




















































































































8. COMMENTS AND REPORTS FROM COMMISSIONERS
Chair Coher and Jennifer Paige asked the Commission to provide feedback to staff on how
correspondence from the public is relayed to the Commission.

9. ADJOURNMENT — Chair Coher adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:14 p.m.

David Sanchez, Principal Planner Patri e La Torre, Recording Secretary
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EXHIBIT C



ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE CC

During the past several years, the California legislature and voters
have enacted various laws which decriminalize or legalize
commercial cannabis activity. In 2016, 63% of the total votes cast
for Prop. 64 by Pasadena voters were in favor of the measure to
legalize cannabis sales. Therefore, a new regulatory and
entorcement framework addressing commercial  cannabis
businesses in the City is needed. Previous City Council action to
regulate cannabis has been blocked by the cannabis industry.
Therefore a vote of the people is necessary.

In order to preserve the quality of life for Pasadena's residents, it
is the City's intent to allow a very limited number of highly
qualified screened operators to do business in the City, using a
tightly regulated process and regulatory ordinance. The proposed
regulations reflect a cautious approach designed to protect our
neighborhoods and businesses from negative impacts of cannabis
businesses: the number of licenses is strictly limited. There are
adequate separations from sensitive uses like schools and parks,
and the concentration of uses in any single area is prohibited. By
these means we hope to achieve a reduction in the number of
illegal dispensaries in our City, and the ability to maintain an
1a.ppropriate balance of local control and compliance with state
aw.

Please support our effort to impose reasonable controls rather than
abdicating this responsibility to those motivated by profit and personal
gain rather than the public interest.

TERRY TORNEK
Mayor

ANDY WILSON
City Councilmember

TYRON HAMPTON
City Councilmember

MARGARET MCAUSTIN
City Councilmember

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST THIS MEASURE WAS
SUBMITTED



EXHIBIT D



CITY ATTORNEY'S IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS OF
MEASURE CC

Measure CC is submitted to the voters by the Pasadena City Council
and would amend various provisions of tge Pasadena Municipal Code
to allow a limited num%er and types of commercial cannabis
businesses to operate in Pasadena, subject to business, health and land
use regulations.

Background

On February 26, 2018, the City Council of the City of Pasadena
("Council") approved submission of an ordinance for voter
approval to amend the Pasadena Municipal Code ("PMC") to allow
a [imited number and types of commercial cannabis businesses to
operate in Pasadena, subject to business, health and land use
regulations.

The Measure

Iffpassed, Measure CC would amend the PMC to allow three types
of cannabis permits and a limited number of commercial cannabis
businesses citywide as follows: six retailers, four cultivation sites,
and four testing laboratories. The Measure includes distance
separation requirements consistent with state law, as well as
distance separation requirements from each of the businesses and
residential districts, and between each of the businesses. The
Measure establishes a process for a potential operator to apply for
such cannabis Tﬁermits, as well as to agﬁyly for the necessary land
use permit, e Measure also establishes health and safety
permitting and operating requirements for such businesses, No
currently illegally operating cannabis businesses would be
grandfathered in; one legal nonconforming testing lab would be
allowed to remain. The Measure would repeal the current ban on
commercial cannabis businesses.

Measure CC will not take effect unless a companion tax measure
(Measure DD) is adopted by the voters. No applications for
commercial cannabis businesses will be accepted until the City
Manager approves and promulgates administrative regulations.
No further voter approval would be required for future
amendments by the City Council, which may amend the
ordinance that is the subject of this Measure in its usual manner,
without further voter approval.



If Measure CC does not pass, the current ban on all commercial
cannabis businesses would remain in place.

(Continued on next page)



CITY ATTORNEY'S IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS OF MEASURE CC (Continued)

Measure CC requires approval of a majority of voters. A "yes" vote
for Measure CC will establish the abi{ity of a limited number and
types of commercial cannabis businesses to apply for necessar
permits and land use approvals. A "no" vote against Measure C
will maintain the existing ban on such businesses.

The above statement is an impartial analysis. Copies of the
text of the proposed ordinance is available at City Libraries
and on the City's webpage at
www.citvofpasadena.net/cityvclerk/elections. If you have any
guestlons, piease contact the City Clerk’s Office at (626) 744-

124.



EXHIBIT E



Union of Medical Marijuana Patients v. City of San Diego
(Aug. 19, 2019) Cals™

In 2014, the City amended its zoning ordinance to regulate medical marijuana dispensaries’
location and operation. It added dispensaries to the list of permitted uses in two of the six
commercial zones and two of the four industrial zones while excluding dispensaries from
open space, agricultural, and residential zones. No CEQA document was prepared for this
change to the City zoning ordinance because the City found that adoption of the ordinance
did not constitute a project for CEQA purposes

UMMP brought suit, alleging that amendment of a zoning ordinance is conclusively considered
a project because it is specifically listed as such in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
21080 and meets the definition of a project under PRC Section 21065 (a discretionary activity
with the potential for direct or a reasonably foreseeable indirect effect). The Court of Appeal
opined that a zoning ordinance amendment was subject to the same statutory test for
project-ness as activities not listed in Section 21080, As a result, the Court of Appeal held in
favor of the City, finding that the ordinance was not a project because it lacked the potential
to result in a physical change in the environment.

The California Supreme Court concluded that: "the various activities listed in section 21080
must satisfy the requirements of section 21065 before they are found to be a project for
purposes of CEQA.... we conclude that the Court of Appeal misapplied the test for
determining whether a proposed activity has the potential to cause environmental change
under section 21065, which was established in Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport
Land Use Commission {2007) 41 Cal.4th 372 (Muzzy Ranch), and erred in affirming the City's
finding that adoption of the ordinance did not constitute a project. For that reason, we
reverse [the court's decision] and remand for further proceedings.”

The Supreme Court clarified that Section 21080 does not, as a matter of law, mandate that a
zoning ordinance amendment will always be a CEQA project. Sections 15080 and 15065 work
in harmony: 15080 offers that, by way of example, an ordinance amendment could be a
project, and 15065 applies to determine whether it is.

The Supreme Court reasoned:

Applying the foregoing test, we conclude the City erred in determining that the
adoption of the Ordinance was not a project. Prior to the Ordinance, no medical
marijuana dispensaries were legally permitted to operate in the City. The Ordinance
therefore amended the City's zoning regulations to permit the establishment of a
sizable number of retail businesses of an entirely new type. Although inconsistency
with prior permissible land uses is not necessary for an activity to constitute a project
(see Muzzy Ranch, supra, 41 Cal.4th at p. 388), establishment of these new
businesses is capable of causing indirect physical changes in the environment, At a
minimum, such a policy change could foreseeably result in new retail construction to
accommodate the businesses. In addition, as UMMP suggests, the establishment of




new stores could cause a citywide change in patterns of vehicle traffic from the
businesses' customers, employees, and suppliers. The necessary causal connection
between the Ordinance and these effects is present because adoption of the Ordinance
was "an essential step culminating in action [the establishment of new businesses]
which may affect the environment." (Fufferton Joint Union High Schoof Dist. v. State
Board of Education (1982) 32 Cal.3d 779, 797 (Fullerton).)} The theoretical effects
mentioned above are sufficiently plausible to raise the pessibility that the Ordinance
“may cause . .. a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment”
(§ 21065), warranting its consideration as a project.

The City had rejected UMMP's claims that the new ordinance would result in indirect effects
due to changes in traffic, horticulture, and concentration of dispensaries because UMMP failed
to provide supporting evidence. The Supreme Court reasoned that at this early point in the
CEQA process — determining whether the action is even a project - this "put the cart before
the horse:”

The likely actualfimpact of an activity is not at issue in determining its status as a
project. [footnote omitted] Further, at this stage of the CEQA process virtually any
postulated indirect environmental effect will be "speculative” in a legal sense — that is,
unsupported by evidence in the record (e.g., People v. Murtishaw (2011) 51 Cal.4th
574, 591 ["defendant's claim . .. is entirely speculative, for he points to nothing in the
record that supports his claim"]) — because little or no factual record will have been
developed. A lack of support in the record, however, does not prevent an agency from
considering a possible environmental effect at this initial stage of CEQA analysis.
Instead, such an effect may be rejected as speculative only if, as noted above, the
postulated causal mechanism underlying its occurrence is tenuous,

The City argued that there was not was too little known about the potential impacts of the
ordinance amendment to permit environmental review. The Court rejected that argument.
The determination of whether an activity is a project under CEQA Is separate (and
preliminary to} an agency's determination of whether that project may have significant
physical impacts. The Court concluded its decision as follows:

It ultimately might prove true that, in the context of the City, the actual environmental
effects of the Ordinance will be minimal. It is possible, as the Court of Appea!
assumed, that the City's commercial vacancy rate is sufficient to provide retail space
for the new businesses without the need for expansion. (Marijuana Patients, supra, 4
Cal.App.5th at p. 123 [dispensaries "could simply cho[o]se to locate in available
commercial space in an existing building"].) It is also possible, as UMMP suggests, that
a significant number of unlicensed businesses selling medical marijuana already exist
in the City and that the newly licensed businesses will simply displace them. Rather
than causing increased traffic and other activity, the net effect of this substitution
might be little or no additional environmental burden on the City. All of these factors
can be explored in the second and, if warranted, third tiers of the CEQA




process. As to those tiers, we are in no position to offer, and do not express, an
opinion on the applicability of the various exemptions or, alternatively, the
appropriate level of environmentoal review.



Exhibit 5

CHARLES V. BERWANGER
CBERWANGEREDGRSM.COM HARVEST OF PASADENA, LLC
DReECT DIAL: (619) 230-7784

July 15, 2021

By EMaIL

vilores(@cityofpasadena.net

Re:  Economic Development and Technology Committee Special Meeting July
15, 2021 Regarding Amendment to Cannabis Regulations

Dear Chair Hampton and Councitmembers Madison, Wilson, and Rivas:

Harvest of Pasadena, LLC has received, reviewed, and hereby joins in MedMen’s July 14,
2021 letter setting forth its objections and opposition to the proposed code amendment in item 1
of the agenda for today’s meeting; and the email communication dated July 15, 2021 from Integral
Associates Dena, LLC, dba Essence. Harvest further repeats and incorporates herein by reference
its letter submitted to you dated November 22, 2019.

Harvest’s objection to such amendment to increase the number of cannabis retail outlets in
the various council districts is founded on the fact that the proposed amendment is inequitable to
the People of Pasadena in permitting a greater number of cannabis retailers in Pasadena than
permitted by Measures CC and DD. The proposed amendment if enacted would be especially
inequitable to Harvest and to similarly situated cannabis license applicants because of a change in
the rules which supplied the basis upon which Harvest’s application was founded. Harvest in its
economic analysis of an application was assured by the terms of Measures CC and DD that its
substantial investment would be protected from being undermined by a change in the rules. Harvest
entered into a lease and has been paying rent, incurred substantial expense in seeking a conditional
use permit, incurred substantial expense in litigation to protect its conditional use permit, and
incurred other such expenses all in reliance on Measures CC and DD. For Pasadena to now change
the rules to allow direct competition against Harvest’s permitted cannabis retail store will
substantially prejudice Harvest in its ability to attain its reasonable investment backed expectations
founded upon the City representing and promising that there would be but one cannabis retail store
per council district. It is unfair and unlawful to change those rules at this time, given such
substantial investment.

Moreover, the proposed amendments are contrary to the Voters’ action in approving
measures CC and DD. The Voters relied upon the limitation of the number of cannabis retail outlets
within Pasadena and within the council districts in approving Measures CC and DD. For Pasadena



now to do away with such limitation will frustrate the intention of the Voters in approving
Measures CC and DD to limit the number of cannabis retail stores.

The July 14, 2021 MedMen letter strongly suggests that should Pasadena adopt an
amendment with the effect of expanding the permitted cannabis retail stores within the various
districts that protective litigation will necessarily have to be commenced. Harvest, in order to
protect its investment based expectations, will necessarily be forced to join in any judicial effort
to undo such an amendment should it be adopted.

Harvest desires to continue its good relationship with Pasadena. It has no interest in having
to commence a lawsuit to protect its vital interest in its substantial investment in pursuing and
obtaining a conditional use permit for the opening and the operation of a cannabis retail store.
However, if forced to do so by the adoption of the proposed amendment it will do so.

Very truly yours,

\

bl o

Ben Kimbro, Director of Public Affairs,
Harvest of Pasadena.




Dear Mayor Gordo and members of the city council.
As a resident, mother, and community advocate | strongly oppose the recommended ordinance.
This legislation will pave the way for additional potential sites for cannabis retailer use.

The increase will allow for up to three sites per council district- increasing our limit from
1 per district to 3, or 7 to 28 in the city. | understand you plan to maintain the cap at 6,
but it was also originally planned to cap the districts at one - so things seem to change pretty quickly.

A high number of our highest risk youth and families live in district 1,3,5.
We've worked so hard to decrease nuisance liquor stores and smoke shops in these nelghborhooai’a
The last thing we need is to replace them with marijuana dispensaries.

This is systemic racism, Look at the map below. Interesting that Sierra Madre, La Canada,
South Pasadena, and San Marino aren't swamped with marijuana delivery or dispensaries.

Public health is not for sale. Please don’t prioritize economics over people.

Christy Zamani,
Pasadena Resident, Parent, and Community Acfivist

g0 :S Wd gz 1201

New zoning ordinances do not attempt to replicate redlining or other types of segregation policies, yet they are
problematic because they build off the underlying cityscape that was racist by design. Thus, new facially-neutral
zoning actions that concentrate dispensaries in neighborhoods adjacent to industrial corridors compound
historical inequalities. Those neighborhoods, overwhelmingly poor and diverse, must deal with the influx of

anything deemed "undesirable."” Recall this argument in opposition to legalization: “Proposition 64 is an all-out assault on
underprivileged neighborhoods already reeling from alcohol and drug addiction problems.” Pafrick McGreevy, Kennedy Group Puts
$2 Million into Fight Against Pot-Legalization Measures, L.A. TIMES (Aug. 1, 2016). hitps://www lafimes.com/polifics/la-pol-ca-patrick-
kennedymarijuana-legalization-opposition-20160801-snap-story.html,

*The screenshot below is from weedmaps hitps://weedmaps.com/deliveries identifies 24 stores who serve
Pasadena.
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Martinez, Ruben

From: Claudia Hathcock L. —

Sent: Monday, November 01, 2021 2:41 PM

To: PublicComment-AutoResponse

Subject: OPPOSITION LETTERS - AMENDING CHAPTER 17.50 OF TITLE 17

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the content is
safe. Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

Please see attached letter on behalf of the Rethinking Alcohol & Other Drugs Coalition (RAD) and LA County's
Rethinking Access to Marijuana (RAM) Coalition in opposition to the proposed amendments of the City of
Pasadena's Municipal Code Title 17 Chapter 17.50 to increase the potential number of cannabis sites.

Best,
. Claudia Hathcock | Director - Environmental Prevention
. Strategies

Pronouns: She, Her, Hers

2: 175 N Euclid Ave, Pasadena, CA 91101

c: 626-229-9750 e: claudia@godayone.org

Cay Ore2 buiids vibrant, healthy cities by advancing

public 2345, empowering youth, and igniting change

x] ™1 0o stay Home DO Stay Healthy DO Stay Connected

11/01/2021
Item 14



Martinez, Ruben

Yy e oo
From: Jennifer Jimenez ) )
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2021 4:57 PM
To: PublicComment-AutoResponse
Subject: Public Comment Action item #12

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the content is
safe. Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

Permission to read out loud during the hearing if possible.

Good evening Mayor Gordo and Members of the City Council,

My name is Jennifer Jimenez. |'ve been a Pasadena resident for over 26 years and would like to continue
being so. It is needless to say that | am furious about Pasadena increasing the number of cannabis retailers. |
cannot believe that our city council members would jeopardize our city's health and commitment to keeping
Pasadena one of the safest cities in the San Gabriel Valley. | urge each of the city council members governing
the city meeting today to reconsider opposing any amendments to CHAPTER 17.50 of TITLE 17 of the city's
municipal code. As a resident of Pasadena and a mother, | am incredibly concerned about the city’s municipal
code allowing for additional licenses for cannabis retailers. Increasing the number of cannabis retailers will
severely impact the health and safety of my child and other youth in our community. | always considered the
city of Pasadena as one of the safest cities for my family and me and aliowing this to happen makes it difficult
to believe that. | want city council members to take action and protect our neighborhoods and families. I've had
to deal with neighbors smoking cannabis next door to me and impacting my child's health and mine. Even
though marijuana is legal, some members in our community do not abide by the regulations of not smoking in
multi-unit housing and local public areas. This is because the city needs to do a better job in enforcing this
matter. I've seen it first hand in my community at bus stops, local parks (Brookside Park/Rosebowl, Victory
Park, Villa Park, etc), near schools (PHS, Muir, Madison, Blair, Longfellow and etc), at grocery store parking
lots, in front of city hall and many more places. This will encourage more members to continue doing that and
more without any penalties. Second-hand smoke has a greater impact on those who do not smoke any
substance such as children, youth, and seniors. If you all really do care about the well-being of Pasadena
please fulfill your commitment to keeping Pasadena safe by opposing any amendments to CHAPTER 17.50 of
TITLE 17 of the city’s municipal code.

Thank you for your consideration.

11/01/2021
ltem 14



Martinez, Ruben

. o
From: Isaias Gomez _
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2021 5:07 PM
To: PublicComment-AutoResponse
Subject: Public Comment Action Item #12 Opposing

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click finks or open attachments unless you know the content is
safe. Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn mare....

**Permission to read out loud!

Good evening Mayor Gordo and Members of the City Council,

My name is Isaias Gomez. | just became a Pasadena resident a month ago. It is needless to say that | chose
to live and start a family in Pasadena because | always thought Pasadena is one of the safest cities around LA
County. | am worried about the possibility of Pasadena increasing the number of cannabis retailers. | urge
each of the city councit members governing the city meeting today to reconsider opposing any amendments to
CHAPTER 17.50 of TITLE 17 of the city’s municipal code. As a new resident of Pasadena and a father, | am
incredibly concerned that the city would allow additional licenses for cannabis retailers. Increasing the number
of cannabis retailers will severely impact the health and safety of my child and other vulnerable populations in
our community. | want city council members to take action and protect our neighborhoods and families. I've
had to deal with neighbors smoking cannabis next door to me and impacting my health and my newborn child.
Irresponsible community members already do not abide by the regulations of not smoking in multi-unit housing
and local public areas. This will encourage members to continue doing that and more. Making cannabis more
available in our community would only do more damage to our community than good such as bringing in more
crime into our city. If you all really do not care about the safety and well-being of Pasadena please fulfill your
commitment to keeping Pasadena safe by reconsidering and opposing any amendments to CHAPTER 17.50
of TITLE 17 of the city’s municipal code.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

11/01/2021
Iltem 14



Martinez, Ruben

D . s TP P
From: Jacqueline Jimenez )

Sent: Monday, November 01, 2021 5:05 PM

To: PublicComment-AutoResponse

Subject: Public Comment Action Item #12 Opposing

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the content is
safe. Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

*Permission to read out loud, if possible. Thank you

Good evening Mayor Gordo and Members of the City Council,

My name is Jacgueline Jimenez. I've been a Pasadena resident for over 20 years. Pasadena is a place | call
home and hope to continue doing so. | urge each of the city council members governing the city meeting today
to reconsider opposing any amendments to CHAPTER 17.50 of TITLE 17 of the city’s municipal code. As a
resident of Pasadena and a student at Cal Poly. | am incredibly concerned about the city allowing additional
licenses for cannabis retailers in my community. Increasing the number of cannabis retailers will severely
impact the health and safety of our community, especially our youth. As a student, it is needless to say how
easy and accessible it is to purchase marijuana and other substances. By allowing more cannabis retailers to
come into our neighborhood it would only make it easier for our youth to get their hands on cannabis and
impact their health. Not only would it cause damage to our youth but it will cause damage to our city. More
crime and drug addicts will make their way into our neighborhoods. | want city council members to take action
and protect our neighborhoods and families. If you all really do not care about the well-being of Pasadena
please fulfill your commitment to keeping Pasadena safe by reconsidering and opposing any amendments to
CHAPTER 17.50 of TITLE 17 of the city's municipal code.

Thank you for your consideration.

11/01/2021
ltem 14



Martinez, Ruben

A
From: Benjamin Jimenez - | ) )
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2021 5:01 PM
To: PublicComment-AutoResponse
Subject: Public Comment: Action Item #12 Opposing

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the content is
safe. Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

*Permission to read out loud if possible. Thank you.

Good evening Mayor Gordo and Members of the City Council,

My name is Benjamin Jimenez. i've been a Pasadena resident for over 40 years. As a parent and resident, |
am furious and worried about the increase of the number of cannabis retailers in Pasadena. | urge each of the
city council members governing the city meeting today to reconsider opposing any amendments to CHAPTER
17.50 of TITLE 17 of the city’s municipal code. | am incredibly concerned about the proposed amendments to
the city's municipal code allowing for additional licenses for cannabis retailers. Increasing the number of
cannabis retailers will severely impact my family's health and safety. | want city council members to take action
and protect our neighborhoods and families. This is why we voted for you all to keep Pasadena safe. By
approving this, it will only bring in more crime and drug addicts into our city, something you all have been
fighting for. | will not feel safe in my community if you allow this to happen. I've had to deal with neighbors
smoking cannabis next door to me and impacting my health and my family. I've had to go to the doctor
numerous times as a senior, a 72 year old because of second-hand smoke. Second-hand smoke has a greater
impact on those who do not smoke any substance. If you all really do not care about the well-being of
Pasadena please fulfill your commitment to keeping Pasadena safe by opposing any amendments to
CHAPTER 17.50 of TITLE 17 of the city’'s municipal code.

Thank you for your consideration.

11/01/2021
Itemn 14



THE PASADENA JOURNAL NEWS

1541 N. LAKE AVE,, SUITE A

PASADENA, CA 91104

(626)793-3972 This space is for Clerk’s filing Stamp

PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(2025.5 C.C.P.)
ORDINANCE NO. 7382

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Los Angeles [see attached]

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident

of the printer of the Pasadena Journal, a newspaper

of general circulation printed and published weekly

in the city of Pasadena, County of Los Angeles and
which newspaper has been adjudged a newspaper of
general circulation by the Superior Court of the County
of Los Angeles, State of California, under the date of
April 16, 1991, Case Number C013336, that the notice
of which is annexed is a printed copy (set in type not
smaller than nonpareil) has been published in each
regular and entire issue of said newspaper and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dated to-wit

November 4, 2021.

I certify and declare under penalty perjury that the
Foregoing is true and correct.

Dated at Pasadena, California, November 4, 2021.

JU\, v
7

¥ Nignature

Amber Hudson

PROOF OF PUBLICATION



¥ duced by: Cq m b L,

ORDINANCE NO. 7382

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASADENA
AMENDING CHAPTER 17.50 OF TITLE
17 (ZONING CODE) OF THE PASADENA
MUNICIPALCODE TOINCREASE POTENTIAL
CANNABIS RETAIL SITES, AND TO CORRECT
DISTANCESEPARATION BETWEEN CANNABIS
LABS AND OTHER CANNABIS USES, AND
AMENDING CHAPTER 5.78 OF TITLE §
(BUSINESS LICENSES AND REGULATIONS)
TO INCREASE THE TIME LIMIT TO OBTAIN
A CANNABIS PERMIT

The People of the City of Pasadena ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. Pasadena Mumicipal Code, Title 17,
Article 5, Chapter 17.50, Section 17.50.066.D (Retailer),
subsection 3 (Limitation on the Number of Retatlers) is
amended as follows:

“3.  Limitation oa the Namber of Retailers.

a. No more than six (6) retailers may operate within
the City of Pasadena at any one time and no more than
six (6) permits shall be issued by the City of Pasadena
for retailers to operate within the City of Pasadena; and

b No more than three (3) retailers may operate
within & city council district at any one time.”

SECTION 2. Pasadena Municipal Code, Titie
17, Article 5, Chapter 17.50, Section 17.50.066.D

(Retailer), sub 5 (Location R ) is
amended as follows:
“5'  Location Requi i setilies

Mlbepermmdmon]y!heco CL, CG, CD, and
G zoning districts and shall be subject to the following
requirements:

a Nurmllcrmaﬂbemhhﬂmdm[mhdwnhm
450 eet,n d from thw

of the affected parcels, of nnyod:ercmnab:s retaileror -

within 1,000 feet of any cultivation site, or within 500
feet of any tesfing laboratory;

- .. " (The remainder of this subsection remains
unchanged)

SECTION 3. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 17,
Articie 3, Chapier 17.50, Section 17.50.066.F (Testing
laboratory), subsection 4 (Location Requirements) is
amended as follows:

“4.  Location Requirements, )

a Cammﬁshsﬁnghbormie:sh]]hep&mimd
in any zoning district where laboratories, medical or
otherwise, are permitted and shall be required to comply
with all zoning, Iand use, and development regulations
applicable to the underlying zoning district in which
they are permitted to esteblish and operaie as set forth
in the Pasadens Municipal Code.

b. No testing laboratory sitc shall be established
or located within 500 feet, measured from the neerest
property line, of say other testing Isbomtory, or 500
feet of any cultivation site or cannabis retiler.

SECTION 4. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 5, Article
2, Chapter 5.78, Section 5.78.080 (Permittee Selection
Process), subsection H is amended as follows:

“H. lfuyofthewpuﬂnngq)plminachwmﬂ'
category has not secured a cannabis permit from the
city within thirty-six (36) months of the city notifying
ﬂmtbeywmumnfthempnnkmg-pphmﬂ.m
ahility to obtain 2 cannabis permit shall terminate.”

SECTION 5. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption
of this ordinance and shall cause this ordinance to be
published by title and Y.

SECTION 6. This ordinance shall 1ake effect 30 days
from is publication.
Signed and approved this 1st day of November, 2021.
Victor Gordo
Mayor of the City of Pasadena
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing ordinance was
adopted by the City Council of the City of Pasadena

at its meeting held this 1st day of November 2021, by
the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Hampton, Madi
Rivas, Vice Mayor Wilson,
Mayor Gordo
NOES: Councilmembers Kennedy, Masuda,
Williams
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN:  None
Mark Jomsky
City Clerk

Date Published: November 4, 2021
Pasadena Journal



Pasadena Press

121 E Chestnut Ave
Monrovia, CA 91016
(626) 386-3457

PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(2015.5C.C.P.)

State of California )
County of LOS ANGELES )

| am a citizen of the United States and a resident of
the State of California; | am over the age of eighteen
years, and not a party to or interested in the above-
entitled matter. | am a principal clerk of the printer
of the Pasadena Press, a newspaper published in
the English language for the city of PASADENA,
county of LOS ANGELES, and adjudged as a
newspaper of general circulation by the Superior
Court of the County of LOS ANGELES, State of
California on the date of June 29, 2015, Case
Number ES018815; that the notice, of which the
annexed is a printed copy, has been published in
each regular and entire issue of said newspaper and
not in any supplement thereof on the following
dates, to-wit:

November 04, 2021

| certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
The foregoing is true and correct.

Dated at Monrovia, California,

This 04" day of November 2021

ST Signatu\e

(This space is for the County Clerk’s Filing Stamp only)

Proof of Publication of
Introduced by: Councilmember Hampton

ORDINANCE NO. 7382

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASADENA AMENDING
CHAPTER 17.50 OF TITLE 17 (ZONING CODE) OF THE PASA-
DENA MUNICIPAL CODE TO INCREASE POTENTIAL CANNABIS
RETAIL SITES, AND TO CORRECT DISTANCE SEPARATION BE-
TWEEN CANNABIS LABS AND OTHER CANNABIS USES, AND
AMENDING CHAPTER 5.78 OF TITLE 5 (BUSINESS LICENSES
AND REGULATIONS) TO INCREASE THE TIME LIMIT TO OBTAIN
A CANNABIS PERMIT

The People afmeCityofPaaadenaordainufolm

SECTION 1. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 17, Article 5,
Chapter 17.50, Section 17.50,086.D (Retailer), subsection 3 (Limi-
tation on the Number of Retailers) is amended as foliows:

3. Limitation on the Number of Retailers. :

a. No more than six (6) retallers may operate within the City
of Pasadena at any one time and no more than six (8) per-
mits shall be issued by the City of Pasadena for retailers
to operate within the City of Pasadena; and

b.  No more than three (3) retailers may operate within a city
council district at any one time.”

SECTION 2. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 17, Article 5,
Chapter 17.50, Section 17.50.086.D (Retailer), subsection 5 (Loca-
tion Requirements) is amended as follows:

*5. Location Requirements. Cannabis retailers shall be per-
mitted in only the CO, CL, CG, CD, and IG zoning districts and shall
be subject to the following requirements:

a. No retailer shall be established or located within 450 feet,
measured from the nearest properly lines of each of the
affected parcels, of any other cannabis retailer er within
1,000 feet of any cultivation site, or within 500 feet of any
testing laboratory;

... " (The remainder of this subsection remains unchanged)

SECTION 3. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 17, Atticle 5,
Chapter 17.50, Section 17.50.066.F (Testing !aboratory), subsection
4 (Location Requirements) is amended as follows:

"4. Location Requirements.

a. Cannabis testing laboratories shall be pennitted in any
zoning district where laboratories, medical or otherwise,
are permitted and shall be required to comply with all zon-
ing, land use.anddevetopmentregt.dationsappﬁmb&eto
the underlying zoning district in which they are pemmitted
to establish and operate as set forth in the Pasadena Mu-
nicipal Code.

b. No testing laboratory site shall be established or located
within 500 feet, measured from the nearest property line,
of any other testing laboratory, or 500 feet of any cultiva-
tion site or cannabis retailer.

SECTION 4. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 5, Article 2,
Chapter 5.78, Section 5.78.080 (Permittee Selection Process), sub-
section H is amended as follows:

“H. if any of the top ranking applicants in each permit category
has not secured a cannabis permit from the city within
thirty-six (38) months of the city notifying them they were
one of the top ranking applicants, their ability to obtain a
cannabig permit shall terminate.”

SECTION 5. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this
ordinance and shall cause this ordinance to be published by fitle and
summary. .

SECTION 6. This ordinance shall take effect 30 days from its



publication.
Signed and approved this 1st day of November, 2021.

Victor Gordo
Mayor of the City of Pasadena

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by
the City Council of the City of Pasadena at its meeting held this 1st
day of November 2021, by the following vote:

AYES:  Councilmembers Hampton, Madison, Rivas, Vice Mayor
Wilson, Mayor Gordo

NOES: Councilmembers Kennedy, Masuda, Williams

ABSENT: None '

ABSTAIN: None . _

Mark Jomsky
City Clerk
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