge all members of the City Council to REJECT
this action. I personally have not been notified by the City of Sacramento of the any proposed application
of new zoning restrictions or of it’s intent to consider such changes to existing zoning. Power Inn Alliance
is not accurately representing the viewpoint of the property owners, is over inflating the detriment of
‘concentration ‘ and “public benefit” within the approved Zoning and again is setting precedent for
devaluation of property and Tax basis within the City of Sacramento.
Sincerely yours,

Karen Porter Valle
John Porter
LeAnne Porter

SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND OBJECTIONS

Dated: May 18, 2018
TO:

HONORABLE MAYOR STEINBERG
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
MEMBERS OF THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

CC:

Ms. Joy Patterson
Community Development Department
Mr. Joe Devlin
Office of Cannabis Policy and Enforcement
Sacramento City Clerk

FROM:

Re:

SIGNAL COURT PARTNERS, LLC
APPLICANT
Opposition to Undue Concentration Ordinance

On behalf of Signal Court Partners, LLC, this letter highlights and summarizes our
opposition to the Ordinance Amending Section 17.228.900.
Respectfully submitted,

_________________________________________
Alex Reyter
On Behalf of Signal Court Partners, LLC
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SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND OBJECTIONS
I. AMENDMENT WILL NOT GIVE CURRENT APPLICANTS DUE PROCESS
Amending the Ordinance will materially impact current applicants due to the 2.5M
cap on the square footage (“2.5M Cap”) permitted in the PBID area.
1. Class-Action Litigation: Applicants with standing who would be unfairly
disenfranchised by the amended Ordinance will be compelled to contest
the legality of the Ordinance.
2. Prospective Application of Ordinance: Amendments should function to
produce the least necessary disruption to current rules and regulations.
Accordingly, any amendment to the Ordinance should be applied
prospectively.
3. Later Filing Applicants Particularly Burdened: Later applicants would be
particularly burdened, given that the earlier-filed applications would take
possession of the permitted square footage.
4. Aggregate Queue Applicants Minimally Increase Square Footage Cap:
Even if all applicants currently in the queue were accepted and proceeded
with their CUP, the square footage would be a minor increase on the
proposed current 2.5M Cap. Areas outside of the PBID area (e.g., Wayne
Court), along with proposed new construction, should not be included in
any proposed cap on the PBID district, since this would additionally
reduce the estimated available square footage of current PBID applicants.
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II. THE AMENDMENT AND ORDINANCE ARE UNCLEAR ON ITS FACE
The amendment to the Ordinance is unclear and detrimental on its face, since its
application as presently offered would potentially impact not only cannabis
cultivation, but also cannabis manufacturing and cannabis distribution.
1. Multi-Use Development Projects Harmed: Applicants intending to
develop multi-use enterprises utilizing cannabis cultivation and/or
distribution facilities in conjunction with nonvolatile cannabis
manufacturing, would be stunted by the proposed 2.5M Cap, with respect
to business expansion and facility location, since a substantial aspect of
the business would be prohibited.
2. NEW Construction Should Be Expressly Excluded: New construction in
the PBID area will add to the available square footage of the area, rather
than reduce existing square footage. Accordingly, any proposed cap
should not include development that improves the PBID area.
3. Reversion to Illegal Cultivation: The intention of the Ordinance is to do
away with illegal cannabis cultivation. The 2.5M Cap will effectively
tempt applicants who have invested substantial capital in tenant
improvements and/or the acquisition of property to revert to illegal
cultivation operations.
4. 600 Foot Setback Ineffective to Resolve Undue Concentration Issue: The
“600 foot” setback portion of the amendment likewise impacts multi-use
development projects and micro-businesses and would not resolve the
issue of “undue concentration.” To the contrary, the PIA has conceded
that having cultivation facilities near each other has beneficial effects,
including relevant synergy.
5. Amendment Will Burden Neighboring Districts: Whereas the PIA has a
ready infrastructure and resources to deal with new projects, the
amendment will push less qualified applicants to neighboring districts
with lesser resources and experience.
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III. AMENDMENT IS DISCRIMINATORY AGAINST AN EMERGING AND LEGAL INDUSTRY
The stigma raised by the PIA belies its biased position for imposing a 2.5M Cap
against a legal and emerging industry.
1. Are Other Industries Capped Similarly? Are other industries similarly
capped in the area? At a minimum, independent inquiry should be
recommended to obtain accurate statistics regarding the other industries
in the area, including, at a minimum those industries endorsed by the PIA:
• Solid waste
• Construction
• Pharmaceutical
• Automotive
2. When Did 10% Become An “Undue Concentration?”: The arbitrary 10%
amount is acknowledged virtually unanimously as a minority percentage.
3. The Amendment is Contrary to PIA’s Stated Mission: CUP applications
have been used to facilitate major site improvements and infrastructure
investment in the PBID area. The “speculative nature” that the PIA has
argued is endemic to the cannabis business development, is evidence of
entrepreneurs seeking entry into this emerging and legal industry.
4. Cannabis as Hemp Is A Pharmaceutical Product: Hemp products are nonpsychoactive and have no THC. CBD is a hemp by-product implemented
by the pharmaceutical industry.
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IV. PIA HAS OFFERED NO EVIDENCE OF DETRIMENTAL EFFECTS
PIA has defined itself to be in a unique position to evaluate the Ordinance and has
claimed – without any proof or anecdotal evidence – detrimental environmental
(i.e., air quality and traffic), safety and economic impacts.
1. PIA has Not Shown Measurable Evidence for Any Detrimental Effects:
• Environmental effect?
• Air quality?
• Traffic?
• Safety?
• Displacement?
• Loss of jobs/opportunities?
• Missed economic development opportunities?
2. Economic Impact Has All Been GOOD! PIA points to a “real estate rush for
commercial, industrial and warehouse space” – could this really be
viewed as problem?
• Vacancy level is 2% (reduction from 7-8%) – why is this bad? This
shows that there are “willing” property owners interested in
pursuing these land/lease deals.
• Basic economics teaches that property values rise due to increased
demand.
• New construction is being added to the PBID, not only existing
sites.
• Cannabis cultivation is a substantial job creator (i.e., for every 1
job, there are 2 new jobs; study by ERA Economics, LLC for
California Department of Food and Agriculture Medical Cannabis
Cultivation Program dated 1/27/17).
3. Unverifiable Claims Should Not Be The Reason for Prohibitive Laws:
PIA’s claims that there are environmental, safety and economic impacts,
does not make it so. Amending the Ordinance will have a real measurable
impact on an emerging and legal industry – the reasons to do so should be
actually warranted and not acted upon by unverifiable claims of a biased
organization.
4. PIA’s Objective Is Satisfied With Cannabis Industry: PIA has
presumptively decided that the cannabis industry does not further its
main objective – which PIA has stated is “attracting new business and
industries with the goal of increasing jobs and accelerating the economic
base, as well as retaining and growing existing businesses.” In fact,
successful property owners who have received CUPs contribute a
percentage of their gross receipts to the City’s adverse mitigation fund to
promote neighborhood responsibility plans, which was heavily advocated
for by the PIA.
6

SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND OBJECTIONS
PIA should be supporting the cannabis industry:
• Cannabis is a new business/industry.
• As the cannabis industry grows, it will increase jobs.
• As part of the “boom,” the economic base will accelerate – an
overriding public benefit.
• As the industry matures, it is primed to retain and grow the existing
businesses.
5. The City Council Should Be Cautious NOT to Preemptively Injure the
Cannabis Industry by Making Unnecessary Prohibitive Legal Thresholds.
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V. SCOPE OF ORDINANCE SHOULD APPLY ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS
The PIA revealingly argues that the 2.5M Cap in the ordinance should apply only to
the PBID area, but not to other areas of the City.
1. “Undue Concentration” Should Be Decided On A Case-By-Case Basis: With
respect to the City at large, the PIA expressly states the “undue
concentration” provision should apply on a “case-by-case basis given the
unique characteristics of each proposed cultivation project site and
surrounding uses.”
The point: Each project/applicant has a unique situation that is best
addressed on a case-by-case basis. Perhaps that was the intent of the
phrase “undue concentration” – to be determined on a case-by-case basis
– i.e., no arbitrary caps should be implemented at all.
2. There is No Precedent for this Cap: The PBID will be the first area to have
implemented such a prohibitive measure. No other areas have imposed
such a square footage prohibition.
3. PIA Members Have Applied For Their Own CUPs: PIA has failed to
disclose a conflict of interest of its members by failing to acknowledge its
own members’ applying for CUPs. This may be the real reason the PIA is
resistant to out-of-town speculators.

END
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