
























IMPACT 
CA TEGORrnS* 

the State Geolog st for the 
area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to 
Division of 1\1 ines and 
Geology Special P~blic. 42. 

ii) Strong seismic round 
shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground 
failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 
b) Result in substantia I soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

c) Be located on a geo!ogic unit 
or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstabl as a 
result of the project, and 
potentially result in on site or off­
site landslide, lateral s1 reading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

d) Be located on expai~sive soil, 
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial dir 1,,Ct or 
indirect risks to life or tJroperty? 

e) Have soils incapabl of 
adequately supporting he use of 
septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not a vailable 
for the disposal of was1 e water? 

f) Directly or indirect! v destroy a 
unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geolo!,iC 
feature? 

2 3 4 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and 

correspondence. 

Landslides 
There is some minor risk of landslides based on slope of the 
site, however the soil is generally stable and not prone to slides 
historically. 

Less Than Significant Impact 

The soil on the cultivation site portion of the property is Type 
153, Konocti-Hambright complex, 15 to 30 percent slopes. 
This map unit is on hills. Rock outcroppings and stones 10 
inches to 50 feet in diameter are common throughout the unit. 
The vegetation is mainly oaks, brush, and annual grasses . The 
soil is not characterized by severe shrink-swell potential. but 
is prone to erosion. Given the small ( 10.000 s.f) area 
proposed for cultivation. the proposal would not have any 
marked increase in the loss of topsoil through erosion . and 
the applicant is proposing vrnttles and erosion-control 
measures within the Storrnwater Management Plan submitted 

Less Than Significant 
The vast majority of the site is mapped as 'stable soil ' 
according to Lake County GIS data. The use of a relatively 
small portion of the site (10,000 s.f) for cannabis cultivation 
and its proximity well away from the mapped unstable soil, this 
proposal would not affect the stability of the soil on site, nor 
would it make it any more prone to liquefaction, lateral 
spreading, or subsidence. 

Less Than Significant 

The soil on the site is Benrldge-Konoctl association, 15 to 
30 percent slope (type 112) and Konocti-Hambright 
complex, 15 to 30 percent slope (type 153). The cultivation 
site contains Konocti-Hambright complex (type 153) soil; the 
type 112 soil is further north, about 200 feet from the 
cultivation site. Type 153 soil is not overly expansive 
according to NRCS data for Lake County. 

Less Than Significant 
The + 142 acre site is large enough to support an in-ground 
septic system if one is needed in the future . The adjacent 
property is owned by the applicant and contains a dwelling on a 
septic system. The Lake County Planning Commission has 
been requiring 'drying buildings' that have an ADA-compliant 
bathroom. It is probable that the Planning Commission will 
require a similar setup with this proposal. The soil is relatively 
well-drained, and does not appear to be problematic if a new 
septic system is added to the cultivation site. 

No Impact 

There are no identified unique paleontological resources or 
unique geologic features mapped or known on the site. 

Less than Significant Impact 
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Source 

Number** 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 10, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 
21 , 24, 25, 
30 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 10, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 
21 , 24, 25, 
30 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 10, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 
21, 24, 25, 
30 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 10, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 
21, 24, 25, 
29,30 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
11, 14, 15 



IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

a) Generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment? 

b) Conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

a) Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through reasonable foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment? 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed 
school? 
d) Be located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant. 
to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

All determinations need explanation. 
1 2 3 4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and 

correspondence. 
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

X 

X 

In general, greenhouse gas em1ss10ns can come from 
construction activities and from post-construction activities 
such as vehicle trips ( employees, deliveries, et cetera). Lake 
County does not require a commercial cannabis applicant to 
provide GHG estimates during or after site preparation. In this 
case the site disturbance ('construction') will be very minimal 
because the cultivation area is already in existence. Minimal 
new construction will occur on the site, and there are minimal 
gasses that would be emitted from outdoor cultivation 
activities. The County estimates between 4 and 8 average daily 
trips; the site is more than ½ hour from the nearest restaurant, 
so it is reasonable to assume that there would be few mid-day 
lunch trips by employees. The outdoor cultivation area will not 
have specific greenhouse gas-producing elements; no ozone 
will result, and the cannabis plants will to a small degree help 
capture carbon dioxide. 

Lastly, the applicant has indicated that he will have two or 
three employees; given the proximity of the site from urban 
establishments, it is very unlikely that employees will leave at 
lunchtime; therefore the likely average daily trips that would 
result is between 4 and 6 (the applicant lives on the adjacent 
lot). 

Less than Significant Impact 
This project will not conflict with any adopted plans or policies 
for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Less than Significant Impact 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

X 

X 

X 

X 

This proposal will use organic pest control and fertilizers. This 
will significantly limit potential environmental hazards that 
could otherwise result. Cannabis waste is required to be 
chipped and disbursed on site; burning cannabis waste is 
prohibited in Lake County. Less than Significant 

The applicant has provided a 'Spill containment and cleanup 
plan' within the Property Management Plan. The types of 
caustic chemicals to be used are very limited; gasoline for 
vehicles and possibly alcohol are two potentially caustic 
chemicals that will be present on site. Less than Significant 

The proposed project is not located within one-quarter mile of 
an existing or proposed school. 

No Impact 

The project site is not listed as a site containing hazardous 
materials in the databases maintained by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). 

Less Than Significant Impact. 
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Source 

Number** 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
21, 24, 29, 
30, 31, 32, 
34,36 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
21, 24, 29, 
30, 31, 32, 
34,36 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 13, 17, 
21, 24, 25, 
29, 30, 31, 
32, 33, 34, 
36 
1, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 13, 17, 
20, 21, 24, 
25, 29, 30, 
31, 32, 33, 
34,36 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 13, 17, 
21, 24, 25, 
29, 30, 31, 
32, 33, 34, 
36 
1, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 13, 17, 
21, 24, 25, 
29, 30, 31, 
32, 33, 34, 
36 



IMPACT 
CA TEGORil"S* 

e) For a project locatei within an 
airport land use plan o , where 
such a plan has not be( n adopted, 
within two miles of a r ublic 
airport or public use ai :port, 
would the project resu t in a 
safety hazard or excesi ive noise 
for people residing or 'Vorking in 
the project area? 
f) Impair implementat on of or 
physically interfere wi h an 
adopted emergency re< ponse plan 
or emergency evacuati :m plan? 

g) Expose people or st)1.lctures, 
either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildlai~d fires? 

a) Violate any water q~ality 
standards or waste disclharge 
requirements or otheru ise 
substantially degrade s ~rface or 
ground water quality? 

b) Substantially deem se 
groundwater supplies c r interfere 
substantially with grou 1dwater 
recharge such that the I roject 
may impede sustainabl ;: 
groundwater management of the 
basin? 

c) Substantially alter tt e existing 
drainage pattern of the ~ite or 
area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the 

1 2 3 4 

X 

X 

X 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and 

correspondence. 
The project is not located within two (2) miles of an airport 
and/or within an Airport Land Use Plan. 

No Impact 

The project would not impair or interfere with an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan. Of note is that 
Jerusalem Grade Road is a narrow unpaved road that serves 
more properties to the east. This is the only evacuation route, 
however this is not unusual for commercial cannabis 
cultivation sites, which by their nature tend to be established in 
outlying and sparsely populated areas. 

Less Than Significant Impact. 
The site is mapped as having an Extremely High Fire Risk. The 
applicant will adhere to all Federal, State and local fire 
requirements/regulations for setbacks and defensible space; 
these setbacks are applied at the time of building permit 
review. Less than Significant Impact 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the project: 

X 

X 

X 

The adjacent parcel is owned by the applicant and is currently 
served by an existing onsite septic and well. The applicant shall 
adhere to all Federal, State and Local regulations regarding 
wastewater treatment and water usage requirements. 

Less Than Significant. 
There is no groundwater 'depletion threshold ' established for 
water usage in Lake County. While the water table appears to 
be robust at this location, it is unknown whether the 
groundwater available is sustainable over a long period of time. 

The applicant has indicated that an estimated 325,850 gallons 
of water will be used annually. This is consistent, perhaps 
slightly higher than with other / similarly sized outdoor 
cannabis cultivation water use projections in Lake County. 

The applicant is required as a condition of approval to provide 
a 'Groundwater Adequacy Analysis test'. This is to occur prior 
to cultivation, and is a standard condition of approval for all 
new cannabis cultivation activities in Lake County. The 
purpose of this test is to determine how quickly ( or slowly) the 
aquifer recharges after an extended use. Cultivators hire a well 
expert to do a sonar reading of the aquifer level. There are three 
readings required; the first is prior to the start of the continuous 
well draw. The second is after a continuous flow over a 12 hour 
period to tell what the actual draw-down of the aquifer is; then 
a 24 hour shutdown period occurs, followed by a final aquifer 
level test after the 24 hour shutdown period. 

Less than Significant 

The applicant has stated that the total cultivation area is 10,000 
s.f. in size (100 ' x 100'), and the canopy area is about 9,000 
s.f. in area. This represents a very small portion of the 142 acre 
site. Further, much of the cultivation area will remain 
permeable, since above-ground pots are pourous. Water can 
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Source 

Number** 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
20, 22 

l , 3, 4, 5, 
20, 22, 35, 
37 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
20, 35, 37 

l , 3, 4, 5, 
13, 21 , 23, 
24, 25, 29, 
31 , 32, 33, 
34 

l , 3, 4, 5, 
13, 21 , 23, 
24, 25, 29, 
31 , 32, 33, 
34 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
13, 21, 23, 
24, 25, 29, 
31, 32, 33, 
34 



IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

addition of impervious surfaces, 
in a manner which would: 

i) Result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site; 

ii) Substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding 
on- or off-site; 

iii) Create or contribute to 
runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned 
stormwater drainage 
systems or provide 
substantial additional 
sources of polluted 
runoff; 

iv) Impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or 
seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

e) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

a) Physically divide an 
established community? 

b) Cause a significant 
environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

a) Result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the 
state? 
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All determinations need explanation. Source 
1 2 3 4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and Number** 

X 

X 

correspondence. 
pass through the above-ground pots and be absorbed into the 
soil; the amount of non-permeable surface doesn't increase 
through the use of above-ground pots. 

The applicant has provided a Stormwater Management Plan 
with his application submittal. This Plan will be provided to 
CDF A in conjunction with this Initial Study for their 
consideration. 

Less than Significant. 

The project site is not located in a flood plain, tsunami or 
seiche zone. Further, all chemicals including pesticides, 
fertilizers and other potentially toxic chemicals shall be 
stored in a manner that the chemicals will not be adversely 
affected in the event of a flood. 

Less than Significant 
There are no water quality control plans provided by the 
applicant (none are required by the County), and there is no 
threshold in Lake County for groundwater depletion or 
baseline for sustainable groundwater. The burden of the 
applicant is to be able to provide adequate water for their 
cannabis cultivation sites; they are prohibited to import water 
other than 1 time in an emergency situation, and only with 
the CDD Director's written permission. 

Less than Significant. 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would the project: 

X The proposed project site would not physically divide an 
established community. 

No Impact. 
X This project appears to be consistent with the Lake County 

General Plan, the Middletown Area Plan and the Lake County 
Zoning Ordinance, Article 27, subsection (at). 

Less than Significant. 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

X The site contains no mapped mineral resources. No Impact 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
13, 21, 23, 
24, 25, 29, 
31, 32, 33, 
34 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 13, 21, 
23, 24, 25, 
29, 31, 32, 
33,34 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
35 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
20, 21, 22, 
27,28 

1, 3, 4, 5, 26 



IMPACT 
CATEGORl~ S* 1 

b) Result in the loss o k=' 
availability of a localli important 
mineral resource reco, ery site 
delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan, or other and use 
plan? 

a) Generation of a sut stantial 
temporary or permaneht increase 
in ambient noise level· in the 
vicinity of the project n excess of 
standards established ih the local 
general plan or noise c rdinance, 
or applicable standard· of other 
agencies? 

b) Generation of exce .si ve 
groundbome vibration or 
ground borne noise lev els? 

a) Induce substantial 1 nplanned 
population growth in ah area, 
either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirect y ( for 
example, through exte1nsion of 
roads or other infrastrulcture )? 

b) Displace substantia numbers 
of existing people or h Dusing, 
necessitating the consttuction of 
replacement housing e sewhere? 

a) Would the project result in 
substantial adverse ph) sical 
impacts associated witll the 
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All determinations need explanation. Source 
2 3 4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and Number** 

X 

corresoondence. 
X Neither the County of Lake's General Plan, the Middletown 1, 3, 4, 5, 26 

Area Plan nor the Lake County Aggregate Resource 
Management Plan designates the project site as being a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site. Less than 
Significant Impact 

XIII. NOISE 
Would the project result in: 

Short-term increases in ambient noise levels can be expected 1, 3, 4, 5, 13 
during project grading and/or construction, although the 
amount of site preparation for this proposal is minimal at best. 
Mitigation measures can decrease these noise levels to an 
acceptable level. Less Than Significant with the following 
mitigation measures incorporated: 

NOI-1: All construction activities including engine warm­
up shall be limited Monday Through Friday, between the 
hours of 7:00am and 7:00pm to minimize noise impacts on 
nearby residents. Back-up beepers shall be adjusted to the 
lowest allowable levels. This mitigation does not apply to 
night work. 

NOi -2: Maximum non-construction related sounds levels 
shall not exceed levels of 55 dBA between the hours of 
7:00AM to 10:00PM and 45 dBA between the hours of 
10:00PM to 7:00AM within residential areas as specified 
within Zoning Ordinance Section 21-41.11 (Table 11.1) at 
the property lines. 

NOI-3: The operation of the Air Filtration System shall not 
exceed levels of 57 dBA between the hours of 7:00AM to 
10:00PM and 50 dBA from 10:00PM to 7:00AM within 
residential areas as specified within Zoning Ordinance 
Section 21-41.11 (Table 11.2) measured at the property 
lines. 

X The project is not expected to create unusual groundbome l, 3, 4, 5, 13 
vibration due to facility operation. The low level truck traffic 
during the minimal construction needed, and occasional 
deliveries would create a minimal amount of groundbome 
vibration. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

X The project will not induce population growth. 

No Impact 

X No housing will be displaced as a result of the project. 

No Impact 

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Would the project: 

X The project does not propose housing or other uses that would 
necessitate the need for new or additional governmental or 
quasi-public services. There will not be a need to increase fire 

l , 3, 4, 5 

1, 3, 4, 5 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
13, 17, 20, 
21 , 22, 23, 
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IMPACT All determinations need explanation. Source 
CATEGORIES* 1 2 3 4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and Number** 

correspondence. 
provision of new or physically or police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities as 24, 27, 28, 
altered governmental facilities, a result of the project's implementation. 29, 30, 31, 
need for new or physically altered 32, 33, 34, 
governmental facilities, the No Impact. 36,37 
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 public services: 

- Fire Protection? 
- Police Protection? 
- Schools? 
- Parks? 
- Other Public Facilities? 

XVI. RECREATION 
Would the project: 

a) I,ncrease the use of existing X The project will not have any impacts on existing parks or 1, 3, 4, 5 
neighborhood and regional parks other recreational facilities. 
or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical No Impact 
deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 
b) Does the project include X This project will not necessitate the construction or expansion 1, 3, 4, 5 
recreational facilities or require of any recreational facilities. 
the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which No Impact 
might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a plan, X The proposed project site is accessed from Jerusalem Grade 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 
ordinance or policy addressing Road, an unpaved gravel County road. A minimal increase in 20, 22, 27, 
the circulation system, including traffic is anticipated due to construction (projected to be 28,35 
transit, roadways, bicycle lanes between 4 and 6 ADT), and incoming and outgoing deliveries 
and pedestrian paths? through the use of small vehicles only are anticipated to be 

infrequent. Estimated daily employee trips are between 4 and 6 
trips is slightly less than a single family dwelling, which 
averages 9.55 average daily trips according to International 
Transportation Engineer's manual, 9th edition. 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Measures 
added. 

b) For a land use project, would X This project will result in minimal increases in construction- 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 
the project conflict with or be related and use-related daily trips. This project would not 20, 22, 27, 
inconsistent with CEQA conflict with CEQA guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 28,35 
guidelines section 15064.3, (b)(l). Less than significant impact. 
subdivision (b )(1 )? 

c) For a transportation project, X The project is not a Transportation project. No Impact 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 
would the project conflict with 20, 22, 27, 
or be inconsistent with CEQA 28,35 
Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b )(2)? 
d) Substantially increase hazards X No changes to Jerusalem Grade Road are proposed, nor do any 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 
due to a geometric design feature appear to be needed. Less than Significant Impact 20, 22, 27, 
( e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 28,35 
intersections) or incompatible 
uses ( e.g., farm equipment)? 



IMPACT 
CATEGORH,S* 

e) Result in inadequat~ 
emergency access? 

1 2 3 
All determinations need explanation. 

4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and 
correspondence. 

X As proposed, this project will not impact existing emergency 
access. No Impact 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
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Source 

Number** 

1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 
20, 22, 27, 
28,35 

Would the project ci~use a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code section 2107 4 cs either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 

the landS'cape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
a) Listed or eligible fc r listing in 
the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Reso1Urces Code 
section 5020. l(k), or 
b) A resource determined by the 
lead agency, in its disc etion and 
supported by substanti al 
evidence, to be signific ant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of PubJic 
Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth 
in subdivision (c) of P*blic 
Resources Code 5024J , the lead 
agency shall consider the 
significance of the resc urce to a 
California Native American tribe. 

a) Require or result in the 
relocation or construct on of new 
or expanded water, wa~tewater 
treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric pow~ r, natural 
gas, or telecommunica ions 
facilities, the construct on or 
relocation of which co l!ld cause 
significant environmer tal effects? 

b) Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future 
development during nc rmal, dry 
and multiple dry years'D 

c) Result in a determir ation by 
the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may 
serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected den~and in 
addition to the provide 's existing 
commitments? 
d) Generate solid wast( in excess 
of State or local standa ds or in 
excess of the capacity ,~f local 
infrastructure? 

X 

X 

This site is not listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 5020. 1 (k). 

Less than Significant. 
All local Tribes were notified of this action. Thus far no Tribe 
has expressed concern over this proposal, nor has any Tribe 
requested 'consultation' per AB 52. 

Less than Significant. 

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Would the project: 

The subject parcel is served by an existing well. The adjacent 
property, under the same ownership, contains a dwelling that is 
served by a well and a septic system. The applicant shall 
adhere to all Federal, State and Local regulations regarding 
wastewater treatment and water usage requirements. Further, a 
Stormwater Management Plan was submitted that address on­
site drainage on this relatively small cultivation area. There is 
no obvious change proposed that might adversely affect these 
named categories. 

Less than significant 
The applicant is required to confirm the adequacy of the water 
source productivity as a condition of approval via well test; 
however there are no minimum thresholds for aquifer recharge 
in Lake County, so there is no way to verify if the water usage 
will be detrimental to the surrounding area. 

Less Than Significant 
The adjacent site, under the same ownership, has a dwelling 
and is served by an existing septic system with no known 
issues regarding adequacy. 

Less Than Significant 

The existing landfill has sufficient capacity to accommodate 
the project's solid waste disposal needs. No waste 
management plan was submitted for this proposal, however 
the County does not require such a plan for cannabis 
cultivation projects. 

Less than Significant Impact. 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
11, 14, 15 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
11, 14, 15 

1, 3, 4, 5, 29, 
32, 33, 34, 
37 

1, 3, 4, 5, 29, 
32, 33, 34, 
36,37 

1, 3, 4, 5, 29, 
32,33,34 

1, 3, 4, 5, 28, 
29, 32, 33, 
34,36 
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IMPACT All determinations need explanation. Source 
CATEGORIES* 1 2 3 4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and Number** 

correspondence. 
e) Negatively impact the X The applicant will chip and spread the cannabis waste on site. 1, 3, 4, 5, 
provision of solid waste services Small cannabis cultivation sites such as this one generate 29, 32, 33, 
or impair the attainment of solid very little non-cannabis related waste, and the plant waste 34,36 
waste reduction goals? material must be chipped and spread on site. 

Less than Significant Impact. 
f) Comply with federal, state, X All federal, state and local requirements related to solid waste 1, 3, 4, 5, 
and local management and will apply to this project, but are not anticipated to create 29, 32, 33, 
reduction statutes and regulations issues that require specific mitigation measures. 34,36 
related to solid waste? 

Less than Significant Impact. 



IMPACT 
CA TEGORU .. S* 2 3 4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and 

correspondence. 
XX. WILDFIRE 
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Source 

Number** 

If loca ~ed in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
proiecii: 

a) Impair an adopted i mergency 
response plan or emeq6ency 
evacuation plan? 

b) Due to slope, prevaiaing winds, 
and other factors, exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pc llutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spreacl of a 
wildfire? 

c) Require the installat on or 
maintenance of associ, ted 
infrastructure ( such as oads, fuel 
breaks, emergency wa11er sources, 
power lines or other ut lities) that 
may exacerbate fire risk or that 
may result in temporar t,,' or 
ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

-------~===~~-~- ~ 

X 

X 

X 

The subject site is accessed by Jerusalem Grade Road, a narrow, 
unpaved County road. The property is located within an SRA 
(high fire) area. 

The fire risk on the site is mapped as being Moderate to Very 
High; the site is steep (about 30% slope on average), and has a 
relatively dense fuel load. The Valley Fire burned the site in 
2016, so there is a burn scar on the entire property. Some 
vegetation has repopulated the lot since the fire occurred. 

The cannabis cultivation use will not further exacerbate the 
risk of injury or death due to a wildfire. This site is no more 
prone to excessive fire risk than most other sites in Lake 
County. Further, the trips generated by this use will be 
roughly the equivalent of a single family dwelling (around 10 
average daily trips) based on the number of employees 
proposed. 

Less than Significant Impact 

As previously stated, the fire rating on the site is Moderate to 
Very High, and the slope on the site averages about 30%. 
Prevailing wind direction is from the north/northwest, but the 
prevailing wind direction in the event of a wildfire in this area 
would be oflittle consequence given that wildfires generate 
their own wind. The recent Valley Fire removed some of the 
fuel load, however grasses and shrubs have repopulated the site, 
and some trees still remain on the site. 

Clearing a 10,000 s.f. area (already done) will have little 
positive or negative impact to the overall vulnerability of the 
site to wildfire. Because the project would not specifically 
increase the fuel load, this project is regarded as being neutral to 
the exacerbation of wild fire risk. 

Less than Si2nificant Impact. 
The site improvements proposed are minimal and don 't rise to 
the level of warranting additional roads. The responsible Fire 
Districts, who were notified of this action, have not indicated 
that additional fire breaks are necessary. 

Calf ire has provided the following comments that are 
incorporated as Mitigation Measures: 

WILDFIRE- I: All regulations on the State of California's 
Public Resource Code, Division 4, and all Sections in 4290 
and 4291 (4001-4958) shall apply to this 
application/construction. 

WILDFIRE -2: All regulations in the California Code of 
Regulations Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter2, 
Article 1 through 5 shall apply to this application/ 
construction. 

WILDFIRE -3: All regulations in the California Building 
Code, Chapter 7 A, Section 701 A, 701 A.3 .2.A 

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 
20, 23 , 31 , 
35, 37,38 

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 
20, 23 , 31 , 
35, 37, 38 

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 
20, 23, 31, 
35, 37, 38 
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IMPACT All determinations need explanation. Source 

CATEGORIES* 1 2 3 4 Reference to documentation, sources, notes and Number** 

correspondence. 

WILDFIRE -4: All regulations in the California Government 
Code, TITLE 5. LOCAL AGENCIES [50001 - 57550], 
DIVISION 1. CITIES AND COUNTIES [50001 - 52203], 
PART 1. POWERS AND DUTIES COMMON TO CITIES 
AND COUNTIES [50001 - 51298.5], CHAPTER 6.8. Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones [51175 - 51189], Section 
51182 

WILDFIRE -5: This shall include, but not be limited to 
property line set backs for structures that are a minimum of 30 
feet, addressing, on site water storage for fire protection, 
driveway/roadway types and specifications based on 
designated usage, all weather driveway/roadway 
surfaces engineered for 75,000lb vehicles, maximum slope of 
16%, turnouts, gates (14 foot wide minimum), gate set backs 
(minimum of 30 feet from road), parking, fuels 
reduction including a minimum of l 00 feet of defensible 
space. If this property will meet the criteria to be, or will be a 
CUPA reporting facility/entity to Lake County Environmental 
Health (see hyperlink below), it shall also comply specifically 
with PRC4291 .3 requiring 300 feet of defensible space and 
fuels reduction around said structure. 

httQ://www.fire.cagov/ fire Qrevention/fire grevention wildla 
nd codes 

Less than Significant Impacts with mitigation measures 
WILDFIRE 1 through 5 added. 



IMPACT 
CA TEGORIJ:S* 

d) Expose people or st:uctures to 
significant risks, including 
downslope or downstr .am 
flooding or landslides, as a result 
of runoff, post-fire slo Je 
instability, or drainage changes? 

2 3 4 

X 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and 

correspondence. 
There is little chance of risks associated with post-fire slope 
runoff, instability or drainage changes based on the lack of site 
changes that would occur by this project. 

Less than Significant Impact 
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Source 

Number** 

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 
20, 23, 31 , 
35, 37, 38 

XXI. MANDA TORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the 
potential to substantial y degrade 
the quality of the envi10nment, 
substantially reduce th~ habitat of 
a fish or wildlife speci .s, cause a 
fish or wildlife popula ion to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, su ~stantially 
reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endari,gered 
plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major 
periods of California h story or 
prehistory? 
b) Does the project ha~e impacts 
that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considen ble? 
("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremc ntal effects 
of a project are consid( rable 
when viewed in conne tion with 
the effects of past proj( cts, the 
effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of prob ble future 
projects)? 
c) Does the project ha 'e 
environmental effects vhich will 
cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, eithc r directly 
or indirectly? 

X 

* Impact Categ Jries defined by CEQA 

**Source List 

X 

X 

1. Lak1! County General Plan 
2 . Lak1! County GIS Database 
3. Lak1! County Zoning Ordinance 
4 . Middletown Area Plan 

The project proposes a relatively small cultivation of All 
commercial cannabis in a previously disturbed area. As 
proposed, this project is not anticipated to significantly impact 
habitat of fish and/or wildlife species or cultural resources with 
the incorporated mitigation measures described above. There 
are no mapped sensitive species on the property, and the 
Biological Study that was undertaken made no 
recommendations for any mitigation measures related to 
Biological issues. 

There is one other commercial cannabis cultivation site All 
within 2 miles of the subject site that was approved for an A-
Type 3 outdoor cultivation, which is up to 65,000 s.f. of 
cultivation area containing 43,560 s.f. of canopy. The 
cumulative impact of these two sites is miniscule given the 
enormity of the overall area. It is unreasonable to assume that 
these two cultivation areas will provide a cumulative adverse 
impact to any of the categories of review that are required by 
this Initial Study. 

There is some potential for risk regarding Cultural and Noise, All 
however mitigation measures proposed appear to be adequate 
to mitigate any proposed risks n these categories. Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Measures added. 

5. Lipari Cannabis Cultivation Applications - Minor Use Permit. 
6. U.S.G.S. Topographic Maps 
7. U.S.D.A. Lake County Soil Survey 
8. Lakt~ County Important Farmland Map, California Department of Conservation Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program 
9. Dep.~rtment of Transportation's Scenic Highway Mapping Program, 

(http -//www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/ 16 _livability/scenic_ highways/ index. htm) 
10. Lak(~ County Serpentine Soil Mapping 
11. Cali"omia Natural Diversity Database (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB) 
12. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory 
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13. Biological Assessment for Lipari property; prepared Natural Investigations, Inc., (Sacramento, 

CA), dated March 5, 2018. 
14. Cultural Site Assessment Survey- Prepared by the 'Archeological Resource Service'. 
15. California Historical Resource Information Systems (CHRIS); Northwest Information Center, 

Sonoma State University; Rohnert Park, CA. 
16. Water Resources Division, Lake County Department of Public W arks Wetlands Mapping. 
17. U.S.G.S. Geologic Map and Structure Sections of the Clear Lake Volcanic, Northern 

California, Miscellaneous Investigation Series, 1995 
18. Official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone maps for Lake County 
19. Landslide Hazards in the Eastern Clear Lake Area, Lake County, California, Landslide 

Hazard Identification Map No. 16, California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines 
and Geology, DMG Open -File Report 89-27, 1990 

20. Lake County Emergency Management Plan 
21. Lake County Hazardous Waste Management Plan, adopted 1989 
22. Lake County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, adopted 1992 
23. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection - Fire Hazard Mapping 
24. National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
25. FEMA Flood Hazard Maps 
26. Lake County Aggregate Resource Management Plan 
27. Lake County Bicycle Plan 
28. Lake County Transit for Bus Routes 
29. Lake County Environmental Health Division 
30. Lake County Grading Ordinance 
31. Lake County Natural Hazard database 
32. Lake County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan and Siting Element, 1996 
33. Lake County Water Resources 
34. Lake County Waste Management Department 
35. California Department of Transportation (CAL TRANS) 
36. Lake County Air Quality Management District website 
3 7. South Lake County Fire Protection District 
38. Site Visit-July 7, 2019 


