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Dear Mr. Reyes and Ms. Paige:
The city cannabis ordinance states “No retailer shall be established or located within 600 feet, measured from
the nearest property lines of each of the affected parcels, of any existing residential zone”.
Note that the measurement is to be made to “property lines” of “affected parcels” not a zoning boundary line.
I am inspecting the surveyor map filed with the cannabis application for Integrated Associates which the City
of Pasadena has deemed both complete and code compliant.
I first requested this document on July 11 and it was finally provided to me last night (August 6).
I note that the map in the lower right section (see attached) appears to measure not to “the nearest property
lines” of each affected parcel but instead to the north west corner of a boundry line for RM-48, which does
not coincide with a property line corner.
The northwest corner of the portion of RM-48 that begins just south of Green Street appears to bisect a
condominium project and a single parcel of land. Some of the individual units themselves are outside of RM48 and some are inside. This parcel appears to be split-zoned.
However, my understanding is that a condominium property contains not just the unit itself but the unit
together with the undivided share in the Common Elements which is appurtenant to said Unit. Thus, every
condo property in this project presumably includes an undivided share of common elements some of which
are contained in RM-48. Thus every condo property at this location is partially within RM-48.
In any event, all of the condo properties appear to be constructed on the same large parcel, half of which is in
RM-48 and the nearest property lines of this affected parcel are within 600 feet of the Integrated Associates
parcel.
The code states that a measurement will not be made to the boundary of a residential zone but to the
“nearest property lines of each affected parcels, of any existing residential zones.”
The ordinance was obviously designed and intended to protect affected residential property parcels any
portion of which is contained within an existing residential zones otherwise there would be no need to
measure to a property line. The ordinance could have simply specified a measurement to the nearest
boundary line instead, but didn’t.
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Since both the nearest property line of the affected parcel which is partially contained in RM-48 and the
individual properties which are partially contained in RM-48 are both within 600 feet of 908 E Colorado, why
did the City certify this application as code compliant?
Finally, the cannabis map promulgated by your department specifically showed that the parcel at 908 E
Colorado was not qualified. Since by accepting this application you now apparently believe it is qualified I
have the following questions:
1) When did you or any member of your staff learn that the cannabis map contained this presumed error?
2) How did you come to learn that the map contained this presumed error?
3) Why have you not acted to correct the cannabis map you are promulgating on the city website since you
now presumably believe it is defective?
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