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INITIAL STUDY 

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Project Title: Vibe Investments LLC 

File No.: PLN200077 

Project Location: The project site is located at 22745 Fuji Lane, Salinas, in 
unincorporated Monterey County. The site is within in the 
Salinas Valley in northern unincorporated Monterey County, 
and within the Greater Salinas Area Plan, approximately 1.8 
miles southeast of Salinas City limits. The regional location of 
the project site is shown in Figure 1. Figure 2 shows the 
location and surrounding land uses of the site. 

Name of Property 
Owner/Applicant: 

Joseph Starr, President 
Vibe Investments LLC 

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 137-141-012-000 

Acreage of Property: 10.0 

General Plan Designation: Farmlands 40-160 acre minimum 

Zoning District: F/40 (Farmlands) 

Lead Agency: County of Monterey 

Prepared By: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 

Date Prepared: May 2023 

Contact Person: Kayla Nelson, Associate Planner, County of Monterey 
Housing and Community Development Department 
Phone: (831) 796-6408 
Email: nelsonk@co.monterey.ca.us  

MONTEREY COUNTY 
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
PLANNING 
1441 SCHILLING PLACE, 2nd FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901 
PHONE: (831) 755-5025 FAX: (831) 757-9516 

mailto:nelsonk@co.monterey.ca.us
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Figure 1 Regional Location  
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Figure 2 Project Location 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. Description of Project:  

The project site is located at 22745 Fuji Lane, Salinas, California. The site was previously 
developed with separate greenhouse structures totaling approximately 254,000 square feet; 
however, as of July 2022 most of these structures have been removed and the site is mostly dirt, 
with the shell of one greenhouse structure and debris of former structures remaining. This 
remaining greenhouse (16,640 square feet) would be re-used under the proposed project. 

Although most greenhouse structures have been removed, the environmental impacts associated 
with their removal are considered herein. The project additionally includes the rehabilitation and 
reuse of an existing 16,640 square foot greenhouse structure and the construction of one 
centralized structure for cannabis cultivation, processing, non-volatile manufacturing (259,852 
square feet), and distribution. The project would be developed in two phases. Under Phase 1, the 
remaining on-site greenhouse structure in the northeast corner of the project site (16,640 square 
feet) would be repurposed for a temporary cannabis nursery use while a 74,088 square foot 
greenhouse is constructed in the southeast corner for future cultivation in preparation for Phase 2 
of the project. In Phase 2, a centralized greenhouse structure would be constructed which would 
add 185,764 square feet to the newly constructed greenhouse under Phase 1 and full operation of 
the project would commence. The project site plan is shown in Figure 3. 

The single centralized structure would include areas for the cultivation of mature plants (155,254 
square feet), a nursery area for immature plants (25,872 square feet), four dry rooms (1,960 
square feet each), a bucking room (3,528 square feet), a trimming room (4,900 square feet), and 
a manufacturing room (5,292 square feet) (Source: IX.1, 2).  

Operations 
The proposed project would operate between 5:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., with active operations 
between 5:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. and passive operations between 8:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. The 
project would have up to 4 employees during passive operations and 80 employees during active 
operations at full buildout. Employees working at the property are anticipated to travel to the site 
6 to 8 times per month, with 3 to 5 employees sharing a single cargo van. No other visitors other 
than employees and distributors are allowed on site (Source: IX.1). 

Odor Prevention 
The project would install odor control devices, which would be maintained throughout the life of 
the project. Such odor control devices could include ventilation systems with carbon filters or 
misting systems that spray odor-neutralizers. The selected odor control device would be 
determined prior to issuance of the commercial cannabis business permit (Source: IX.1). 

Utilities 
Operational power of the proposed project would be provided by Central Coast Community 
Energy (3CE) and Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). The project’s indoor cannabis operations 
would be required to generate renewable energy onsite to the greatest extent feasible and 
purchase carbon offsets for power not provided by renewable sources, or participate in a rate 
program that offers 100 percent renewable sourced energy. Such programs include 3CE 3CPrime 
program and PG&E’s Solar Choice or Regional Renewable Choice programs (per Monterey 
County Code [MCC] Section 21.67.050.B.9), which would further limit demand from the project 
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site. The project also includes space for a future on-site cogeneration system, which would 
reduce the project’s demand for off-site energy once constructed. For the purpose of this 
analysis, it is conservatively assumed the cogeneration system does not provide energy for the  
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Figure 3 Site Plan 
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project. Ground disturbance associated with construction of the system is included in this 
analysis. 

The project site is served by an on-site well for irrigation and domestic water supply. No 
municipal water supply connection is proposed. Four 5,000-gallon water storage tanks for raw 
and treated well water would be installed adjacent to the existing on-site well. The project also 
includes a 168,000-gallon water storage tank for fire suppression (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8). 

There are two existing on-site wastewater treatment systems (one 600-gallon tank and one 1,000-
gallon tank), which would be abandoned. A new on-site wastewater treatment system would be 
installed to serve project-generated wastewater. The project is estimated to generate a total of 
1,200 gallons of wastewater per day (based on MCC Chapter 15.20, Table C wastewater 
generation rates). A total seepage area of 1,714 square feet (or 428 linear feet of leach field) is 
required on site to dispose of the daily wastewater generated, based on site soil characteristics. 
The proposed leach field would be constructed of four lines of 107 feet in length, or 428 feet in 
total linear feet. The project also includes a 2,500-gallon holding tank prior to disposal of 
wastewater in the leach field (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 7). 

An agricultural ditch is present along the northwest and southwest boundaries of the property, 
which provides stormwater drainage within the project site. The project would realign the ditch 
at the southwest corner to be parallel with the property line to allow for the proposed fire access 
path around the structures. 

Municipal solid waste generated at the project site would be contained in waste containers, 
including separate containers for regular garbage, recycling, and cannabis waste (in a secured 
receptacle). Waste receptacles would be placed at the northeastern corner of the project site, near 
the northernmost site entrance. Waste collection would be provided by Monterey County Waste 
Management (MCWM). MCWM would provide weekly service to the project to collect waste. 
Plant trimming waste would be minimized by composting requirements pursuant to California 
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) regulations 8108 and 8308 requiring a cannabis 
waste management plan, and composting of organic waste would be provided by MCWM 
(Source: IX.1, 2, 7, 9).  

Energy Efficiency Measures 
The project would include measures to increase the energy efficiency of the greenhouse 
operation, including the following: 
 Elimination of holes, openings, and cracks within the greenhouse structures  
 Cover metal structural elements with insulation  
 Addition of thermal screens  
 Seal ventilation fans  
 Repair or replace malfunctioning fan louvers 
 Install a cogeneration system (two 1.0 to 1.2 mega-Watt [MW] systems proposed) 
 Replace ventilation fans with high-efficiency models and conduct regular maintenance 
 Install and monitor high-efficiency thermostats 
 Select distributors that use fleets that run on alternative fuels and hybrid vehicles 
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The above measures would reduce heat loss from the greenhouses and reduce energy use 
requirements (Source: IX.1, 2). 

Site Access and Parking 
Direct access to the project site is provided by Fuji Lane. Regional access to the site is provided 
by Alisal Road and US Highway 101 (US 101). The site is served by two driveways from Fuji 
Lane. 

A total of 80 parking spaces (two of which would be ADA-compliant along with four electric 
vehicle stalls) would be provided throughout the project parcel. Parking would be located along 
the northern and eastern site boundaries, with a 25-foot wide fire access road along the perimeter 
of the property (Source: IX.1, 2). 

Construction 
Project construction would occur over approximately five months commencing after the issuance 
of required construction permits. Construction would include demolition, site preparation, 
excavation and minor grading, building construction, and paving. The proposed project would 
include approximately 5,000 cubic yards of excavation under a grading permit, which would be 
balanced on site to accommodate site improvements such as onsite wastewater treatment system 
upgrades, fire access road, and drainage for flood control. Grading is anticipated to take place 
over three weeks. Construction equipment would include the use of aerial lifts, backhoes, 
compactors, forklifts, graders, loaders, paving equipment, and trenchers. Construction equipment 
would be equipped with Tier 4 engines, as available. 

Construction would occur Monday through Friday between 7:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. In 
accordance with Monterey County regulations, no work would be done on Sundays or on 
holidays recognized by the County (Source: IX.1, 2, 7).  

General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning 
The project site is designated Farmland (F). Farmlands are typically 40-160 acres minimum and 
allow a range of uses to conserve and enhance the use of the important farmlands in the County 
of Monterey while also providing opportunity to establish necessary support and ancillary 
facilities for those agricultural uses. The property is zoned Farmlands/40 acres per unit (F/40). 
The F/40 zoning district (Title 21 of the County’s Inland Land Use Ordinance, Chapter 21.30) 
allows the use of greenhouses up to 50% building site coverage with no discretionary permit; 
allows indoor, mixed-use, and nursery cannabis cultivation with an Administrative Permit; 
allows non-volatile cannabis manufacturing with an Administrative Permit; and allows additional 
greenhouse building site coverage exceeding 50% with a Use Permit (Source: IX.10, 11).  

Analysis Baseline 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15125(a) defines the 
environmental setting of a project as being “the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of 
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and 
regional perspective.”  

The Guidelines state that the “environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant” 
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(emphasis added). In certain instances, the lead agency has the discretion to use a baseline other 
than existing conditions at the time environmental analysis is commenced, if this decision is 
supported by substantial evidence. 

For this Initial Study, the baseline for most issues is the existing condition, as described under 
Section II.A, Description of Project, above.  

For five issue areas – air quality, energy, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, transportation, and 
water supply – the baseline for analysis accounts for the prior use of the greenhouses for various 
agricultural production, primarily cut flowers. Given the historic use of the project site for 
agricultural production, and the intent of the applicant to convert the use of the site from generic 
agricultural production to commercial cannabis cultivation, it has been determined that the most 
consistent baseline for evaluating air quality emissions, energy demand, GHG emissions, vehicle 
trips, and water demand associated with the project site is the prior agricultural use. 

This approach is consistent with the Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS-MND) for 
the Multiple Cannabis Cultivation Facilities in Unincorporated Monterey County Project, which 
was adopted in December 2020 (Source: IX.12). 

B. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting:  

The proposed project site is an approximately 10-acre lot located within the Greater Salinas Area 
Plan. The site and surrounding properties are zoned and designated as Farmlands and are 
currently under active agriculture or cannabis use. Parcels to the west and south are general 
agricultural use and parcels to the north and east are existing or proposed cannabis cultivation 
sites. 

C. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  

California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) 
 State Cannabis License for Type 5 Mixed-Light Cultivation 

County of Monterey 
 Commercial Cannabis Business Permit 
 Administrative Permit for Cannabis Cultivation 

Bureau of Cannabis Control (Distribution) 

 Cannabis Distribution Permit 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
 Cannabis General Order 

In addition, any conditions of approval required by the reviewing agencies would require 
compliance prior to issuance of final ministerial permits. HCD-Environmental Services has 
conditioned the project to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or provide a 
letter of exemption from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
and submit a stormwater control plan addressing post-construction requirements. HCD-Planning 
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Services has conditioned the project to follow appropriate steps in the event of a cultural 
resource discovery during construction, conduct a raptor and bird nest survey if construction 
occurs during nesting season, and provide an exterior lighting plan in accordance with the 
Monterey County lighting ordinance. Environmental Health Bureau has conditioned the project 
to demolish the existing onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS), record a deed restriction 
and declaration for an unregulated non-public water system prior to the issuance of a 
construction permit, provide proof that the project meets public water system requirements, and 
perform water quality monitoring of the intended water supply. No other public agency permits 
would be required (Source: IX.1, 2). 
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III. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL 
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS 

Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or non-
consistency with project implementation.  

General Plan/Area Plan  Air Quality Mgmt. Plan  

Specific Plan  Airport Land Use Plans  

Water Quality Control Plan   Local Coastal Program-LUP   

2010 Monterey County General Plan:  
The proposed project was reviewed for consistency with the 2010 Monterey County General 
Plan. The proposed commercial cannabis uses are consistent with the Farmland land use 
designation.  The project is consistent with other applicable General Plan policies adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Additionally, the project is consistent 
with the Greater Salinas Area Plan policies which support the on-going agricultural uses of 
viable farmland (Source: IX.13). CONSISTENT. 

Air Quality Management Plan:  
Inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is an indication of a project’s 
cumulative adverse impact on regional air quality (ozone levels). It is not an indication of 
project-specific impacts, which are evaluated according to the Air District’s adopted thresholds 
of significance. Inconsistency with the AQMP is considered a significant cumulative air quality 
impact. The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD) prepared the AQMP for the 
Monterey Bay Region. The AQMP addresses the attainment and maintenance of State and 
federal ambient air quality standards within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). As 
shown in Section VI.3, Air Quality, the project’s criteria pollutant emissions would not exceed 
MBARD thresholds for criteria pollutants, including ozone precursors (ROG and NOX) and large 
particulate matter (PM10), for which the NCCAB is in nonattainment. Therefore, the project 
would not contribute to or result in exceedance of the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) growth forecasts on which the AQMP is based and the project would 
be consistent with the 2015 AQMP. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the AQMP (Source: IX.14). CONSISTENT 

Water Quality Control Plan:  
Monterey County is included in the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) which regulates the sources of water quality-related problems that could result in 
actual or potential impairment or degradation of beneficial uses or degradation of water quality. 
The proposed project would rebuild demolished greenhouse structures with one continuous 
greenhouse for cannabis-related uses. These changes would not alter existing drainage patterns 
or alter drainage patterns for streams or rivers. Because the project site had, and will continue to 
have, an agricultural classification, activities would not require coverage under National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction General Permit, which must describe 
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sediment and erosion control measures, runoff water quality monitoring, maintenance 
responsibilities, and other requirements.  

Project-specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be reviewed and approved by the 
County as part of the licensing process. BMPs for Cannabis Cultivation are discussed further in 
Section VI.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. Pursuant to compliance with these existing 
requirements, the proposed project would not result in water quality impacts or be inconsistent 
with the objectives of this plan (Source: IX.15, 16). CONSISTENT 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND 
DETERMINATION 

A. FACTORS 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as 
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.  

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards/Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation/Traffic  Tribal Cultural Resources  

 Utilities/Service Systems  Wildfires  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no 
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental 
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of 
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily 
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no 
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding 
can be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as 
supporting evidence.  

 Check here if this finding is not applicable 

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential for 
significant environmental impact to occur from either construction, operation or 
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the 
Environmental Checklist is necessary.  
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EVIDENCE:  
1. Mineral Resources. The project site is not located in an area containing mineral resources. 

Mineral resource extraction does not currently occur on the project site; therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the potential loss of availability of a mineral resource. 
The project would have no impact. (Source: IX.17) 

2. Population/Housing. The project would generate 4 employees during passive operations and 
80 on-site employees during active operations but would not result in direct population 
growth. Jobs generated by the proposed project are likely to be filled by existing residents of 
the County or nearby cities. The proposed project does not include new residences and would 
not directly induce unplanned population. The project site does not contain residences, and 
the project would not result in the demolition of existing residences. Site improvements and 
proposed operations would not displace people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. There would be no impact. (Source: IX.1). 

3. Public Services. The project site is within the Monterey County Regional Fire District service 
area. Per MCC Chapter 7.100, cannabis businesses are required to pay a tax per square foot 
that goes directly to funding the fire district. The nearest fire station is the Salinas Fire 
Department Station #3, which is located approximately 4.3 miles northwest of the project site 
at 827 Abbott Place, Salinas. The Monterey County Sheriff’s Office provides police services 
to the unincorporated portions of the County. These services include patrol, crime 
prevention, and crime investigation provided out of stations in Monterey, Salinas, and King 
City. The nearest sheriff’s office is the Salinas station located at 1414 Natividad Road in 
Salinas, approximately 5.9 miles north of the project site. (Source: IX.7, 13) 

The project would reuse the remaining existing greenhouse structure (16,640 square feet) and 
construct one centralized greenhouse structure (259,852 square feet). The project’s 
employment is anticipated to be filled by existing residents within the County and nearby 
cities, and is not anticipated to pull population from outside of the area which would 
represent a substantial population increase that would require additional facilities. Therefore, 
the project would not result in the provision of or need for new or physically altered fire or 
police protection facilities. Similarly, because the project would not generate a substantial 
population increase, it would not result in the need for the construction of new schools, parks, 
or other public facilities. There would be no impact. (Source: IX.1, 2, 13). 

4. Recreation. The project would not directly or indirectly generate an increase in population. 
The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities. The closest park is Los Padres Neighborhood Park which is 
approximately 4 miles from the project site. The project site is also approximately 6 miles 
east of Toro Park and approximately 5 miles southwest of Gabilan Creek which is anticipated 
to be a future linear park system pursuant to the Greater Salinas Area Plan Policy GS-5.1. 
The project does not include a recreational facility, nor require the construction or expansion 
of existing recreational facilities. No parks, trail easements, or other recreational facilities 
would be permanently impacted by the proposed project. There would be no impact. 
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5. Wildfire. While nearly all of California is subject to some degree of wildfire hazard, there are 
specific features that make certain areas more hazardous. The primary factors that increase an 
area’s susceptibility to fire hazards include topography and slope, vegetation type and 
vegetation condition, and weather and atmospheric conditions. The project site is relatively 
flat with minimal wildland fire fuel. The project site would not add trees to the site and 
would not substantially alter the site to exacerbate wildfire hazards.  

In California, responsibility for wildfire prevention and suppression is shared by federal, 
state, and local agencies. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
FIRE) is required by law to map areas of significant fire hazards based on fuels, terrain, 
weather and other relevant factors (Public Resources Code [PRC] 4201-4204, California 
Government Code 51175-89). CAL FIRE maps fire hazards based on zones, referred to as 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ). Each of the zones influence how people construct 
buildings and protect property to reduce risk associated with wildland fires. The project site 
is in a Local Responsibility Area and is outside all designated FHSZs. The project site is 
located approximately 2.2 miles north from the nearest State Responsibility Area. Because 
the project site is not located within or near a State Responsibility Area or Very High FHSZ, 
there would be no impact. (Source: IX.18) 
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B. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis 
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 

 
  

May 31, 2023 
Signature  Date 

Kayla Nelson, HCD Associate Planner   
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V. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are 
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on project-specific 
screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as 
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well 
as operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one 
or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is 
required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where 
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant 
Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level 
mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or 
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific 
conditions for the project. 
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6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to 
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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VI. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST  

 
1. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?       

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?  

    

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of 
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage 
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality?  

    

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

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Aesthetics 1(a) – No Impact 
The County of Monterey does not identify any specific scenic vistas within the County (Source: 
IX.10). The proposed centralized greenhouse structure would be visually consistent with existing 
adjacent greenhouses and would not block existing views. The project would be compatible with 
adjacent uses, consistent with 2010 Monterey County General Plan Land Use Element Policy 
LU-1.5 (Source: IX.11). Therefore, the project would not interrupt scenic views, and would be 
consistent with Monterey County’s Land Use Element goals. No impact on scenic vistas would 
occur. 

Aesthetics 1(b) – No Impact 
Highway 68 is an officially designated California Scenic Highway, located approximately 5.3 
miles west of the project site. Highway 68 is not visible nor adjacent to the project site (Source: 
IX.19). The project site would be visible from US 101, which is designated as a State Scenic 
Highway in different parts of the State. According to the Monterey County General Plan, the 
stretch of the US 101 that runs through the County is not designated as a State Scenic Highway 
in this area (Source: IX.13). The proposed project includes the construction of a centralized 
structure for cannabis cultivation; the proposed structure would be visually consistent with 
existing adjacent greenhouses and would not damage scenic resources such as trees or rock 
outcroppings. Therefore, the project would have no impacts on scenic resources.  
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Aesthetics 1(c) – Less Than Significant 
The project site is in a non-urbanized area and is currently developed with an existing 
greenhouse structure (16,640 square feet), with demolition debris of former structures remaining 
on site. The proposed project would construct a new greenhouse building encompassing the 
majority of the project site (Source: IX.1, 2). The project site is surrounded by active farmland 
and cannabis cultivation, including greenhouses, and the project would be consistent with these 
surrounding agricultural uses. The re-use of the remaining greenhouse and development of a new 
greenhouse would maintain the existing visual character of the site. The height of the existing 
greenhouse and proposed structure would be similar to each other and to adjacent off-site 
greenhouses. Impacts to visual character would be less than significant.  

Aesthetics 1(d) – Less Than Significant  
The project includes both interior and exterior lighting of the proposed greenhouse building. The 
proposed project would include construction of a centralized greenhouse which would introduce 
a new source of lighting and glare beyond baseline conditions of the existing greenhouse 
structures (Source: IX.1, 2). Glare from onsite vehicles during construction would be limited to 
daytime per specified operating hours. New lighting and glare would be similar to the existing 
condition of adjacent agricultural uses, including adjacent greenhouses; therefore, the project 
would not result in new light and glare on site that would be substantially greater than existing 
surrounding conditions.  

Monterey County Code Sections 21.30.060.G and 21.63.020 regulate exterior lighting 
requirements in accordance with the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Land Use Element 
Policy LU 1.13 which states that lighting shall be unobtrusive, reduce off-site glare, and light 
only intended areas. The project has been conditioned to include an exterior lighting plan to 
ensure the project is consistent with Monterey County Code Design Guidelines. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST 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 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board. 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?      

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))?  

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?      

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 2 (a) – Less Than Significant  
The project site is designated as Unique Farmland by the Department of Conservation Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (Source: IX.20) and is currently developed with the shell of 
one greenhouse structure and contains the demolition debris of former structures. The project site 
has historically been used for agricultural purposes within greenhouses, and the proposed 
cannabis cultivation use of the site would continue the agricultural use of the site. The project 
would maintain cannabis cultivation in existing and new buildings. Construction of the 
centralized structure for cannabis cultivation (259,852 square feet) would occur within an area of 
the site which contained greenhouses that were demolished in 2022. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agriculture use. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources 2(b) – Less than Significant 
The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract (Source: IX.21). The project would not 
conflict with existing agricultural zoning as the proposed project would maintain agricultural use 
for the project site. Impact would be less than significant. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 2(c-e) – No Impact 
The site does not contain forest land or timberland and is not zoned for timberland production. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict or cause rezoning of forest land, timberland, 
or timberland zoned Timberland Production or result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use (Source: IX.10). The project site would result in cannabis cultivation 
on site, which is considered an agricultural land use; therefore, the project would not convert 
agricultural land for non-agricultural purposes. There would be no impact. 
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3. AIR QUALITY     

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?      

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard?  

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?      

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Air Quality Standards and Attainment 
The project sites are within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is comprised of 
Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties and is under the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay 
Air Resources District (MBARD). As the local air quality management agency, MBARD is 
required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that state and federal air quality standards are 
met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards. Depending on whether 
the standards are met or exceeded, the NCCAB is classified as being in “attainment” or 
“nonattainment.” The NCCAB is designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard and 
nonattainment-transitional for the state one-hour and eight-hour ozone standards (Source: 
IX.14).1 The NCCAB is in attainment or unclassified for all other federal and state standards.  

Air Quality Management 
Because the NCCAB is designated as nonattainment for the state ozone and PM10 standards, 
MBARD is required to implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to recognized acceptable 
standards. In March 2017, MBARD adopted the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (2015 
AQMP) as an update to the 2012 AQMP (Source: IX.14). The 2015 AQMP is based on growth 
forecasts provided by the AMBAG and assesses and updates elements of the 2012 AQMP, 
including the air quality trends analysis, emissions inventory, and mobile source programs. The 
2015 AQMP only addresses attainment of the state eight-hour ozone standard because in 2012, 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) designated the NCCAB as in 

 
1 The nonattainment-transitional area designation for ozone is defined by California Health and Safety Code Section 
40925.5 as a nonattainment area in which air quality data show three or fewer exceedances of the state standard at 
each monitoring site in the area during the most recent calendar year. 
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attainment for the current national eight-hour ozone standard of 0.075 parts per million (ppm). In 
October 2015, the national standard was reduced to 0.070 ppm. However, the NCCAB continues 
to be in attainment with the federal ozone standard (Source: IX.14). 

Methodology 
The analysis of air quality impacts conforms to the methodologies recommended in MBARD’s 
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008). Criteria pollutant emissions associated with the project 
were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2020.4.0. 
CalEEMod was developed for use throughout the state in estimating criteria pollutant and GHG 
emissions from land use development. This methodology section describes the CalEEMod inputs 
that were used to determine criteria pollutant and GHG emissions, as the inputs are 
interconnected for both emission types. GHG emissions are discussed in detail under Section 
VI.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Construction 
As described in Section II.A, Analysis Baseline, the air quality analysis uses a project baseline of 
the prior use of on-site greenhouses, totaling approximately 254,000 square feet. Therefore, this 
analysis includes air quality emissions from demolition of prior on-site greenhouses. Heavy 
construction equipment would not be required for demolition of the existing greenhouse; 
therefore, one loader and one forklift were assumed to deconstruct the on-site structures and 
remove materials. The construction timeline, duration, and equipment for all other phases were 
based on applicant-provided material.  

Operation 
Operational emissions were estimated for full buildout of the proposed project. The Industrial-
Manufacturing land use was used in CalEEMod, as no land use for greenhouses or cannabis 
cultivation specifically are available in the model. Prior use of the site was assumed to be cut 
flower operations as mentioned in Section II.A, Analysis Baseline, for the comparison to the 
proposed cannabis uses. Due to the similar operations for cut flower and cannabis cultivation, 
there would be some similar model inputs, which are described below.  

Impacts associated with wastewater services and infrastructure typically relate to municipal 
wastewater, such as sewage. Wastewater generated by the project would be disposed of in the 
proposed on-site septic system. Similarly, prior use of the greenhouses used an on-site septic 
system for wastewater disposal. 

The differing model inputs from baseline and project emissions are described below. 

Existing 
Mobile emissions were based upon trip generation rates provided in the project Traffic Study 
(Source: IX.22). Per the Traffic Study, a cut flower farm was observed generating an average 
daily traffic rate of 0.78 trips per 1,000 square feet. Per the Traffic Study calculations, this rate 
was assumed for the baseline condition. 

As described under Section 19 of this Initial Study, cut flower operations water use was 
determined to use 3.6 acre-feet per year (AFY) per acre. 
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Proposed 
Per the Traffic Study, cannabis cultivation sites would generate an average daily traffic rate of 
1.05 trips per 1,000 square feet (Source: IX.22).  

An average water rate for cannabis operations to estimate project water use, determined under 
Section 19(b), is 0.94 AFY per acre.  

According to a cannabis waste management firm with clients throughout California, a mid-sized 
cannabis operation produces 250 to 500 pounds of waste a day (Source: IX.23). It was 
conservatively assumed that the project would dispose of 500 pounds per day for 365 days per 
year (4,289 tons per year in total).  

A California Public Utilities Commission workshop report on the potential impacts from 
marijuana legalization found that in Washington state greenhouse cultivators operating year-
round were consuming approximately 150 Watts per square foot of energy (Source: IX.24). As 
sources of energy use for cultivation, processing, distribution, and manufacturing for indoor 
cannabis activities would be similar to common manufacturing activities, energy demand was 
estimated using CalEEMod standard rates for manufacturing uses. Per MCC Section 
21.67.040.B.9, indoor cannabis facilities are required to generate 50 percent of their energy 
demand through renewable energy.  

Significance Thresholds 
Criteria for determining consistency with MBARD’s AQMP are defined in Section 5.5 of the 
MBARD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Source: IX.25). The project would be inconsistent 
with the MBARD AQMP and would therefore have a cumulatively considerable (significant) 
contribution to significant cumulative air quality impacts, if it would result in either of the 
following (Source: IX.14, 25): 
 Population growth generated by the project would cause the population of Monterey County 

to exceed the population forecast for the appropriate five-year increment utilized in the 2015 
AQMP; or 

 Construction and operational emissions of ozone precursors would exceed the significance 
thresholds established by MBARD, which are intended to set the allowable limit that a 
project can emit without impeding or conflicting with the AQMP’s goal of attainment 
ambient air quality standards. 

MBARD has issued criteria for determining the level of significance for project-specific impacts 
within its jurisdiction. Based on criteria set forth in MBARD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
(Source: IX.25), the project’s impacts on criteria air pollution would be significant if the project 
would result in air pollutant emissions during construction or operation that exceed the 
thresholds in Table 1. MBARD’s CEQA Guidelines do not provide a threshold for PM2.5.  
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Table 1 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance 
Pollutant Source Threshold of Significance 

Construction Impacts 

PM10 Direct  82 lbs/day1 

Operational Impacts 

VOC Direct and Indirect 137 lbs/day 

NOX Direct and Indirect 137 lbs/day 

PM10 On-site 82 lbs/day2 

CO Direct 550 lbs/day3 

SOX, as SO2 Direct 150 lbs/day 

Notes: lbs/day = pounds per day; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic compounds 
(also referred to as ROG, or reactive organic gases); NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of sulfur; SO2 = sulfur 
dioxide 

1 This threshold only applies if construction is located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors. In addition, a significant air quality impact 
related to PM10 emissions may occur if a project uses equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in Section 5.3 of the 
MBARD CEQA Guidelines. 

2 The District’s operational PM10 threshold of significance applies only to on-site emissions, such as project-related exceedances along 
unpaved roads. These impacts are generally less than significant. For large development projects, almost all travel is on paved roads, and 
entrained road dust from vehicular travel can exceed the significance threshold. 

3 Modeling should be undertaken to determine if the project would cause or substantially contribute (550 lbs/day) to exceedance of CO 
ambient air quality standards (AAQS). If not, the project would not have a significant impact. 

Source: IX.25 

The carbon monoxide (CO) thresholds provided by MBARD are designed to screen out projects 
from further analysis that would have a less than significant impact to CO; however, projects that 
exceed these screening thresholds would not necessarily result in a hotspot. Localized CO 
concentrations are primarily the result of the volume of cars along a road and the level of 
emissions generated by vehicles; restricted vehicular traffic flows can contribute to higher 
volumes of vehicles on a given roadway in a period of time, but are not the cause of high CO 
concentrations. Stringent vehicle emission standards in California have reduced the level of CO 
emissions generated by vehicles over time such that CO hotspots are rarely a concern, except for 
roadways with very high traffic volumes. Because MBARD only provides screening thresholds 
for CO hotspot impacts but does not have a standard for assessing whether a project’s CO 
hotspot impacts would be significant, the CO threshold from the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), which is the air district immediately adjacent to MBARD to 
the north, is utilized in this analysis. BAAQMD has established a volume of 44,000 vehicles per 
hour as the level above which traffic volumes may contribute to a violation of CO standards 
(Source: IX.26). This threshold is applied in the following impact analysis to determine whether 
the project would result in an exceedance of CO standards. The BAAQMD threshold is 
appropriate to use for a project under the jurisdiction of MBARD, as MBARD has similar 
climatic conditions to BAAQMD (cool-summer Mediterranean climate) and as both air districts 
are currently in attainment for CO. 
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Air Quality 3(a) – Less than Significant 
As discussed above under Air Quality Standards and Attainment, the project site is within the 
NCCAB, which is within the jurisdiction of MBARD. MBARD is responsible for enforcing the 
state and federal air quality standards and regulating stationary sources through the 2012-2015 
AQMP for the Monterey Bay Region, adopted on March 15, 2017.  

As discussed in Section IV.A.2, the proposed project is not anticipated to induce substantial 
population growth, as the project would not involve construction of residential units. 
Construction workers would be sourced from the existing local or regional workforce, and due to 
the temporary nature of construction, would not be expected to permanently relocate to Monterey 
County. In operation, the project would involve 80 employees, which would likely be sourced 
from the existing local or regional workforce. Accordingly, the project would be consistent with 
the 2012-2015 AQMP because it would not cause an exceedance of the growth projections that 
underlie its air pollutant emission forecasts. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Air Quality 3(b) – Less than Significant 
As discussed under criterion 3(a), the NCCAB is currently designated as nonattainment for the 
state PM10 standard and nonattainment-transitional for the state one-hour and eight-hour ozone 
standards.  

Construction  
Air quality emissions from demolition and construction would result in PM10 emissions as high 
as 7 pounds per day, which would not exceed the 82 pounds per day threshold (see Appendix A 
for model outputs). Therefore, construction emissions would be less than significant.  

Operation  
In terms of operation, the project would increase air pollutant emissions compared to the project 
site’s baseline use of cut flower operations. Table 2 presents the existing operational criteria 
pollutant emissions for the cut flower operations and project operational criteria pollutant 
emissions for the cannabis cultivation operations, including the net change in emissions from 
cannabis operations. As shown in the table, there would be a net change in emissions for all 
criteria pollutants, mostly due to the higher vehicle trips associated with cannabis cultivation. 
The net change for these pollutants would not exceed MBARD thresholds. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.  
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Table 2 Baseline and Project Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

Phase 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Baseline 

Area 6 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 

Energy <1 2 2 <1 <1 <1 

Mobile 1 1 9 <1 2 <1 

Total 7 3 11 <1 2 1 

Project 

Area 7 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 

Energy <1 2 2 <1 <1 <1 

Mobile 1 2 12 <1 2 1 

Total 8 4 13 <1 2 1 

Net Change from Baseline to Project 

Area 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Energy 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobile 0 1 3 0 0 1 

Maximum Daily Emissions 1 1 3 0 0 
(on-site only)1 

1 
(on-site only)1 

MBARD Threshold 137 137 550 150 82  
(on-site only) 

N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No N/A 
1 Mobile emissions are considered off-site emissions; area and energy are on-site emissions. 
Numbers may not add due to rounding 
Source: Appendix A, emissions shown are the maximum operational emissions from the ‘Summer’ and ‘Winter’ CalEEMod output files. 

Air Quality 3(c) – Less than Significant.  
According to the MBARD CEQA Guidelines (Source: IX.25), a sensitive receptor is defined as 
any residence including private homes, condominiums, apartments, and living quarters; 
education resources such as preschools and kindergarten through grade twelve (K-12) schools; 
daycare centers; and health care facilities such as hospitals or retirement and nursing homes. A 
sensitive receptor includes long term care hospitals, hospices, prisons, and dormitories or similar 
live-in housing. Due to the rural and agricultural nature of the project site, the only type of 
sensitive receptor near the site is single-family residential homes located on agricultural 
properties in the vicinity of the site. Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations could occur during construction activities from diesel particulate matter (DPM) or 
during operation from carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots. 
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Construction 
DPM is generated by construction activities, with heavy construction equipment being greater 
sources of DPM. The dose a receptor is exposed to is the primary factor used to determine health 
risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and 
the extent of exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, 
meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual. The risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a 
fixed exposure occurs over a longer period. According to the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors 
to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year exposure period; however, such assessments 
should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project (Source: IX.27). 
Thus, as the duration of proposed construction activities is approximately five months, the 
exposure would be approximately one percent of the total exposure period used for health risk 
calculation. Therefore, DPM generated by the project construction activities is not expected to 
create conditions where the probability is greater than 10 in 1 million of contracting cancer for 
the Maximally Exposed Individual or to generate ground-level concentrations of non-
carcinogenic toxic air contaminates (TACs) that exceed a Hazard Index greater than 1 for the 
Maximally Exposed Individual. Additionally, with ongoing implementation of USEPA and 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) requirements for cleaner fuels, off-road diesel engine 
retrofits, and new low-emission diesel engine types, the DPM emissions of individual equipment 
would be substantially reduced over future years. Therefore, project construction would not 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Operation 
The project would result in a new cannabis operation that would generate additional vehicle trips 
on area roadways. Areas with high vehicle density, such as congested intersections, have the 
potential to create concentrations of CO (“CO hotspots”) and could potentially expose sensitive 
receptors to harmful levels of pollution. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards for CO is 
35.0 ppm and the California Air Quality Standards for CO is 20.0 ppm. Localized CO 
concentrations are the result of the volume of cars along a road and the level of emissions 
generated by vehicles, rather than the flow of traffic, and vehicle CO emissions have declined 
over time due to stringent State standards for vehicle emissions and would continue to decline as 
more stringent standards are put in place. MBARD has not determined traffic volumes that 
would contribute to a violation of CO standards. BAAQMD determined that 44,000 vehicles per 
hour to be the level above which traffic volumes may contribute to a violation of CO standards 
(Source: IX.26). As discussed further in Section VI.17, Transportation, and in the Traffic Study 
prepared for the project (Source: IX.22), Fuji Lane and Alisal Road would not experience 44,000 
vehicles per hour, and the project would generate a net increase of approximately 46 trips per 
day. Therefore, the project would not result in volumes of traffic that would create, or 
substantially contribute to, the exceedance of National or California Air Quality Standards for 
CO, and impacts would be less than significant. 

The project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and 
impacts would be less than significant.  
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Air Quality 3(d) – No Impact 
During construction activities temporary odors from vehicle exhaust and construction equipment 
engines would occur. However, construction-related odors would disperse and dissipate and 
would not cause substantial odors at the closest sensitive receptors (nearby agricultural 
residences). In addition, construction-related odors would be temporary and would cease upon 
completion of construction. As described in Section II.A, Description of Project, the project 
would install odor control devices which would be maintained throughout the life of the 
operational component of the project. Such odor control devices could include ventilation 
systems with carbon filters or misting systems that spray odor-neutralizers. The selected odor 
control device would be determined prior to issuance of the commercial cannabis business 
permit. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to other emissions, 
including odors. No impact would occur (Source: IX.1). 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) 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? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or US 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means?  

    

d) 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?  

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Biological Resource Analysis prepared 
by Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc., dated February 4, 2022 (Source: IX.28).  

Special-status species include those plants and wildlife species that have been formally listed, are 
proposed as endangered or threatened, or are candidates for such listing under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act or California Endangered Species Act. These Acts afford protection to 
both listed species and those that are formal candidates for listing. The federal Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act also provides broad protections to both eagle species that in some regards 
are similar to those provided by Endangered Species Act. In addition, the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Species of Special Concern, CDFW California Fully Protected 
Species, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Birds of Conservation Concern, and 
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CDFW Special-status Invertebrates are all considered special-status species. In addition to 
regulations for special-status species, most native birds in the United States (including non-status 
species) are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and the California Fish 
and Game Code (i.e., Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513). Under these laws, deliberately destroying 
active bird nests, eggs, and/or young is illegal. Plant species on the California Native Plant 
Society Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory (Inventory) with California Rare Plant Ranks 
(Rank) of 1 and 2 are also considered special-status plant species and must be considered under 
CEQA. 

There are special-status wildlife species that could occur within the project area: California 
Condor (Gymnogyps californianus, federally and state endangered), California Least Tern 
(Sterna antillarum browni, federally and state endangered), Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii 
pusillus, federally and state endangered), Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus, federally and state endangered), Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus, 
federally threatened, state endangered), Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius nivosus nivosus, 
federally threatened), California Red-legged Frog (Rana draytonii, federally threatened), 
California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense, federally and state threatened), Smith's 
Blue Butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi, federally endangered), and Monarch Butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus, federal candidate for listing) (Source: IX.28, 29, 30). 

Additionally, the USFWS IPaC Resource List identifies six special-status plant species that 
could possibly occur within the project site: Clover (tidestrom's) Lupine (Lupinus tidestromii, 
federally and state endangered), Coastal Dunes Milk-vetch (Astragalus tener var. titi, federally 
and state endangered), Hickman's Potentilla (Potentilla hickmanii, federally and state 
endangered), Marsh Sandwort (Arenaria paludicola, federally and state endangered), Monterey 
Gilia (Gilia tenuiflora ssp. arenaria, federally endangered, state threatened), Yadon’s Piperia 
(Piperia yadonii, federally endangered) and Monterey Spineflower (Chorizanthe pungens var. 
pungens, federally threatened) (Source: IX.28, 31).  

Biological Resources 4(a) – Less than Significant   
As the project site was previously fully developed with greenhouses on site, it does not provide 
suitable habitat for any special-status wildlife species, and the level of disturbance on the site 
precludes the presence of special-status plant species, as only ornamental plants are present on 
site. The project site contains small to medium-sized fruit trees along the southwest boundary 
and near the entry of the project site, none of which meet “Protected” or “Landmark” criteria as 
defined by MCC 16.60. Therefore, no special-status plant or wildlife species are known or have 
the potential to occur within the project site due to the lack of suitable habitat (Source: IX.28).  

However, there is the potential for nesting bird species, which are protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, to use trees located on or in the vicinity of the project site during the nesting 
season. Construction could result in damage or destruction of nests, which would result in a 
substantial adverse effect on these species. Therefore, to reduce potential impacts to raptors and 
migratory nesting birds, the project has been conditioned to require a bird nest survey by a 
qualified biologist to determine if any active raptor or migratory bird nests occur within the 
project site or within 300 feet of the proposed development. The bird nest survey is required to 
be performed no more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance if construction occurs during the 
typical bird nesting season (February 22 through August 1) to avoid impacts to protected bird 
species.  
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With the implementation of the County’s standard condition of approval for raptor and migratory 
bird nest survey, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Biological Resources 4(b-c) – Less than Significant  
Sensitive biological communities include habitats that fulfill special functions or have special 
values, such as wetlands, streams, or riparian habitat. These habitats are protected under federal 
regulations such as the Clean Water Act; state regulations such as the Porter-Cologne Act, 
CDFW Streambed Alteration Program, and CEQA; or local ordinances or policies such as city or 
county tree ordinances, special habitat management areas, and general plans. 

The project site consists of ruderal/disturbed habitat. Ruderal communities are not identified as 
sensitive on CDFW’s California Natural Communities List. The project site is not located within 
the coastal zone (i.e., no Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area is present) or within designated 
critical habitat for listed species. An agricultural ditch is present along the northwest and 
southwest boundaries of the property. The ditch would be realigned at the southwest corner to be 
parallel with the property line to allow for the proposed fire access path around the structures. 
Vegetation within the ditch is dominated by non-native upland species, consistent with the 
surrounding vegetation on the project site. The ditch is not identified as a feature in the National 
Hydrography Dataset (Source: IX.32). The ditch is ephemeral, was dug in upland, and does not 
meet the definition of waters of the U.S. as identified in Code of Federal Regulations 
328.3(a)(8). Therefore, the ditch is not under the regulation of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Source: IX.33).  

The ditch does meet the definition of waters of the State as it does not drain a wetland or 
otherwise relocate waters of the State; agricultural “ditches with intermittent flow that are not a 
relocated water of the State or excavated in a water of the State, or that do not drain wetlands” 
are not protected resources and are excluded from permitting requirements of the SWRCB, as 
identified in the State Policy for Water Quality Control: State Wetland Definition and 
Procedures for Discharges of Dredged or Fill Material to Waters of the State (Source: IX.33). A 
small area of cattail (Typha sp.) was observed within a portion of the ditch that may represent 
wetlands; however, this area is located outside of the property near the southwest corner and 
would not be impacted by the project (Source: IX.33). Therefore, the project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands or other waters. Impacts to 
riparian habitat, sensitive natural community, or state or federally protected wetlands would be 
less than significant.  

Biological Resources 4(d) – No Impact  
Wildlife corridors are generally defined as connections between habitat patches that allow for 
physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal populations. Such linkages 
may serve a local purpose, such as between foraging and breeding areas, or they may be regional 
in nature, allowing movement across the landscape. Some habitat linkages may serve as 
migration corridors, wherein animals periodically move away from an area and then return. 
Examples of barriers or impediments to movement include housing and other urban 
development, roads, fencing, unsuitable habitat, or open areas with little vegetative cover. 
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Regional and local wildlife movements are expected to be concentrated near topographic features 
that allow convenient passage, including roads, drainages, and ridgelines.  

The project site was previously developed with eight large greenhouse structures totaling 
254,000 square feet. The project site is surrounded by parcels in active agricultural use and is not 
located directly adjacent to intact wildlife habitat (Source: IX.1, 28). While project construction 
could result in minor alterations of wildlife behavior in the site vicinity, the project would not 
substantially interfere with movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife, nor impede the 
use of wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, there would be no impact to the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, and the project would not impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  

Biological Resources 4(e) – No Impact  
The project site is subject to the goals and policies of the 2010 Monterey County General Plan 
and Greater Salinas Area Plan. MCC Section 21.64.260 establishes requirements for the removal 
of protected trees. A Tree Removal Permit is required for the removal or major trimming of less 
than three protected trees. Removal or major trimming of more than three protected trees 
requires the granting of a Use Permit. As proposed, the project does not require trimming or 
removal of any protected tree species. Furthermore, as described under criteria 4(a-c), the project 
site does not include significant vegetation, environmentally sensitive habitats, or wetlands, as it 
has been previously graded and is currently developed. Therefore, implementation of the project 
would not conflict with local policies or regulations protecting biological resources, and no 
impact would occur. 

Biological Resources 4(f) – No Impact  
The project site is not under the jurisdiction of any Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan (Source: IX.33, 34). Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?      

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?     

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?      

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment 
prepared by Albion Environmental, Inc. in February 2022 (Source: IX.35). The Cultural 
Resource Assessment included archival and background research, a records search, and a 
pedestrian survey of the project site. The Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment included a 
records search at the Northwest Information Center using the California Historical Resources 
Information System that included the project site and a 0.25-mile radius. A search of records at 
the Northwest Information Center documented that one previous cultural resource study has been 
conducted within the project site and no cultural resource studies have been conducted within a 
0.25-mile radius of the project site. The record search revealed that no previously recorded 
cultural resources are located within the project site, nor within a 0.25-mile radius of the project 
site (Source: IX.35). 

Cultural Resources 5(a) – No Impact 
As outlined in the Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment, an aerial image from 1956 shows the 
project site and surrounding areas were in use as agricultural fields. Within the project site, no 
building or other built environment resources had been developed at the time of the photograph. 
The project site therefore does not qualify as a historical resource as defined by Section 
15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines and as such the project would result in no impact to a 
historical resource. Albion’s investigation at 22745 Fuji Lane indicates that a historical resource 
or potentially significant cultural materials are not located in the project site (Source: IX.35). No 
impact would occur. 

Cultural Resources 5(b) – Less than Significance 
As outlined in the Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment, there are no previously recorded 
archaeological resources within 0.25 miles of the project site. The entire project site has been 
subjected to an unknown level of ground disturbance that is assumed to be at least one foot deep 
from years of agricultural plowing and civil utility installation. The past development of 
greenhouses on the project site likely heavily impacted any archaeological deposits that could 
have existed. For these reasons no known archaeological resources are located within the project 
site (Source: IX.35). 
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However, in compliance with the County’s conditions of approval, if during construction 
archaeological resources are uncovered at the site, work would be halted within 50 meters (165 
feet) of the find until a qualified archaeologist evaluates the find. The project planner and 
archaeologist would determine the extent of the resources and whether additional measures are 
required for recovery. An archaeological study may be needed if the project limits are extended 
beyond the present study limits. Pursuant to MCC Section 21.66.050, if no unique archaeological 
resources are found in a Phase I or Phase II archaeological study, no further action is necessary. 
If archaeological resources are present, the project would implement avoidance measures 
(Subsection E.2 of Section 21.66.050). If avoidance is infeasible, a Phase III Data Recovery Plan 
would be prepared. All written reports would be prepared consistent with the requirements of the 
State Office of Historical Preservation Archaeological Resource Management Reports: 
Recommended Contents and Format guidelines. Compliance with the County’s conditions of 
approval, requirements detailed in the MCC, and all other applicable State and federal policies 
regarding archaeological resources would ensure that impacts remain less than significant 
(Source: IX.7).  

Cultural Resources 5(c) – Less than Significant 
No human remains are known to exist within the project site. The State of California requires 
that ground disturbing activities cease if unanticipated human remains are unearthed, until the 
County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition pursuant to 
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 
5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the Coroner has 24 
hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which would determine and notify a 
most likely descendant. The most likely descendant will complete the inspection of the site and 
make recommendations to the landowner within 48 hours of being granted access. The find will 
be treated in accordance with PRC Sections 5097.9 and 5097.933. Compliance with the State 
requirements for the treatment of human remains would ensure impacts are less than significant.  
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6. ENERGY 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation?  

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?      

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

The existing statewide and utility-level energy use with electricity, natural gas, and petroleum 
are provided below to provide a statewide and regional context on energy use. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 
In 2020, California used 279,510 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity, of which 8.7 percent was 
consumed in Monterey County (Source: IX.36). California also consumed approximately 12,331 
million U.S. therms of natural gas in 2020, 0.9 percent of which was consumed in Monterey 
County (Source: IX.37). The project site would be provided electricity by Pacific Gas & Electric 
(PG&E) and Central Coast Community Energy (3CE), and natural gas by PG&E. Table 3 and 
Table 4 show the electricity and natural gas consumption by sector and total for PG&E in 2020.  

Table 3 Electricity Consumption in the PG&E Service Area in 2020 
Agriculture 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Streetlight Total Usage 
6,637 26,247 3,949 9,814 1,747 29,833 290 78,519 

Notes: All usage expressed in GWh 
Source: IX.38 

Table 4 Natural Gas Consumption in PG&E Service Area in 2020 
Agriculture 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Total Usage 
44 797 51 1,585 140 1,891 4,508 

Notes: All usage expressed in MMThm (million therms) 
Source: IX.39 

Cannabis Background 
Cultivation equipment, particularly the lighting and climate control equipment required for 
indoor and mixed-light operations, requires a relatively large amount of energy (primarily 
electricity) for operation. Specific energy uses in indoor grow operations include high-intensity 
lighting, dehumidification to remove water vapor and avoid mold formation, space heating or 
cooling during non-illuminated periods and drying processes, preheating of irrigation water, 
generation of carbon dioxide (CO2) from fossil fuel combustion, and ventilation and air 
conditioning to remove waste heat (Source: IX.40). Lighting is the greatest contributor to energy 
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use (Source: IX.40). Reliance on equipment can vary widely as a result of factors such as plant 
spacing, layout, and the surrounding climate of a given facility.  

A California Public Utilities Commission workshop report on the potential impacts from 
marijuana legalization found that in Washington state indoor cultivators operating year-round 
were consuming approximately 150 Watts per square foot of energy (Source: IX.41).  

Regulatory Framework 
MCC Section 21.67.040.B.9 states that “On-site renewable energy generation shall be required 
for all indoor cultivation activities. Renewable energy systems shall be designed to have a 
generation potential equal to or greater than one half of the anticipated energy demand.” 

Energy 6(a) – Less than Significant 
Construction  
Project construction would require energy resources primarily in the form of fuel consumption to 
operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary grid power 
may also be provided to construction trailers or electric construction equipment. Energy use 
during construction activities would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used 
would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In addition, construction 
contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of 13 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor 
vehicles and off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes to minimize 
unnecessary fuel consumption. Construction equipment would also be subject to the USEPA 
Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1039, 
1065, and 1068), which would minimize inefficient fuel consumption. Therefore, project 
construction would not result in potentially significant environmental effects due to the wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation  
Operational energy demand would occur from gasoline consumption from transportation (vehicle 
trips) and electricity and natural gas usage for cultivation, manufacturing, processing, and 
distribution. 

Gasoline consumption would be attributed to the trips generated from people employed by the 
cannabis operation. As discussed further in Section VI.17, Transportation, the project would 
generate a net increase of 46 trips per day (Source: IX.22). These rates were used to determine 
the energy consumption associated with fuel use from the operation of the project using 
CalEEMod. Most of the fuel consumption would be from motor vehicles traveling to and from 
the project sites. According to CalEEMod calculations, the baseline cut flower operation has an 
estimated 765,430 annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and the project’s cannabis operations 
would result in an estimated 1,054,118 annual VMT (Appendix A). Table 5 shows the estimated 
total annual fuel consumption for baseline cut flower operations, project operations, and the net 
change from existing operations to project operations using the estimated VMT with the assumed 
vehicle fleet mix (Appendix A).  
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Table 5 Baseline and Project Annual Transportation Energy Consumption 

Vehicle Type1 
Percent of  

Vehicle Trips2 
Annual Vehicle 
Miles Traveled3 

Average Fuel 
Economy 

(miles/gallon)4 

Total Annual 
Fuel 

Consumption 
(gallons) 

Total Fuel 
Consumption 

(MBtu) 

Baseline 

Passenger Cars 50.6% 387,693 24.1 16,087 1,766 

Light/Medium Trucks 40.2% 307,327 17.6 17,462 1,917 

Heavy Trucks/Other 6.4% 49,110 7.5 6,548 834 

Motorcycles 2.8% 21,654 44 492 54 

Total 100% 765,430 - 40,589 4,571 

Project 

Passenger Cars 50.6% 533,914 24.1 22,154 2,432 

Light/Medium Trucks 40.2% 423,238 17.6 24,048 2,640 

Heavy Trucks/Other 6.4% 67,632 7.5 9,018 1,149 

Motorcycles 2.8% 29,335 44 667 73 

Total 100% 1,054,118 - 55,887 6,294 

Net Change from Baseline to Project 

Passenger Cars - +146,221 - 6,067 666 

Light/Medium Trucks - +115,911 - 6,586 723 

Heavy Trucks/Other - +18,522 - 2,470 315 

Motorcycles - +7,681 - 175 19 

Total - +288,688 - 15,298 1,723 
1 Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in DOT fuel consumption data, except for motorcycles. 
Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, light/medium trucks correspond to the 
light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 6-tire or more class. 
2 Percent of vehicle trips from Table 4.4 “Fleet Mix” in Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study (Appendix A). 
3 Mitigated annual VMT found in Table 4.2 “Trip Summary Information” in Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study (Appendix A). 
4 Average Fuel Economy: Source: IX.42 
5 Source: IX.43 
Notes: Totals may not add up due to rounding.  

The proposed cannabis operation would generate energy demand for electricity for ventilation, 
heating and cooling, and lighting. In addition, the building space used for distribution, 
manufacturing, processing, and cultivation may use natural gas heating in addition to electricity.  

Operation of the proposed project would consume approximately 2.1 GWh of electricity and 
0.07 million therms of natural gas per year. Project demand would represent less than one 
percent of electricity and natural gas consumed in Monterey County annually. As such, the 
project would not represent a substantial increase in demand for electricity or natural gas.  
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The project would be required to generate renewable energy on site to the greatest extent feasible 
and purchase carbon offsets for power not provided by renewable sources, or participate in a rate 
program that offers 100 percent renewable sourced energy. Such programs include 3CE 3CPrime 
program and PG&E’s Solar Choice or Regional Renewable Choice programs (per MCC Section 
21.67.050.B.9), which would further limit demand from the project site. The project would also 
implement State regulations for cannabis cultivation, contained in CCR Title 3, Division 8, 
Chapter 1, that are related to energy efficiency and conservation. These regulations were not 
captured in the above estimates as they are to be implemented by cannabis facilities in the State 
in the coming years. The implementation of these measures, required by law, would further 
reduce the energy demand for the project’s cannabis operations (Source: IX.8). 

In conclusion, the energy demand from construction associated with the project would not result 
in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Operation of the 
project would increase gasoline, electricity, and natural gas consumption due to increased vehicle 
trips and operational energy needs. However, this increased demand would represent a small 
proportion of demand from energy providers, and the project would be required to comply with 
applicable regulations related to energy efficiency and conservation. Therefore, project operation 
would not result in wasteful or unnecessary energy consumption, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Energy 6(b) – Less than Significant 
The Monterey County Municipal Climate Action Plan (MCAP), adopted in 2013, outlines the 
methods to reach the County’s goal of reducing municipal GHG emissions to 15 percent below 
2005 baseline levels by the year 2020. Although the target year of the MCAP has already passed, 
the following statewide policies incorporated in the MCAP would be relevant to the proposed 
project (Source: IX.44):  

 S-1: Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). Obligates investor‐owned utilities, energy 
service providers, and Community Choice Aggregations to procure an additional one percent 
of retail sales per year from eligible renewable sources until 20 percent is reached, no later 
than 2010. The RPS set forth a longer range target of procuring 33 percent of retail sales by 
2020. SB X 1‐2 expands and preempts the RPS to obligate all California electricity retailers 
in the state (including publicly owned utilities, investor owned utilities, electricity service 
providers, and community choice aggregators) to obtain at least 33 percent of their energy 
from renewable resources by the year 2020. 

 S-2: Pavley (AB 1493) and Advanced Clean Cars. Requires California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) to adopt vehicle standards that will lower GHG emissions from new light 
duty autos to the maximum extent feasible beginning in 2009. Additional strengthening of 
the Pavley standards (Advanced Clean Cars) has been proposed for vehicle model years 
2017– 2025. Together, the two standards are expected to increase average fuel economy to 
roughly 43 miles per gallon by 2020 (and more for years beyond 2020) and reduce GHG 
emissions from the transportation sector in California by approximately 14 percent. 

 S-3: Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Mandates the following: (1) that a statewide goal be 
established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 
percent by 2020, and (2) that a low carbon fuel standard for transportation fuels be 
established in California. 
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These MCAP policies are statewide laws incorporated by the County into the MCAP; therefore, 
they are implemented on the statewide level. For example, for Policy S-1, PG&E would comply 
with the RPS to achieve the required reductions. Implementation of the project would not 
interfere with PG&E’s procurement of renewable energy, and the project’s energy use would 
benefit from the increased energy efficiency of the RPS requirements. In addition, per MCC 
Section 21.67.050.B.9, the proposed indoor facility would be required to produce on-site 
renewable energy to the greatest extent feasible and purchase carbon credits to offset off-site 
energy generation, or purchase energy from a 100 percent renewable energy program (Source: 
IX.8). 

Policies S-2 and S-3 would be implemented through increased vehicle fuel efficiency through the 
vehicles and through the fuel that vehicles use. The project would not interfere with these 
increased efficiencies, and vehicle use related to the project would benefit from the increased 
energy efficiencies of these measures. 

Other policies discussed in the MCAP include focused policies on facilities specific to the 
County and Natividad Medical Center and would not be applicable to the proposed project. In 
addition to MCAP policies, the project would be required to comply with the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) state regulations for cannabis cultivation for 
project power sources and generators.  

CDFA state regulations for cannabis cultivation must be implemented for project power sources 
and generators. CDFA regulations sections 8102(s), 8304(e), 8305, and 8306 provides generator 
requirements, identification of all power sources for cultivation activities for indoor and mixed-
light license types. These regulations also require renewable energy requirements for all indoor 
tier 2 mixed-light and nurseries using indoor tier 2 mixed-light techniques shall ensure that 
electrical power used for commercial cannabis activity meets the average GHG emissions 
intensity required by their local utility provider pursuant to the California Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Program, beginning January 1, 2023.  

Given the aforementioned, the project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable or energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant.   
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

 i) 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 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.  

    

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?      

 iv) Landslides?      

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?      

c) 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?  

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Chapter 18A 
of the 2007 California Building Code, creating 
substantial risks to life or property?  

    

e) 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?  

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature?      

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Geotechnical and Percolation 
Investigation prepared by Soil Surveys Group Inc., dated December 18, 2020 (Source: IX.45).  

Geology and Soils 7(a.i) – No Impact 
The project site is situated in a region that is considered to have a relatively moderate seismicity 
based on the proximity to several dominant active faults and seismogenic structures, as well as 
the historic seismic record. The nearest fault to the proposed project site is Reliz Fault located 
approximately 3.9 miles to the southwest of the site. However, the fault nearest to the project site 
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with the highest potential for seismic activity is the San Andreas Fault, approximately 11.5 miles 
to the northeast of the project site (Source: IX.45).  

The Geotechnical and Percolation Investigation (Source: IX.45) found no visible signs of fault-
induced features or indications to suggest that a fault directly crosses the site. Therefore, 
compliance with the California Building Code, which includes seismic design provisions, would 
minimize the risk of potential seismically-induced damage due to rupture of a known earthquake 
fault (Source: IX.46). In addition, the proposed project would not increase the potential for fault 
rupture to occur. Therefore, the project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of fault rupture, and no impact 
would occur. 

Geology and Soils 7(a.ii) – Less than Significant  
Ground shaking is the soil column’s response to seismic energy transmission. The project site is 
situated within a region traditionally characterized by relatively moderate seismic activity, and 
earthquakes along faults in the region are expected to generate strong ground shaking at the site. 
The proposed project would be designed to meet the requirements of the California Building 
Code, which include seismic design provisions. Compliance with the California Building Code 
would ensure that the project would not expose people and structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death related to ground shaking (Source: 
IX.46). The proposed project itself would not increase ground shaking hazards at adjacent 
properties. Therefore, impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than 
significant. 

Geology and Soils 7(a.iii) – Less than Significant  
Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, cohesionless soils and some low-plasticity 
cohesive soils lose their strength due to the build-up of excess pore water pressure during cyclic 
loading such as that induced by earthquakes. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, 
loose, fine-grained sands, and silts that are saturated and uniformly graded. If liquefaction 
occurs, foundations resting on or within the liquefiable layer may undergo settlements. This 
would result in reduction of foundation stiffness and capacities. 

The deeper soils underlying the project site are typically dense to very dense, fine to coarse 
grained sandy soils with gravels. Borings conducted as part of the Geotechnical and Percolation 
Investigation did not encounter groundwater to a depth of 31.5 feet, which was the maximum 
depth of the borings (Source IX.45). Considering these soil characteristics, the potential risk for 
occurrence of damaging liquefaction or lateral spreading is considered low during a strong 
seismic event (Source: IX.45). Therefore, the project would not cause potential substantial 
adverse effects related to liquefaction, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Geology and Soils 7(a.iv) – Less than Significant  
Landslides are generally mass movements of loose rock and soil, either dry or water saturated 
and are usually gravity driven. Thus, the potential for landslides is enhanced by steep slopes. The 
project site and surrounding area are relatively flat. No steep slopes exist adjacent to the project 
site (Source: IX.47). Additionally, soil on site is dense to very dense, resulting in low landslide 
potential. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial 
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adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of landslides. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  

Geology and Soils 7(b) – Less than Significant  
Project construction, particularly during site preparation, excavation, and grading, could result in 
erosion and loss of topsoil from the site. Project construction would occur over approximately 
five months and would include approximately 5,000 cubic yards of grading, which would be 
balanced on the site. The Greater Salinas Area Plan does not include specific policies pertaining 
to erosion. However, the proposed project would be required to comply with Chapter 16.12, 
Erosion Control, of the MCC, which sets forth required provisions for project planning, 
preparation of erosion control plans, runoff control, land clearing, and winter operations; and 
establishes procedures for administering those provisions. As required by the County’s 
Conditions of Approval, the proposed project shall submit a storm water pollution prevention 
plan (SWPPP), a letter of exemption, or an erosivity waiver from the Central Coast RWQCB. 
Implementation of the recommendations contained within the Geotechnical and Percolation 
Assessment (Source: IX.45), requirements within the grading permit, and compliance with the 
County’s Conditions of Approval would reduce erosion and loss of topsoil during project 
construction. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

Geology and Soils 7(c) – Less than Significant  
Lateral spreading is a potential hazard commonly associated with liquefaction where extensional 
ground cracking and settlement occur as a response to lateral migration of subsurface liquefiable 
material. These phenomena typically occur adjacent to free faces such as slopes and creek 
channels. As previously described, the project site is relatively flat and is not prone to 
seismically induced landslides. As described in the Geotechnical and Percolation Investigation, 
on site soils are dense to very dense and are considered to have a low susceptibility to lateral 
spreading (Source: IX.45). Therefore, the proposed project would not be located on geologic 
units that are unstable or subject to landslide, lateral spreading, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Geology and Soils 7(d) – Less than Significant  
Expansive soil undergoes volume changes (shrinkage and swelling) with changes in moisture 
content. As expansive soil dries, the soil shrinks. When the moisture content increases, expansive 
soil swells. This behavior causes distress and damage to structures that are constructed on 
expansive soils unless mitigation measures are implemented. No unsuitable or unstable soil 
conditions were found at the boring locations except for loose/firm soil in the upper four feet at 
the processing building location and moderately to highly expansive at potential foundation 
depths (Source: IX.45). Recommendations to address potential soil expansion are outlined in the 
Geotechnical and Percolation Assessment. The recommendations include, but are not limited to, 
expanding building pads a minimum of five feet in all directions of the foundation, constructing 
18 inch or larger spread footings, and flooding excavation with three to four inches of water 
every 24 hours prior to pouring concrete. As required by the MCC Section 16.08.110, 
recommendations made within an engineering geology report shall be approved by the Building 
Official and incorporated in grading plans and specifications. As such, the project applicant 
would be required to implement recommendations contained in the Geotechnical and Percolation 
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Assessment, which would minimize risk (Source: IX.45). Therefore, impacts resulting from 
development on expansive soils would be less than significant. 

Geology and Soils 7(e) – Less than Significant  
The proposed project would include the construction of a new septic system. While there are two 
existing systems, both systems would be abandoned as they are in unacceptable condition and do 
not have the capacity to handle the final employee count. According to the Geotechnical and 
Percolation Assessment, there was only one percolation test hole at a 10-foot depth that indicated 
an acceptable percolation rate for installation of conventional leach fields per MCC Section 
15.20.070. The Geotechnical and Percolation Assessment included a copy of its General Septic 
System Operation and Maintenance Recommendations as part of the report to address septic 
system impacts. Recommendations include, but are not limited to, flushing subsurface drains 
once per year, ensuring that grass and other debris is cleared from outlets of subsurface drains, 
and turning the diversion valve every six months. As required by MCC Section 16.08.110, 
recommendations made within an engineering geology report shall be approved by the Building 
Official and incorporated in grading plans and specifications. Following implementation of these 
engineering recommendations, the soils within the project site would be adequate to support the 
proposed septic system (Source: IX.45). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Geology and Soils 7(f) – Less than Significant  
The geologic unit underlying the project site and surrounding is Pleistocene alluvial terrace, fan, 
and valley deposits (AeA) (Source: IX.48, 49). The parent material consists of silty and clayey 
alluvium derived from sedimentary rock. The County of Monterey General Plan Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) prepared a review of nearly 700 known fossil localities in 2001, and 12 
fossil sites were identified as having outstanding scientific value. The location of the sites does 
not coincide with the project site (Source IX.50). The project requires minimal ground 
disturbance. However, there always remains the potential to encounter buried or possibly 
redeposited paleontological resources. In the event of unanticipated discovery of paleontological 
resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of the 
County’s standard condition of approval to halt construction work immediately if cultural, 
archaeological, historical or paleontological resources are uncovered at the site. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Climate Change Background 
Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases 
(GHGs). The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate 
change include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases 
such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). 
Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its 
atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic 
evaporation. 

GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 
are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-
products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills. Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-
absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases and SF6 (Source IX.51). Different types 
of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of 
a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). 
Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate 
the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide 
equivalent” (CO2e), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. CO2 has a 100-
year GWP of one. By contrast, CH4 has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect is 25 
times greater than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (Source IX.52).  

According to the CalEPA’s 2010 Climate Action Team Biennial Report, potential impacts of 
climate change in California may include loss in snowpack, sea level rise, more extreme heat 
days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years (Source 
IX.53). While these potential impacts identify the possible effects of climate change at a global 
and potentially statewide level, in general scientific modeling tools are currently unable to 
predict what impacts would occur locally with a similar degree of accuracy. 

Regulatory Framework 
California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 
32), the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 
codifies the statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and requires the 
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California Air Resources Board (CARB) to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State 
strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32 requires CARB to 
adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. On 
September 8, 2016, the governor signed SB 32 into law, extending AB 32 by requiring the State 
to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 
remain unchanged). CARB has updated Scoping Plan (2017 Scoping Plan) to provide a 
framework for achieving the 2030 target (Source: IX.54). The 2017 Scoping Plan does not 
provide project-level thresholds for land use development. Instead, it recommends that local 
governments adopt policies and locally appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with 
statewide per capita goals of six metric tons (MT) of CO2e by 2030 and two MT CO2e by 2050 
(Source: IX.54). As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate for plan-
level analyses (city, county, subregional, or regional level), but not for specific individual 
projects because they include all emissions sectors in the state (Source: IX.54). 

SB 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by directing 
CARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger 
vehicles by 2020 and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations to prepare a “sustainable communities’ strategy” (SCS) which contains a 
growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). On March 22, 2018, CARB adopted updated regional targets for reducing GHG 
emissions from 2005 levels by 2035. The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
(AMBAG) was assigned targets of 6 percent reduction in GHGs from transportation sources 
from 2005 levels by 2035. AMBAG adopted the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (AMBAG MTP/SCS) in June 2018, which meets the 
requirements of SB 375. 

Adopted on September 10, 2018, SB 100 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the 
electricity sector by accelerating the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, which was 
last updated by SB 350 in 2015. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement 
from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent 
by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. Also, on September 10, 2018, the governor issued Executive 
Order (EO) B-55-18, which established a new statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 
2045 and maintaining net negative emissions thereafter. This goal is in addition to the existing 
statewide GHG reduction targets established by SB 32 and SB 100. 

Methodology 
GHG emissions from project construction and operation were estimated using CalEEMod, 
Version 2020.4.0. The model calculates emissions of the following GHGs: CO2, N2O, and CH4, 
reported as CO2e. The calculation methodology and input data used in CalEEMod can be found 
in the CalEEMod User’s Guide Appendices A, D, and E. CalEEMod output files for the project 
are included in Appendix A to this report (Source: IX.55; Appendix A). 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 8(a) – Less than Significant 
Neither Monterey County nor the Monterey Bay Area Resources District (MBARD) have 
adopted a CEQA-compliant GHG reduction plan. Therefore, the regional GHG reduction 
policies and regulations most applicable to the project are those found in CARB’s 2017 Scoping 
Plan. Construction and operation of the project would generate GHG emissions. This analysis 
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considers the combined impact of GHG emissions from both construction and operation. 
Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are provided for informational purposes to 
identify the magnitude of project’s emissions. 

As discussed in the 2017 Scoping Plan goals, local jurisdictions may demonstrate consistency 
with Scoping Plan goals (i.e., SB 32’s emission reduction target) by establishing communitywide 
emissions targets tied to the statewide per capita goals of 6.0 MT of CO2e per capita by 2030. 
Based on AMBAG Regional Growth Forecasts, the County of Monterey is anticipated to have a 
population of approximately 467,068 people and 249,613 jobs by 2030 (Source: IX.56). As 
shown in Table 6, the communitywide emissions target of 6.0 MT of CO2e may be equated to 
approximately 3.9 MT of CO2e per service population (SP) in 2030.  

Table 6 GHG Performance Threshold Determination 
Metric Quantity 

Service Population Calculation 
2030 Population 467,068 people1 
2030 Employment 249,613 jobs1 
2030 Service Population  716,681 SP 
2030 Communitywide Target Derivation  
Per Capita Target 6.0 MT of CO2e per capita2 

Mass Emissions Target3 2,802,408 MT of CO2e 
Service Population Target4 3.9 MT of CO2e per SP 

MT of CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; SP = service population 
1 Source: IX.56 
2 Source: IX.57 
3 6.0 MT of CO2e per capita * 467,068 persons = 2,802,408 MT of CO2e 
4 2,802,408 MT of CO2e / 716,681 SP = 3.9 MT of CO2e per SP 

Project construction would generate temporary short-term GHG emissions through travel to and 
from the worksite and from the operation of construction equipment such as graders, backhoes, 
and loaders. Excavation, grading, and trenching typically generate the most emissions due to the 
use of grading equipment and soil hauling. Construction of the project would generate 
approximately 146 MT CO2e over the entire construction period. As there is no applicable 
construction GHG threshold, this calculation is included for informational purposes. As 
construction emissions occur for a limited period of a project’s lifetime, as a standard practice, 
GHG emissions from construction are amortized over a presumed project lifetime. As shown in 
Table 7, the proposed project’s amortized construction-related emissions would be 5 MT CO2e.  

Operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions associated with energy and 
water usage, vehicle trips, and wastewater and solid waste generation. Table 7 presents the GHG 
emissions for the baseline cut flower operations and project GHG emissions (including 
construction) for the proposed cannabis cultivation operations, including the net change in GHG 
emissions from cannabis operations. As shown in the table, there would be a net increase in 
GHG emissions for mobile and waste GHG emissions from cannabis operations. The greatest 
increase in emissions is due to the higher vehicle trips associated with cannabis cultivation. Area 
and water emissions would remain negligible under both existing and project scenarios. Energy 
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GHG emissions would be higher under the baseline condition (cut flowers) due to the Monterey 
County requirement to provide 50 percent of electricity from renewable sources; however, Table 
7 conservatively reports unmitigated GHG emissions from energy, which does not account for 
this reduction. 

Table 7 Combined Annual GHG Emissions 
Emission Source Annual Emissions (MT of CO2e per year) 
Baseline 

Area <1 
Energy 549 
Mobile 292 
Solid Waste 158 
Water <1 
Baseline Total Emissions 1,000 

Proposed 
Construction   

2022 42 
2023 104 
Total 146 
Amortized over 30 years 5 

Operational  
Area <1 
Energy2 562 
Mobile 327 
Solid Waste 162 
Water <1 

Proposed Total Emissions 958 
Net Change from Baseline to Proposed 

Construction 5 
Area 0 
Energy 13 
Mobile 35 
Solid Waste 4 
Water 0 
Net Change Total Emissions 57 

Project Service Population (Employees) 80 
Total Emissions per Service Person1 0.7 
Threshold 3.9 
Threshold Exceeded? No 

MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents 
1 Emissions per SP rounded up to the nearest tenth. 
2 Unmitigated GHG emissions from energy sources conservatively reported here, which does not account for the renewable energy 
requirement per MCC Section 21.67.050.B.9. 

Notes: Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Appendix A for modeling results. 
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The project’s contribution to GHG emissions impacts and climate change would be considered 
significant if the project’s per service population emissions would exceed the efficiency 
threshold of 3.9 MT CO2e per SP per year. As shown in Table 7, the project’s emissions of 
would be 0.7 MT CO2e per SP per year, well below the 3.9 MT CO2e per SP per year threshold. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 8(b) – Less than Significant.  
The regional GHG reduction policies and regulations applicable to the project are those found in 
the MCAP, AMBAG’s MTP/SCS, and SB 32 and the 2017 Scoping Plan.  

Monterey County Municipal Climate Action Plan  
Policies S-2 and S-3 of the MCAP would be implemented through increased vehicle fuel 
efficiency through the vehicles and through the fuel that vehicles use. Implementation of the 
project would not interfere with these increased efficiencies, and vehicle use related to the 
project would benefit from the lowered GHG emissions from these measures. 

Other policies discussed in the MCAP include focused policies on facilities specific to the 
County and Natividad Medical Center and would not be applicable to the proposed project. 

AMBAG 2045 MTP/SCS 
The AMBAG 2045 MTP/SCS was created to outline a growth strategy to meet GHG emission 
reduction targets to be achieved from passenger vehicles by 2045. This is through an SCS land 
use development pattern complements the proposed transportation network which emphasizes 
multimodal system enhancements, system preservation, and improved access to high quality 
transit. The focus of the multimodal system and transit strategy is on urbanized areas, which are 
better suited to alternative modes of transportation, as opposed to agriculture and the rural, 
dispersed nature of agricultural land use. While the cannabis operation would be located outside 
of areas that would have transit stops or bicycle lanes nearby, methods to reduce vehicle trips 
and therefore GHG emissions such as carpooling can be encouraged by the operations or 
organized by the employees. In addition, the project would not inhibit the measures identified in 
the 2045 MTP/SCS to meet AMBAG’s required targets from being implemented as it would not 
conflict with preferred land use patterns or substantially alter regional traffic. Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with the AMBAG 2045 MTP/SCS. 

2017 Scoping Plan and Executive Order B-55-18 
The 2017 Scoping Plan outlines a pathway to achieving the reduction targets set under SB 32, 
which is considered an interim target toward meeting the State’s long-term 2045 goal established 
by EO B-55-18. A project would impede “substantial progress” toward meeting the SB 32 and 
EO B-55-18 targets if per service person GHG emissions exceeded the locally-appropriate 
efficiency threshold. As discussed under Section VI.8(a), the project’s GHG emissions would not 
exceed the identified efficiency threshold. As a result, the project would not conflict with the 
reduction targets of the 2017 Scoping Plan and EO B-55-18. 

Given the aforementioned, the project would not conflict with applicable state plans, policies or 
regulations intended to reduce GHG emissions, and this impact would be less than significant. 
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 reasonably 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?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in 
the project area?  

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan?  

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(a-b) – Less than Significant 
The proposed project would reuse the remaining greenhouse on the project site as well as 
construct a new greenhouse with areas for cultivation of mature cannabis plants, a nursery for 
immature plants, four dry rooms, a bucking room, and a manufacturing room. These uses may 
require the use and storage of potentially hazardous materials such as fuel for power equipment 
and pesticides, similar to previous on-site uses. Potentially hazardous materials such as fuels, 
lubricants, and solvents would be used during project construction. However, the transport, use, 
and storage of hazardous materials during project construction would be conducted in 
accordance with all applicable state and federal laws, such as the Hazardous Materials 
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Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the California Hazardous 
Material Management Act, and California Code or Regulations (CCR) Title 22.  

The project site has historically been used for agriculture, and site soils may contain potentially 
hazardous materials, such as pesticides. Project construction would disturb project site soils and 
could result in the exposure of hazardous materials to construction workers. The project would 
also involve the use of potentially hazardous materials, such as pesticides, during operation. The 
project is required to obtain a Hazardous Materials Facility Operating Permit from the Hazardous 
Materials Management Service. In addition, the project would include the development of a 
Business Response Plan that meets the standards found in CCR Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 14. 
The Business Response Plan contains information on protocols for responses to pesticide drift 
exposure incidents, pre-emergency planning, provisions for state approved hazardous waste 
disposal facilities, and outlines requirements for reporting hazardous material use and accidental 
release. Compliance with the CCR and procedures within the Business Response Plan would 
minimize hazards to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials. 

With adherence to existing hazardous materials regulations and laws, the project would not 
create a significant hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(c) – No Impact 
No schools are located within 0.25 mile of the project site. The nearest school is Bardin 
Elementary, located approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the project site. No impact would 
occur.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(d) – No Impact 
According to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Geotracker and California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor databases, there are no cleanup sites within 
a 1,000-foot radius of the project site. The closest site listed on the SWRCB active Cease and 
Desist Orders and Cleanup Abatement Orders list is approximately 6.0 miles to the northwest at 
1143 Terven Avenue, Salinas. Additionally, the nearest SWRCB-identified solid waste disposal 
site is in Marina approximately 20 miles from the project site (Fort Ord Landfill) (Source: IX.58, 
59, 60, 61). 

Therefore, the project site and adjacent properties are not included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The proposed project 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No impact would occur.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(e) – No Impact 
The Salinas Municipal Airport is located approximately 3.0 miles northwest of the project site 
and the site is not within the Salinas Municipal Airport Land Use Plan Area (Source: IX.62). The 
project would not expose people or structures to airport hazards. The site is not within two miles 
of a public or public use airport or within an airport land use plan. No impact would occur. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(f) – No Impact 
Most existing greenhouse structures have been removed from the project site. One remaining 
structure would be reused for cannabis cultivation. No roadways designated as evacuation routes 
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would be modified by the project, and, while the project would modify both driveways for both 
ingress and egress, no new project site driveways would be constructed. Therefore, the project 
would not interfere with emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. The project site 
would continue to comply with the MCC and Monterey County Regional Fire District standards 
for emergency vehicle access. There would be no impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(g) – Less than Significant 
The project site is located on and surrounded by existing agricultural land within unincorporated 
Monterey County. As indicated on the CAL FIRE Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) maps, the site 
is located within a Local Responsibility Area and is not within any designated FHSZ (Source: 
IX.63). The site is adequately served by the Monterey County Regional Fire District. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or groundwater quality?  

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin?  

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the 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 offsite?  

    

 iii) create or contribute 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?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Hydrology and Water Quality 10(a) – Less than Significant 
Construction would include demolition (conservatively included although this construction 
activity is already complete), site preparation, grading, building construction, and paving. The 
proposed project would include approximately 5,000 cubic yards of grading, which would be 
balanced on site. The project would require a grading permit, a stormwater control plan, storm 
water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) or a letter of exemption or erosivity waiver per County 
standard conditions of approval. The stormwater control plan would address post-construction 
requirements in accordance with Resolution No. R3-2013-0032 (Source: IX.64). Measures that 
would be taken to reduce potential erosion and sedimentation include clearing all surface 
vegetation, demolition debris, and organic topsoil before recompacting; maintaining low slopes; 
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backfilling excavated soil; and establishing optimum moisture maintenance of recompacted soil. 
Additionally, best management practices (BMPs) consistent with the 2011 Edition of the 
California Stormwater BMP Handbook by the California Stormwater Quality Association would 
be implemented on site. These requirements would prevent and minimize potential erosion, 
sedimentation, and spills. Compliance with the County’s standard conditions of approval would 
reduce potential construction impacts to a less than significant level.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 10(b) – Less than Significant  
The project site is served by a pre-existing groundwater well on site. This well can pump up to 
275 gallons per minute according to a pump test provided by J.T. Robinett and Sons Water Well 
Drilling and Pump Service (Source: IX.3). This well does not serve any residential area and 
would only be used for irrigation and restrooms at the project site. Furthermore, the proposed 
project would use WaterSense labeled products where feasible. WaterSense is a USEPA program 
designed to encourage water efficiency. WaterSense labeled products have been certified to be at 
minimum 20 percent more efficient than traditional watering products. The conversion of the 
existing greenhouses from agricultural operations to cannabis grow operations would decrease 
water demand by 72 percent from baseline cut flower operations (3.6 AFY/acre) to cannabis 
cultivation (1.0 AFY/acre) (Source: IX.65). Because the project would reduce water demand 
from baseline conditions, the project would not interfere with groundwater recharge.  Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 10(c.i-c.iv) – Less than Significant 
The nearest river to the project site is the Salinas River, located approximately 1.6 miles to the 
southwest. The proposed project would not alter the course of any stream or river but would alter 
existing drainage flows on the project site.  

Prior to project construction, in accordance with the County’s conditions of approval, the 
applicant would be required to submit a Stormwater Control Plan to reduce runoff. In 
compliance with MCC Chapter 16.12, measures that would be taken to reduce potential erosion 
and sedimentation include clearing all surface vegetation, demolition debris, and organic topsoil 
before recompacting; maintaining low slopes; backfilling excavated soil; and establishing 
optimum moisture maintenance of recompacted soil. The project would also realign on-site 
drainage ditches to accommodate the site plan; this realignment would not modify off-site 
stormwater runoff, but would continue to convey runoff from the project site along the site 
perimeter, similar to existing conditions. As previously discussed, the project would require a 
grading permit, and in accordance with MCC Section 16.12.060, be required to provide an 
erosion control plan, which would identify BMPs to be implemented on site. In addition, weekly 
inspections by HCD staff during the rainy season would ensure contaminants are not discharged.  

In accordance with the County’s conditions of approval, the Stormwater Control Plan would 
contain information on planned stormwater detention and retention facilities for the proposed 
project. Post-project runoff rates shall be limited, at minimum, to match pre-development 
(natural/undeveloped) runoff rates for the 2, 5, 10, 25, 50, and 100-year 24-hour design storms. 
The 85th percentile 24-hour storm would be retained to mitigate water quality impacts. Runoff 
rates would not increase the risk of flooding on or off-site. The proposed project would not 
severely alter uses of the project site from baseline conditions (254,000 square feet of 
greenhouses under baseline conditions) and would not alter flood patterns. While the on-site 
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drainage ditch would be altered to improve drainage at the project site, this alteration would 
improve runoff flows from the project site and would not impede or redirect flood flows. 
Therefore, alterations to the existing drainage pattern would not result in substantial erosion, 
siltation, runoff, or flooding on or off site. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 10(d) – Less than Significant 
Tsunamis and seiches, or seismic waves in an enclosed body of water, are generated from 
undersea or underground movement. Given its inland location and the lack of large bodies of 
water nearby, the project site would not be susceptible to tsunami or seiche hazards. The project 
is located in Flood Zone X, which is considered a low-risk area according to Federal Emergency 
Management Agency on flood map 06053C0240G (Source: IX.66).  

 The project site is not located within a flood, tsunami, or seiche zone and would not risk release 
of toxic contaminants due to inundation. Impacts would be less than significant impact. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 10(e) – Less than Significant 
The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. The project site is underlain by the 
Eastside Aquifer Subbasin (Subbasin) which is managed by Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency (SVBGSA). The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin Eastside Aquifer 
Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was prepared to outline how groundwater 
sustainability may be achieved by 2042. The Eastside Subbasin GSP was submitted to the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) on January 24, 2022 and is awaiting approval.  

In addition to the stand-alone GSP for the Eastside Aquifer Subbasin, the Subbasin is subject to 
the management direction of the valley-wide Integrated Groundwater Sustainability Plan (IGSP). 
At the time of preparation of this analysis, the SVBGSA is preparing the regional IGSP to 
collectively address six subbasins, including the Eastside Aquifer Subbasin. The SVBGSA has 
published select chapters of the valley wide IGSP; publication of remaining chapters of the IGSP 
is pending Board approval of the water budgets for the aforementioned subbasins.  

The Draft IGSP acknowledges that there are very few measured aquifer parameters within the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, and the IGSP will therefore include provisions to monitor 
conditions and collect data throughout the basin to inform ongoing and future management 
efforts toward achieving sustainability. A number of existing groundwater management plans 
exist for the IGSP area and are incorporated into the IGSP as applicable. These include the 
Greater Monterey County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan and Urban Water 
Management Plans for water districts and municipality service areas within the IGSP area. 
Incorporation of these studies into the IGSP assists in bridging information gaps regarding 
groundwater supply availability; however, ongoing data collection and analysis is necessary to 
fully and accurately characterize conditions of the groundwater basin (Source: IX.15). 

In the future, the anticipated net decrease in water demands from the proposed project that would 
occur as a result of replacing baseline cut flower cultivation with cannabis cultivation may be 
reflected in measured data, collected through compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act. As mentioned above, the SVBGSA is currently preparing a valley wide IGSP, 
which will detail water budgets for each of the subbasins within the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin, and will identify management actions and requirements toward the ultimate goal of 
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achieving sustainable groundwater conditions throughout the region by the year 2040. The 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act requires monitoring networks be developed to 
promote the collection of data of sufficient quality, frequency, and distribution to characterize 
groundwater and related surface water conditions and to evaluate changing conditions that occur 
as the GSP(s) are implemented. The monitoring network is intended to: monitor changes in 
groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum thresholds, and thereby 
demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives; monitor impacts to the beneficial 
uses or users of groundwater; and quantify annual changes in water budget components (Source: 
IX.15, 16). 

The project is subject to compliance with the measurable objectives and minimum thresholds for 
groundwater management identified by the SVBGSA’s valley wide IGSP and the Eastside 
Aquifer Subbasin GSP. The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Land Use and Planning 11 (a) – No Impact  
The project site is located in unincorporated Monterey County surrounded by agricultural land 
uses. The closest residential community is the City of Salinas, located approximately four miles 
northwest of the site. The project is located at the terminus of Fuji Lane, and project construction 
would not result in off-site modifications that could affect an established community. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not physically divide an established community. There would be no 
impact. 

Land Use and Planning 11 (b) – Less than Significant 
The site is located in unincorporated Monterey County and zoned F/40 (Farmlands). Allowed 
uses in the F/40 zoning district (Title 21 of the County’s Inland Land Use Ordinance, MCC 
Chapter 21.30) include soil-dependent agricultural uses, including greenhouses. The site is 
governed by the Monterey County General Plan and the MCC. The proposed project would be 
consistent with allowed uses in the Farmland zoning district and would not create land use 
conflict as greenhouse uses are allowed in the F/40 zoning district. Proposed commercial 
cannabis operations are consistent with the Farmland use and would require an Administrative 
Permit pursuant to MCC Chapter 21.67 Commercial Cannabis Activities. Monterey County 
General Plan Agricultural Element Goal AG-1 promotes the long-term protection, conservation, 
and enhancement of productive and potentially productive agricultural land. Goal AG-2 asserts 
that the County will provide opportunities to retain, develop, and expand agriculture-related 
enterprises and agricultural support uses essential to the continuing viability of the agricultural 
industry. Goal AG-3 assures that the County’s land use policies will not inappropriately limit or 
constrain “routine and ongoing agricultural activities” (Source: IX.67). The project would 
continue agricultural uses of the project site, which is consistent with Goals AG-1, AG-2, and 
AG-3. The proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan and impacts would be 
less than significant. 
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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?  

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

See Section IV.A.1. 
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13. NOISE  

Would the project result in: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?  

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?      

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Noise 13(a) – Less than Significant 
Construction 
Monterey County Code (MCC) Chapter 10.60, Noise Control, describes the allowances as well 
as the restrictions related to noise. Section 10.60.030 states that at any time of the day, it is 
prohibited within the unincorporated area of the County of Monterey to operate, assist in 
operating, allow, or cause to be operated any machine, mechanism, device, or contrivance which 
produces a noise level that exceeds 85 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet. Construction of the 
proposed project would temporarily increase noise in the vicinity of the site due to heavy 
equipment such as excavators, graders, large trucks, and machinery typically used during 
construction projects. 

Table 8 presents estimated construction noise levels at 50 feet for various pieces of heavy 
equipment anticipated to be utilized for construction activities. As shown therein, construction 
equipment noise levels would range from 79 to 85 dBA Leq, which would not exceed the 
threshold of 85 dBA Leq. While some construction equipment may reach the 85 dBA Leq 
threshold, construction equipment would not exceed this noise level and the project site is not 
located in the vicinity of any sensitive receiver. The nearest sensitive receiver is a single-family 
residence located approximately 1,000 feet northeast of the project site. Noise from project 
construction at this receiver would be substantially lower than 85 dBA Leq. Therefore, project 
construction would not generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 8 Estimated Construction Equipment Noise Levels 
Equipment Construction Noise Levels at 50 Feet (dBA Leq) 

Aerial Lifts  81 

Backhoes 80 

Compactors  82 

Forklifts 84 

Graders 85 

Loaders 80 

Paving Equipment 85 

Skid Steer Loaders 79 

Trencher 84 

Threshold 85 dBA 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level 

Source: IX.68, 69 

Operation  
The nearest residential neighborhoods are located approximately four miles to the north in 
Salinas. Single-family residences accessory to agricultural use are located on properties near the 
project site, including a single-family residence approximately 1,000 feet northeast of the project 
site along Fuji Lane. Operational noise sources associated with the project could include 
mechanical equipment associated with operation of the greenhouse, such as heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning units. Pursuant to MCC Section 10.60.040(C), commercial agricultural 
operations are exempt from the County exterior noise standards because agricultural areas are 
anticipated to result in consistent, higher noise levels associated with farming than would be 
anticipated in a typical residential or commercial area. In addition, project heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning noise sources would be similar to existing adjacent greenhouses and 
agricultural operations. Therefore, operational noise levels would be less than significant.  

Noise 13(b) – Less than Significant  
Vibration-sensitive land uses would include residential structures located on adjacent agricultural 
properties, the nearest of which is located approximately 1,000 feet northeast of the project site. 
The vibration decibel (VdB) is commonly used to express root mean square vibration velocity 
amplitude which acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. 
Construction equipment used to demolish or construct project greenhouses may include a dozer, 
which generates a vibration level of 80 VdB at 50 feet (Source: IX.70). Per Federal Transit 
Administration guidance, 85 VdB is acceptable if there are an infrequent number of events per 
day (Source: IX.69). During a typical construction day, a dozer would move across the project 
site and would be near off-site structures for an infrequent portion of the day. Therefore, with a 
vibration level of 60 VdB at 1,000 feet, project vibration levels would not exceed 85 VdB at 
sensitive receptors. Project operation would not use substantial vibration-generating equipment. 
Therefore, the project construction would generate minor vibration levels that would not create 
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a significant impact to offsite vibration-sensitive land uses, the impact would be less than 
significant.  

Noise 13(c) – No Impact  
The nearest airport to the project site is the Salinas Municipal Airport, located approximately 2.5 
miles to the northwest. The site is not within two miles of a public or public use airport or within 
an airport land use plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to 
airport noise. No impact would occur. 
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

See Section IV.A.2. 
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES  

Would the project result in: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 public services: 

    

a) Fire protection?      

b) Police protection?      

c) Schools?      

d) Parks?      

e) Other public facilities?      

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

See Section VI.A.3. 
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16. RECREATION 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?  

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

See Section IV.A.4. 
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17. TRANSPORTATION 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 
15064.3, subdivision (b)?      

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Traffic Study prepared by Rick 
Engineering Company, dated March 2, 2022 (Source: IX.22).  

The Monterey County General Plan sets an acceptable level of service (LOS) for County roads 
and intersections to be LOS D or better. LOS is a qualitative description of an intersection’s 
operations, ranging from LOS A to LOS F. LOS “A” represents free flow uncongested traffic 
conditions. LOS “F” represents highly congested traffic conditions with unacceptable delay to 
vehicles at intersections. The Traffic Study analyzed intersection operations at Alisal Road/Fuji 
Lane, Old Stage Road/Spence Road, and Fuji Lane/Project Driveway (Source: IX.71). 

Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires that projects analyze vehicle miles traveled (VMT), rather than 
LOS to determine transportation impacts. The 2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA OPR Guidance (Source: IX.65) suggests a significance 
threshold for commercial/retail projects of maintaining of the current retail VMT for the region. 
Although agencies can adopt their own customized thresholds, Monterey County has not yet 
established either a VMT standard or significance threshold for VMT analysis. Section 15064.3 
of the CEQA Guidelines replace congestion-based metrics, such as auto delay and LOS, with 
VMT as the basis for determining significant impacts.  

Transportation 17(a) – Less than Significant 
Roadway Facilities  
While SB 743 has phased out the use of LOS to determine potential transportation impacts, 
General Plan Policy C-1.1 continues to call for maintenance of LOS D or better for all roadways 
in the County. Because of this requirement, the Traffic Study prepared for the project analyzed 
LOS and determined that the project would not result in an exceedance of LOS D at any study 
intersections, consistent with the County General Plan Policy C-1.1 (Source: IX.22). Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 and PRC Section 21099(b)(2), LOS is not considered a 
significant environmental effect. Impacts to roadways would be less than significant. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities  
There are no designated bicycle lanes adjacent to the project site or in the project area. 
Additionally, there are no pedestrian sidewalks in the vicinity of the project site. Due to the rural 
location of the project site, the project is not expected to result in new pedestrian or bicycle trips. 
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. 

Transit Facilities  
Monterey-Salinas Transit Route 23 provides bus service in the vicinity of the project site along 
US 101 (Source: IX.72). However, there are no stops along this route near the project site and no 
transit routes along Alisal Road. The project would not result in substantially increased transit 
demand, due to the limited availability of transit options in the vicinity of the project site. 
Impacts to transit would be less than significant.  

The project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

Transportation 17(b) – Less than Significant  
The County has not adopted VMT thresholds at this time; therefore, thresholds provided in the 
California Office of Planning and Research’s Technical Advisory published December 2018 
(Source: IX.73) are appropriate. Baseline cut flower operations generate 182 trips per day, and 
operation of the project would result in 228 trips per day, for a net increase of 46 trips per day 
(Source: IX.22). The Technical Advisory provides a screening threshold of 110 trips per day to 
presume less than significant impacts. The project would result in less than 110 new vehicle trips 
per day during operation. Therefore, impacts would less than significant. 

Transportation 17(c-d) – No Impact 
The proposed project would be reviewed by the Monterey County Regional Fire Department to 
ensure that sufficient emergency access is provided. As discussed under criterion 17(b), there 
would be no substantial increase in operational traffic. No geometric design features or 
incompatible land uses would be introduced to the project site and local roadway network as a 
result of the project. The project does not include modifications to the local roadway network 
that could result in inadequate emergency access, and construction of the improved project 
driveway would allow for on-site emergency access. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use or result in 
inadequate emergency access. No impact would occur. 
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

    

i) 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), or  

    

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead agency 
shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Assembly Bill AB 52 establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding 
tribal cultural resources. The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document 
can be certified. Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a 
California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic 
area of the proposed project.” Native American tribes to be included in the process are those that 
have requested notice of projects proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 18(a.i-a.ii) – Less than Significant 
On August 8, 2022, the following Native American tribal groups were formally notified that the 
County initiated environmental review of the proposed project and were invited to provide AB 
52 consultation:  
 Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 
 KaKoon Ta Ruk Band of Ohlone-Costanoan 
 The Esselen Tribe of Monterey County 

As of the date of this document, both the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation and The Esselen 
Tribe of Monterey County have requested formal consultation which occurred on September 22 
and 23, 2022. During the consultations, both respective Tribe’s requested a Phase II 
Archaeological Report be performed at the subject property in addition to archaeological and 
tribal monitoring during construction activities. County staff considered their requests and due to 
the low probability of resources being found onsite, a negative Phase I Archaeological Report 



 

Vibe Investments LLC Cannabis Cultivation Project Page 69 
PLN200077  

was found to be sufficient and no additional testing or monitoring is required by Monterey 
County Code. Archaeological and Cultural monitoring are not proposed to be mitigation 
measures for this project. Although no tribal cultural resources have been identified within the 
project site, there is always the possibility of resources to exist below the ground surface of the 
project site, which could be disturbed by grading and site preparation activities associated with 
the proposed project. As discussed in Section VI.5, compliance with the County’s standard 
conditions of approval would ensure that if, during construction, unanticipated tribal cultural 
resources are discovered, work would be halted within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until the 
find has been evaluated by qualified personnel, and handled and treated in accordance with State 
regulations. Implementation of this standard condition of approval would ensure potential 
impacts to previously unidentified tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.  

 



 

Vibe Investments LLC Cannabis Cultivation Project Page 70 
PLN200077  

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

    

c) 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?  

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?     

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Utilities and service Systems 19(a, c) – Less than Significant 
Water 
The project would use on-site wells for irrigation and domestic water supply. No municipal 
water supply connection is proposed. Four 5,000-gallon water storage tanks for raw and treated 
well water would be installed adjacent to the existing on-site well (Source: IX.3). The project 
also includes a 168,000-gallon water storage tank for fire suppression. The on-site well can 
provide 275 gallons per minute to the project site (Source: IX.3). The previous cut flower 
operations had an estimated water demand of 3.6 acre feet per year (AFY) per acre (Source: 
IX.74). Indoor cannabis cultivation like the proposed project has a lower estimated water 
demand of 1.0 AFY per acre of cultivation (Source: IX.74). Cannabis water requirements are 
based on Monterey County’s Agricultural Commissioner’s office report that indoor cannabis 
grow operations require 0.25 AFY per 10,000 square feet of canopy, equating to approximately 
1.09 AFY of water per acre of cultivation (Source: IX.15). Cut flower water requirements are 
based on the 2014 Monterey County Water Resources Agency Groundwater Extraction 
Summary Report, which states that groundwater is extracted from the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin at a rate of approximately 3.6 AFY per acre to support nursery operations 
(Source: IX.74). This crop replacement from cut flowers to indoor cannabis operations would 
decrease on-site water uses by 72 percent. Because the demand for water would decrease 
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compared to prior cut flower use, the on-site water supply infrastructure would be adequate to 
supply water to the proposed project. The project would not result in the relocation or 
construction of new off-site water facilities. 

Wastewater 
There are two existing on-site wastewater treatment systems which would be abandoned. A new 
on-site wastewater treatment system would be installed to serve project-generated wastewater. 
The project is estimated to generate a total of 1,200 gallons of wastewater per day (based on 
MCC Chapter 15.20 Table C wastewater generation rates). A total seepage area of 1,714 square 
feet (or 428 linear feet of leach field) is required on site to dispose of the daily wastewater 
generated, based on site soil characteristics. The proposed leach field would be constructed of 
four lines of 107 feet in length, or 428 feet in total linear feet. The project also includes a 2,500-
gallon holding tank prior to disposal of wastewater in the leach field. The proposed septic system 
would be required to comply with the standards and specifications of MCC, Chapter 15.20 and 
the Monterey County Land Agency Management Program. Further, the project has been 
conditioned requiring destruction of the existing septic facility in accordance with MCC Chapter 
15.20. The project would not result in the relocation or construction of new off-site wastewater 
facilities. 

Stormwater 
In accordance with the County’s conditions of approval, the applicant would be required to 
submit a Stormwater Control Plan to reduce runoff to pre-project conditions. The project would 
not result in the relocation or construction of new off-site stormwater facilities. 

Gas and Electric 
Operational power of the proposed project would be provided by 3CE and PG&E. This project 
also includes space for a future on-site cogeneration system, which would reduce the project’s 
demand for off-site energy once constructed. As discussed in Section VI.6, it was found that in 
Washington state indoor cannabis cultivators operating year-round were consuming 
approximately 150 Watts per square foot of energy (Source: IX.75). According to a year end 
analysis, 3CE is estimated to provide a total of 5,000 GWh beginning in 2021 (Source: IX.4). 
PG&E is estimated to provide a total of 35,956 GWh of generated and purchased electricity 
(Source: IX.5). PG&E provides a total of 270 billion cubic feet of natural gas per year, or 
approximately 2.6 billion cubic feet of natural gas per day (Source: IX.55). While the proposed 
project would incrementally increase electricity and natural gas demand, it would not exceed 
available capacities of the provided systems. The project would not result in the relocation or 
construction of new off-site electric or natural gas facilities. 

Telecommunication 
AT&T would continue to provide telecommunication services to the project site and proposed 
project (Source: IX.6). The project would not generate a substantial new demand for 
telecommunication facilities. Existing infrastructure is sufficient and would not require upgrades 
as a result of the project. No additional infrastructure is needed for telecommunication at the 
project site. 

Based on the above, the proposed project would not require the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
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telecommunications facilities not included as part of the project. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Utilities and service Systems 19(b) – Less than Significant 
Threshold 
The 2010 Monterey County General Plan EIR (2007) determined that implementation of the 
2010 General Plan would increase demand for water up to the 2030 planning horizon, requiring 
new or expanded water facilities and new or expanded water entitlements. The EIR identified 
mitigation measures to provide additional water supply to the area, but due to uncertainty over 
the success of mitigation requirements, impacts to water supply associated with General Plan 
build-out were determined to be significant and unavoidable (Source: IX.76). This means that the 
planned land use developments within the General Plan area, including continued use of the 
project site under the baseline conditions (cut flower use), may require more water than is 
anticipated to be available. As such, the project would result in a significant impact to water 
supply if it would result in a net increase in water demand such that existing water use rates on 
the project site is met or exceeded. In other words, any net increase in water demand would be 
considered a potentially significant impact.  

Water Supply 
Water supply for irrigation, processing, and domestic use would be provided by the existing on-
site well. As described under criterion 19(a, c), operation of the proposed project would require 
less water than the baseline cut flower use on the project site; therefore, the proposed project 
would not introduce a significant or adverse impact to the environment.  

Water supply to the project site would be from groundwater in the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin (Source: IX.15). There is presently no legal limit to the amount of groundwater that may 
be pumped on the project site, and the Eastside Aquifer Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan (GSP) does not establish pumping limits that would apply to the project site (Source: 
IX.16). As described previously, the project would use less water than the baseline cut flower use 
of the project site; therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts associated with 
water supply, including as related to normal, dry, and multiple dry year scenarios. 

Water Demand Analysis 
Due to the lack of measured data for cannabis water use, and the high degree of variability in 
estimates of cannabis water use, this analysis assumes that water demand rates would be 
comparable to those identified in the approved CEQA analyses for similar indoor cannabis grow 
operations, including the Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Project located in the City of 
Greenfield (Monterey County), and the Dolny-Alabaster Project located in Arroyo Grande (San 
Luis Obispo County). These two recently approved operations were reported to have water 
demands of 0.89 AFY per acre (Source: IX.77) and 0.99 AFY per acre (Source: IX.78), 
respectively, for an average water demand of approximately 0.94 AFY per acre. Consistent with 
these reported water usage rates, Monterey County’s Agricultural Commissioner’s office 
estimates that indoor cannabis grow operations require 0.25 AFY per 10,000 square feet of 
canopy, equating to approximately 1.09 AFY of water per acre of cultivation (Source: IX.79). 
The Agricultural Commissioner’s office further reports that based upon anecdotal evidence 
provided by U.C. researcher Ted Grantham of the U.C. Berkeley Cannabis Research Center, an 
assumption of 1.0 AFY of water per acre of indoor cultivation is appropriate (Source: IX.79). 
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Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that indoor cannabis cultivation in 
Monterey County requires 1.0 AFY of water per acre of cultivation (Source: IX.74). Such 
assumptions are consistent with surrounding indoor cannabis cultivation operations, such as the 
Multiple Cannabis Cultivation Facilities Programmatic IS-MND (Source: IX.12). 

As described for criterion 19(a, c), above, the proposed project water demand of 1.0 AFY per 
acre for indoor cannabis cultivation is 72 percent lower than the water demand for cut flower 
cultivation in Monterey County (3.6 AFY per acre). As described in Section II.A, this calculation 
is based upon the baseline condition of cut flower operations. Overall, the conversion of baseline 
cut flower use to cannabis cultivation would result in a net decrease in water demand. Given that 
the replacement of prior cut flower operations with cannabis operations is less water intensive, 
there is sufficient water supply available to support the proposed project.  

No mitigation is required, because the project would not result in a net increase in water demand 
compared to previous cut flower uses. However, in accordance with the SWRCB’s Cannabis 
Cultivation Policy (Source: IX.80), each licensee for cannabis cultivation would be required to 
implement the following BMPs as part of their proposed project: 
 Verification that the licensee has a legal right to the identified water source; 
 No obstruction, alteration, damming, or diversion of all or a portion of a natural watercourse 

without notification and approval from CDFW under the Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Program; 

 Regular inspection of the entire water delivery system for leaks, and repair of leaky faucets 
and connectors as needed;  

 Use of rainwater catchment systems to collect and store stormwater during the rainy season 
in tanks, bladders, or engineered ponds to reduce the need for water diversions and/or 
pumping of groundwater during low flow periods (late summer to fall);  

 Use of float valves on water storage systems to keep them from overflowing onto the ground; 
 Use of drip/irrigation systems; and 
 Use of mulch to conserve soil moisture in cultivated areas, pots, and bins.  

Implementation of the above BMPs, as required by the SWRCB’s Cannabis Cultivation Policy, 
would further reduce water demand. Project water demand impacts would be less than significant 
because overall water uses would be less than under baseline cut flower conditions. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Utilities and service Systems 19(d-e) – Less than Significant  
Solid waste disposal would be provided by Monterey County Waste Management (MCWM). 
Increased agricultural waste from the proposed project would increase demand for solid waste 
disposal services. As required by the California Green Building Standard Code included in MCC 
Chapter 18.11, any excess construction materials from the proposed project would be recycled as 
feasible with the remainder being hauled to landfill. Waste generated at the project site would be 
contained in waste containers, including separate containers for regular garbage, recycling, and 
cannabis waste (in a secured receptacle).  

Monterey County is served by two active solid waste landfills: Johnson Canyon Landfill and 
Recycling Center, located at 31400 Johnson Canyon Road in Gonzales, and Monterey Peninsula 
Landfill, located at 14201 Del Monte Boulevard in Marina. Either facility may serve the project 
site. Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill has an estimated six million cubic yards of remaining 
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capacity and is expected to reach full capacity in 2055 (Source: IX.9). Monterey Peninsula 
Landfill has an estimated 48 million cubic yard of remaining capacity and is expected to reach 
full capacity in 2107 (Source: IX.9).  

Solid waste generated by the project would include food and other waste from on-site 
employees, as well as plant trimmings. Employee-generated waste would be disposed of at either 
the Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill or the Monterey Peninsula Landfill, which have 
substantial remaining capacities. Plant trimming waste would be minimized by composting 
requirements pursuant to California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) regulations 
8108 and 8308 requiring a cannabis waste management plan, and composting of organic waste 
would be provided by MCWM. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate solid waste 
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 
reduction goals or conflict with federal, state, and local management of solid waste. The 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 
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20. WILDFIRE 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?      

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?  

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment?  

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

See Section IV.A.5. 
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VII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Does the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory?  

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.)?  

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?  

    

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Mandatory Findings of Significance (a) – Less than Significant  
Based upon the analysis throughout this Initial Study, the proposed project would not have the 
potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory. Implementation of the County’s standard condition of approval which 
requires a raptor and migratory bird nest survey prior to ground disturbance during the typical 
bird nesting season would ensure that the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
protected migratory birds. All other impacts to biological resources, including special-status 
species, sensitive habitat, wetlands, and wildlife movement, would be less than significant. 
Compliance with a standard County condition of approval would ensure that impacts to cultural 
resources remain less than significant because it would require that if cultural, archaeological, 
historical or paleontological resources are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) 
work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until a qualified 
professional archaeologist can evaluate the resource. All potential impact areas are deemed less 
than significant as set forth in this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance (b) – Less than Significant 
As described in the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to 
all environmental issues, the proposed project would not result in significant and unmitigable 
impacts to the environment. All anticipated impacts associated with project construction and 
operation would be either no impact, less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. This is largely due to the fact that project construction activities would be 
temporary, and project operational activities would be substantially consistent with surrounding 
conditions.  

Cumulatively considerable impacts could occur if the construction of other projects occurs at the 
same time as the proposed project and in the same vicinity, such that the effects of similar 
impacts of multiple projects combine to expose adjacent sensitive receptors to greater levels of 
impact than would occur under the proposed project. For example, if the construction of other 
projects in the area occurs at the same time as construction of the proposed project, potential 
impacts associated with noise and odors to residents in the project area may be more substantial. 
There are several cannabis development projects planned to occur in the project vicinity, 
including 45 cannabis sites previously considered by the County in a separate IS-MND, and 
approximately 17 other applications for cannabis projects in the County (Source: IX.12). Eight 
cannabis projects in varying stages of the planning and review process are planned to occur 
along Fuji Lane. However, the sites previously reviewed by the County were determined to have 
no significant impacts, with the exception of transportation impacts based on LOS, and would 
not result in significant impacts to biological, cultural, or other physical resources outside of the 
project sites. Other impacts, such as noise and GHG emissions, would be minor and would not 
be cumulatively considerable. Thus, the effects of the project would not combine with impacts 
from other projects in the vicinity, including nearby existing and proposed cannabis cultivation 
sites, to result in a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project would not create indirect population growth and would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to population growth, such as impacts to public services, recreation, 
and population and housing. Impacts related to cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral resources, and tribal cultural resources are 
inherently restricted to the project site and would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated 
with existing and future developments. In addition, air quality and GHG impacts are cumulative 
by nature, and as discussed in Section VI.3, Air Quality, and Section VI.8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, the project would not generate substantial air pollutant emissions or GHG emissions; 
therefore, it would not contribute to the existing significant cumulative air quality impacts related 
to the NCCAB’s nonattainment status for ozone and PM10 or the existing significant cumulative 
climate change impact. Furthermore, the project’s operational impacts to resources such as 
aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, 
noise, transportation, and utilities and service systems would be minimal and would not have the 
potential to constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts that may 
occur due to existing and future development in the region. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance (c) – Less than Significant  
In general, impacts to human beings are associated with such issues as air quality, hazards and 
hazardous materials, and noise impacts. The project would have no impact or result in a less than 
significant impact in air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise, as discussed in 
Sections IV.3, IV.9, and IV.13 of this Initial Study, respectively. Therefore, impacts to human 
beings would be less than significant. 



 

Vibe Investments LLC Cannabis Cultivation Project Page 79 
PLN200077  

VIII. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES 

Assessment of Fee: 

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of 
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis” (minimal) 
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife. Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis” effect were exempt from 
payment of the filing fees. 

SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead 
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are 
now subject to the filing fees, unless the California Department of Fish and Wildlife determines 
that the project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources. 

To be considered for determination of “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources, development 
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. A No Effect Determination form may be obtained by contacting the 
Department by telephone at (916) 653-4875 or through the Department’s website at 
www.wildlife.ca.gov. 

Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the fee. 

Evidence:  Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the HCD-Planning files pertaining 
to PLN200077 and the attached Initial Study/Proposed Negative Declaration. 

http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/
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