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A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Requested Actions 

This is a request for the Planning Commission to evaluate proposed amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance related to medical marijuana collective facilities.  On March 16, 2016 the Board of 
Supervisors (Board) directed staff to return to the Board with several options to amend the Zoning 
Ordinance pertaining to such facilities.  Based on the Board’s direction, staff is proposing seven (7) 
different Ordinance Options for the Board’s consideration. Planning & Development Services 
(PDS) recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions: 

a. Find that the project, comprising several options for the Board to consider, complies with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State and County CEQA Guidelines 
because the amendments can be found exempt from CEQA per Section 15061(b)(3) of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

b. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt an Ordinance Option, a combination of 
Ordinance Options or amended Ordinance Options from the attached Form of Ordinances: 

 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE TO 
AMEND THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE FACILITY REGULATIONS 
(Attachment A).  
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B. REPORT SUMMARY 

The purpose of this staff report is to provide the Planning Commission with the information necessary 
to make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors regarding proposed Ordinance Options 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance) related to medical marijuana collective facilities.  
 

C. PROPOSAL 
1. Background 

On February 3, 2016, public speakers addressed the Board regarding their concerns about 
marijuana dispensaries. The Board referred the matter to the Chief Administrative Officer, with a 
request to return with potential options available for regulating medical marijuana facilities.   
On March 16, 2016 (3), County staff presented several options to the Board: an option to ban 
medical marijuana collectives, several options involving increased buffers from sensitive land uses 
and options discussing increased code compliance efforts for illegally dispensaries. Following 
public testimony and Board deliberations, the Board directed staff to return with additional options 
including options to increase buffer distances from sensitive land uses, a new 1000 foot buffer 
requirement from incorporated cities, and an option to require a Major Use Permit for the 
establishment of medical marijuana collective facilities. 
At that meeting, the Board adopted an interim urgency ordinance enacting a moratorium on the 
establishment of medical marijuana collective facilities for a 45-day period.  The interim urgency 
ordinance was adopted to allow County staff the time needed to consider appropriate actions 
based on the Board’s direction.  The interim urgency ordinance prohibits to the extent allowed by 
law, the ability for new medical marijuana collective facilities to be established.  On April 27, 2016 
(2) the Board extended the interim urgency moratorium ordinance for an additional 10 months and 
15 days. The moratorium is currently in effect and will expire on March 16, 2017 unless extended 
for an additional year (Attachment B).    
Existing Ordinance 
On June 30, 2010 (5) the Board approved the sections of the San Diego County Code and the 
Zoning Ordinance pertaining to medical marijuana and amended the Ordinances in 2011. In 
developing the Ordinances, a working group was formed, consisting of staff from PDS, the Sheriff’s 
Department and County Counsel.  The Ordinances were developed to closely align with 
Proposition 215, California's Compassionate Use Act (CUA) of 1996, and the State of California's 
Medical Marijuana Program (MMP - Senate Bill 420 [2003]). The Ordinances establish uniform 
regulation and licensing requirements allowing qualified patients and primary caregivers to 
collectively or cooperatively exchange and cultivate marijuana for medical purposes while 
protecting the public health, safety and welfare of communities.  The process of formulating the 
Ordinances also received significant stakeholder input.   
PDS administers and enforces the Zoning Ordinance that includes siting criteria that include:  

� Collective facilities must be located on industrial zoned properties,  
� 1000 feet from other established collective facilities, and  
� At least 1000 feet from certain sensitive land uses including: churches, parks, playgrounds, 

schools, youth centers and residential zoned properties.  
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It was estimated that approximately 15 to 20 medical marijuana facilities could be sited in the 
unincorporated county under this criteria.  With the adoption of the General Plan in 2011, additional 
industrially-zoned properties were designated within the unincorporated county, increasing the 
range of potential collective facility sites in the unincorporated county to approximately 18 to 23 
(See Table 1).   
The Sheriff’s Department administers and enforces the San Diego County Code component that 
contains criteria for issuance of operating certificates (licenses) requires various building safety 
improvements such as alarms and closed circuit televisions and door, window and other visibility 
requirements. The San Diego County Code also establishes operational requirements including 
record keeping, hours of operation, age limitations, prohibition of the ingestion of marijuana and the 
sale of food or drink at the collective facility site, and for use of security guards (Attachment C).   
The processing sequence established for operating a collective facility requires applicants to first 
obtain a zoning verification letter from PDS to assure the property meets the siting criteria required 
by the Zoning Ordinance. Next, applicants submit building permits to verify compliance with 
applicable building codes and infrastructure requirements of the Ordinances. Building permit 
applications are then reviewed and issued, followed by final inspection to verify all work has been 
completed to code.  During this time the Sheriff’s Department conducts necessary licensing 
processes including background checks.  The last step is issuance of the building occupancy and 
Sheriff’s operating certificate.  

 
TABLE 1: Distribution of Properties/Sites per Community 
 

 Community Number of 
Parcels/Community 

Number of Sites 
Estimated with 

1000’ buffer from 
other MM Facilities 

1 Alpine 8 3 
2 Borrego Springs 4 1 
3 Lakeside 63 8 
4 Julian 4 1 
5 Rainbow 1 1 
6 Ramona 62 6 
7 San Dieguito 1 1 
8 Valle De Oro 3 1 
9 Valley Center 1 1 
 TOTAL 147 23 
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Medical Marijuana Collective Facilities Under Existing Ordinance 
Two collective facilities have opened since the adoption of the Ordinances in 2010. One facility is 
located near Gillespie Field in unincorporated El Cajon.  The other facility is located in Ramona 
near the Ramona airport.    

 
There are currently nine open building applications for medical marijuana collective facilities.  PDS 
issued building permits for five open applications (two in Ramona, two in unincorporated El Cajon 
and one in Valley Center); these facilities are subject to the interim urgency moratorium. Four 
applications do not have issued building permits but rather their building permits are under review 
(two in Lakeside, one in Ramona, and one in Julian).  Although a moratorium is in place, staff has 
reviewed the five open applications with issued building permits to determine if they have 
established vested rights to proceed with their medical marijuana facilities (See Table 2).  
 

TABLE 2: Medical Marijuana Facility Application Status 
 

 Site Location Community Status Project 
Vested? 

1 8157 Wing Ave. El Cajon Operating/Building Permit Issued for Cultivation Yes 
2 736 Montecito Way Ramona Operating N/A 
3 1210 Olive St. Ramona Building Permit Issued Yes 
4 618 Pine St. Ramona Building Permit Issued Yes 
5 8530 Nelson Way Valley Center Building Permit Issued Yes 
6 287 Vernon Way El Cajon Building Permit Issued No 
7 2471 Montecito Rd. Ramona Application Submitted No 
8 15939 Olde Hwy 80 Lakeside Application Submitted No 
9 15945 Olde Hwy 80 Lakeside Application Submitted No 
10 3578 Hwy 78 Julian Application Submitted No 

 
Vesting Rights Determination: Case law outlines that in certain circumstances applicants retain 
the right to continue with a project should the land use laws change after a permit has been issued.  
If an applicant has done “substantial” work and incurred “substantial” liability in reliance on the 
building permit, then they may have a vested right. 
As mentioned, five medical marijuana facility sites have been issued building permits.  Since the 
moratorium was enacted, the County has been contacted by the five applicants with issued 
building permits to obtain vested status. Staff has gone through a comprehensive evaluation of the 
five projects.  Staff reviewed each project’s progress to date in relation to the substantial 
expenditure and liability incurred from the date of building permit issuance to the March 16, 2016 
moratorium effective date.  In addition staff reviewed existing case law which provided guidance as 
to the appropriate methodology to use when making such determinations.  In mid-August staff 
determined that four out of the five applicants with issued building permits had obtained a vested 
right and could proceed, regardless of the moratorium currently in effect, to secure their Sheriff’s 
Operating Certificate.   
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The sites obtaining vested rights include: the two properties in Ramona, one property in Valley 
Center and one property in unincorporated El Cajon. The El Cajon property that has vested status 
is one of the two existing operating facilities in the County.  The vesting rights determination 
evaluated if the expansion of the facility to allow an indoor cultivation area was vested. The other 
property in unincorporated El Cajon was determined to not meet certain expenditure and 
completion thresholds and therefore could not be deemed vested.  When considering the two 
operating facilities and the facilities receiving vested rights, five medical marijuana facilities could 
soon be operating in the unincorporated county. 
 
Code Compliance: Although the Ordinances comprehensively address the siting and operation of 
medical marijuana facilities, various facilities continue to establish themselves in areas of the 
unincorporated county inconsistent with the County’s regulatory requirements.  PDS Code 
Compliance Division and the Sheriff‘s Department continue to actively pursue the closure of 
noncompliant facilities.  Currently, 19 cases are open while the County has closed 52 noncompliant 
facility cases since 2009. 
To address complex compliance cases involving collective facilities, a County working group was 
established to refine the current approach addressing violations.  The working group includes PDS, 
Sheriff’s Department, County Counsel and County Fire. The purpose of the working group is to 
address facility violations, particularly those involving repeat offenders (operators and/or property 
owners). This working group meets on a regular basis to review violations, prioritize enforcement 
and determine the most appropriate strategies to gain compliance.  
At the March 16, 2016 Board hearing the Board directed staff to return with various options to 
address the enforcement efforts against illegal facilities.   PDS, Sheriff’s Department and County 
Counsel developed a comprehensive strategy utilizing existing tools built into the Ordinances to 
combat illegal dispensaries.  The details of the strategy are confidential, but it is in its final stages 
of planning and the pilot project is anticipated to launch in the very near future.   
Recent Developments in Medical Marijuana Laws 
Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MCRSA):  On October 9, 2015 Governor Brown 
signed into law AB 243, AB 266 and SB 643. These laws, collectively referred to as the MCRSA 
(formerly MMRSA), establish a framework for regulating medical marijuana.  The new State laws 
strive to address the confusion and regulatory patchwork that has resulted from the 1996 CUA 
voter initiative.   The three bills fall into three distinct regulatory arenas: 
a) AB 243 – authorizes the State to use licensing fees to carry out the framework and a fund for 

helping local governments address environmental problems associated with cultivation. 
b) AB 266 – establishes a Bureau of Medical Cannabis Regulation to oversee licensing and 

operating rules for medical marijuana growers, product producers and retailers.    
c) SB 643 – addresses medical clinics that specialize in issuing medical marijuana 

recommendations to patients without valid health needs and creates standards for labeling 
products.   
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The new State laws became effective as of January 1, 2016, but State licenses have not yet been 
issued for medical marijuana activities. It is expected the State will begin accepting applications for 
licenses on January 1, 2018. Once those licenses are issued, the operational model created under 
the MMP (which established non-profit collective type facilities) will expand to allow for-profit retail 
medical marijuana sales.  In addition, the State laws now address cultivation, edibles, product 
labeling, manufacturing, testing, distribution and transportation, and dispensary sales.  However, 
the new State laws protect local control and continue to recognize local licensing, zoning and 
regulation of medical marijuana.  The new model will operate under a dual licensing system, 
requiring both a State and local license before business could commence. The State laws do not 
preclude local jurisdictions from regulating or even banning medical marijuana facilities while 
continuing to allow cultivation by qualified patients or primary caregivers.         
County staff has assessed these laws and has identified potential impacts to existing Ordinances 
and regulatory practices and services. The impacts of these laws affect existing Ordinances and 
regulatory practices and services of other County departments such as Agricultural Weights and 
Measures (AWM), Environmental Health (DEH) and Health and Human Services.   
As an example of these impacts AWM does not currently conduct any regulatory activities 
associated with medical marijuana dispensaries, cultivation or sale of medical marijuana. The new 
medical marijuana laws direct the California Department of Food and Agriculture to define medical 
marijuana as an agricultural product and to develop licensing for the cultivation, a track and trace 
program and any other regulations needed for implementation. The County can expect to see the 
development of regulations within the next two years.  It is yet to be determined the degree to 
which local enforcement will fall to AWM regarding cultivation or the track and trace program. 
Along the same lines, DEH currently does not regulate marijuana edibles. Marijuana edibles are 
prohibited in the County of San Diego’s unincorporated areas and the cities that allow marijuana 
edibles are regulating their management using local police powers. The new marijuana laws, 
effective as of January 1, 2016, charge the California Department of Public Health to develop new 
regulations for managing “cannabis containing edible products” in local jurisdictions that choose to 
allow the production or distribution of such products.  The County can expect to see the 
development of regulations within the next two years. It is yet to be determined if some or all of the 
oversight of retail distribution of medical marijuana edibles will be delegated to the local retail food 
enforcement agency.   
Depending on the degree of delegation and the number of approved collective facilities, 
implementation of these new laws and subsequent regulations could result in increased workload 
for AWM and DEH, including new program development, staff training, investigation of complaints 
and routine inspection activities. In addition, both PDS and the Sheriff’s department could 
experience increased workload as a result of increased compliance activities, public inquires and 
responding to complaints.  As of yet, no funding has been identified to cover the costs associated 
with the added responsibilities of the various County departments.  
Health and Human Services has identified potential increase service needs such as youth related 
prevention efforts and access to substance abuse treatment.  
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Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA): On the November 2016 ballot, California voters will be 
voting on Proposition 64 pertaining to the legalization of non-medical marijuana for recreational 
use.  If Prop 64 passes, it will authorize the possession, transport, purchase, consumption and 
sharing of marijuana for adults 21 and over.  Unlike MCRSA, a local license if not required for a 
state-issued license.  Therefore, if there is no local action to ban or regulate recreational marijuana 
this could result in an implied allowance. In the case of the County, Zoning Ordinance Section 6976 
currently contains provisions prohibiting non-medical marijuana facilities in the unincorporated 
county.   
Prop 64 would levy a 15 percent state retail sales tax on the purchase of nonmedical marijuana, in 
addition to other state and local sales tax.  Funds generated by the new state tax will be used for a 
variety of purposes including medical cannabis research, funding for environmental restoration and 
protection, local drug prevention programs and state and local law enforcement. Local jurisdictions 
that ban businesses or outdoor home cultivation are not eligible for the funds. Local jurisdictions 
may also establish an additional local tax.   
The impacts of the AUMA to County programs and services are similar to that of the MCRSA, with 
the primary difference being that the AUMA includes two additional license types related to large-
scale cultivation operations, and the AUMA also does not prohibit vertical integration as the 
MCRSA does.   
County Marijuana Working Group (MWG): A MWG has been formed to monitor the progress of 
the MCRSA and if passed, the AUMA.  As mentioned, although MCRSA became effective January 
1, 2016, none of the bills specify a timeline for implementation.  This is partly due to the need for 
coordination between various State departments.   State licensing and the for-profit model 
envisioned by the new law are estimated to begin in January 2018.  Licensing under the AUMA is 
expected to follow the same timeline. The MWG is currently identifying potential strategies to 
address existing and proposed State laws and regulations on marijuana and will be involved in the 
State rulemaking process to provide input and provide comments to the State on the new 
regulations.  

2. Project Description 

This project proposes to amend Zoning Ordinance Section 6935, “Medical Marijuana Collective 
Facilities”.  The project proposes seven ordinance options based on direction received from the 
Board on March 16, 2016.  The amendments are intended to provide alternatives to further 
regulate medical marijuana facilities within the unincorporated County.   

The draft Ordinance Options were sent out for 30-day public review from August 5 to September 9, 
2016.   
 

D. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

The project has been reviewed to ensure it conforms to the all the relevant ordinances and guidelines, 
including, but not limited to, the San Diego County General Plan and CEQA Guidelines.  A detailed 
discussion of the project analysis and consistency with applicable codes, policies, and ordinances follows.  
See Table 3 for estimated number of facilities, per community under Option 1 through 5.  
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1. Zoning Ordinance Amendments 

Option 1: Require separation buffer from Residential Use rather than Residential Zone 

Option 1 would result in greater separation buffers from residential uses regardless of the zone in 
which the residential use is in.  Section 6935(d) of the Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance) requires that 
medical marijuana facilities maintain a 1000 foot separation from residential zoned property or for 
which a residential use is present.  This Option would amend the Zoning Ordinance to require a 
1000 foot separation from properties in which a residential use can take place.  For example, under 
the current ordinance a facility could be located within 1000 feet of agricultural zoned properties.  
Under this Option a facility would need to be located at least 1000 feet away from the agricultural 
property since the agricultural zone permits residential uses on the property.  Because of the large 
number of zoning districts permit residential uses, Option 1 would likely allow no more than four 
facilities in the unincorporated county.   

Options 2, 3 and 4: Increase Sensitive Land Use Buffer Distances 

These Options would provide greater protection to sensitive uses from medical marijuana facilities 
and would result in less available properties to site medical marijuana facilities.  

Section 6935(d) of the Zoning Ordinance currently establishes 1000 foot separation requirements 
from certain sensitive land uses: school, playground, park, church, recreation center, youth center, 
or other collective facility. As indicated, when accounting for the separation from other medical 
marijuana facilities, approximately 18 to 23 facilities could possibly be accommodated within the 
unincorporated county.  Under Option 2, 3 and 4, increasing the buffers to ¼ mile, ½ mile and 1 
mile from sensitive land use would likely allow:  

� Option 2: ¼ Mile – Approximately 11 to 16 facilities in the unincorporated county. 

� Option 3: ½ Mile – Approximately 4 to 6 facilities in the unincorporated county. 

� Option 4: 1 Mile – One available site for a facility in the unincorporated county. 

Options 5: 1000 foot Separation Buffer from Incorporated Cities 

Section 6935(d) of the Zoning Ordinance would be amended to add a requirement that a collective 
facility in the unincorporated county could not be sited within 1000 feet of the boundary of any 
incorporated city.  The City of El Cajon has requested that this option be considered.  Option 5 
would likely allow approximately 15 to 20 facilities in the unincorporated county. 

Option 6: Require a Major Use Permit 

The current Ordinance allows medical marijuana facilities to be established by-right provided that 
they meet the sensitive land use buffer distances and secure a Sheriff’s Operating Certificate 
though compliance with various Sherriff’s Department operational requirements.  With this Option, 
in addition to meeting siting and operating requirements, applicants would be required to obtain a 
Major Use Permit.  A Major Use Permit would be heard by the Planning Commission and is 
appealable to the Board of Supervisors. Selecting this Option would allow for public input because 
of notification requirements and the ability for the decision making body to impose site specific 
conditions. 
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Option 7: Limit Medical Marijuana Facilities per Supervisorial District 

This Option would limit the number of medical marijuana facilities to 4 facilities per Supervisorial 
district.  During Board deliberations, it was mentioned that setting a “cap” on the number of facilities 
within each district could be considered and would be similar to the regulatory model currently 
being used in the City of San Diego.  The City’s Ordinance limits the number of medical marijuana 
facilities to four facilities per city council district.  Under this Option, the existing sensitive land use 
buffer distances would continue to apply and would mean that only Districts 2 and 5 have the 
potential for a maximum of 4 facilities.  

 

TABLE 3: Estimated Medical Marijuana Facilities in Communities per Option 

 

 Community 
Existing 

Sites 
Estimate 

Buffer 
Residential 
Land Use 

Increase 
¼ mile 
buffer 

Increase 
½ mile 
buffer 

Increase 
1 mile 
buffer 

1000’ 
buffer 
from 
cities 

1 Alpine 3 - 1 - - 3 
2 Borrego Springs 1 - 1 - - 1 
3 Lakeside 8 4 6 3 1 6 
4 Julian 1 - 1 1 - 1 
5 Rainbow 1 - 1 - - 1 
6 Ramona 6 - 4 2 - 6 
7 San Dieguito 1 - 1 - - - 
8 Valle De Oro 1 - 1 - - 1 
9 Valley Center 1 - - - - 1 
 TOTAL 23 4 16 6 1 20 

 

Medical Marijuana Collective Facility Ban: On March 16, 2016, the Board also directed staff to 
return with an Ordinance Option banning medical marijuana facilities within the unincorporated 
County.  At the April 27, 2016 Board hearing, the Board discussed whether an ordinance banning 
medical marijuana facilities should continue to be an option for consideration.  A majority of the 
Board of Supervisors indicated that an ordinance banning medical marijuana facilities should not 
be an option and would likely not be supported.  Although direction was not included in the final 
Board motion to remove the medical marijuana ban option, based on Board deliberations, staff will 
not be returning with a ban ordinance consistent with the Board’s intent. See June 29, 2016 Board 
memo (Attachment D).  

Amortization: All of the Ordinance Options amendments contain revised amortization language.  
Depending on which Ordinance Option is selected, medical marijuana facilities could be rendered 
nonconforming due to no longer meeting sensitive land use distance requirements or from lack of a 
Major Use Permit.   The amortization language would, in these circumstances, require a facility to 
come into conformance with the Ordinance or cease operations within a five-year time period.  The 
amortization time period would allow for a facility to recoup facility costs prior to stopping 
operations.    
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2. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance 

This action has no potential for resulting in physical change to the environment, directly or 
indirectly.  The proposed ordinance options would make the existing ordinance more restrictive by 
incorporating additional buffer requirements from sensitive land uses, limiting the number of 
facilities per supervisorial district and/or requiring a Major Use Permit to establish a facility. 
Therefore, it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may 
have a significant effect on the environment and the activity is not subject to the CEQA 
(Attachment E). 

E. COMMUNITY PLANNING/SPONSOR GROUPS  

The proposed Ordinance Options were distributed to all 26 Community Planning Groups and 
Community Sponsor Groups (CPG/CSG) for review. Complete comments letters can be found in 
Attachment F. 

 

TABLE 4: CPG and CSG Comments 

 
CPG/CSG Comments 
Crest-Dehesa CPG 
The Crest-Dehesa Community Planning group recommended that the Board consider 
adoption of Options 1, 4, 5, 6 and 7. 
 
Descanso CPG  
The Descanso Community Planning Group recommend that Option 1 requiring buffer 
distances from residential uses rather than residential zones is a viable option.  The 
Planning Group did feel that the Options appear more applicable in more densely populated 
areas of the County.  
 
Julian CPG 
The Julian Community Planning Group recommended Option 1 requiring buffer distances 
from residential uses rather than residential zones and that the sensitive land use buffer be 
increased from 1000 feet to 1 mile.   
 
Lakeside CPG 
The Lakeside Community Planning Group recommended that Option 3 (1/2-mile buffer) and 
Option 6 (Major Use Permit).  The Planning Group also recommended that medical 
marijuana collective facilities continue to comply with regulatory requirements contained in 
the County Code and enforced by the Sheriff’s Department. 
  
Pala/Pauma CSG 
The Pala/Pauma Community Sponsor Group recommends that medical marijuana collective 
facilities follow similar zoning rules as applied to other controlled substances.  An example 
given in their comments included regulations applicable to liquor stores.  
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CPG/CSG Comments 
Ramona CPG 
The Ramona Community Planning Group currently has one operating medical marijuana 
collective facility in the community with the potential for two more resulting from the recently 
made vesting determinations.  The Planning Group recommends that a cap (Option 7) on 
the number of facilities located in a supervisorial district; a Major Use Permit (Option 6) be 
required; an amortization clause be included; and existing permitting, licensing, signage, 
parking and physical appearance requirements be included in the Ordinance.  
 
On September 28, 2016, the Ramona CPG held a special meeting to discuss medical 
marijuana collective facilities which could soon be located in the community.  The special 
meeting provided a forum in which community members could ask questions to facility 
operators and County staff including PDS and Sheriff’s Department representatives.   
 
Valle De Oro CPG 
The Valle De Oro Community Planning Group voted to recommend that Option 6 (Major 
Use Permit) with the second-most support for Option 1 (Residential Land Use). 
 
Valley Center CPG 
The Valley Center Community Planning Group provided a number of comments indicating 
that some options may not be viable.  Additional comments pertain to requirements for 
notification to local communities when sited these facilities, use of cultivation-only facilities, 
creating of “hot-spots” where facilities may be concentrated and questions regarding the 
effectiveness of Option 5 which provides for buffers from adjacent cities.    

 
F. PUBLIC INPUT 

The public comment period on the proposed Ordinance Options was from August 5, 2016 to 
September 9, 2016.  The County received numerous comment letters regarding the proposed 
Ordinance changes (Attachment G).  The public comments covered a broad range of Options.  
Generally individuals expressing concerns with medical marijuana collective facilities selected Options 
which would further limit the siting of these facilities.  Many of the comments requested that Option 1 
amending the Ordinance to require medical marijuana facilities to be site 1000 feet from properties that 
allowed residential uses versus properties that are specifically zoned “Residential”.   This Option would 
limit the amount facilities to approximately 4 facilities throughout the unincorporated county.  Many 
commenters also requested requiring a Major Use Permit when establishing medical marijuana 
collective facilities.   
The City of El Cajon submitted a comment letter requesting that the County follow suit with other local 
jurisdictions in the County in banning these facilities.  However if an Ordinance was to exist, the City 
provided several recommendations including: broadening the definition of sensitive land uses and 
increasing distances from sensitive land uses, residential properties and incorporated jurisdictions.   
Proponents of medical marijuana collective facilities indicated the need for medicinal marijuana and 
requested additional leniency with the proposed Options.  A common theme from some commenters 
was that there should be a difference between cultivation and dispensing indicated that the Ordinance 
should be further nuanced to provide a distinction between dispensaries (storefronts) and cultivation.  
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Under one scenario presented in a comment letter, the number of dispensaries would be limited to 4 
per supervisorial district. The existing Ordinance and associated regulations would continue to apply for 
cultivation-only facilities.  The logic is that cultivation-only facilities are more discreet and could operate 
in industrial areas with little or no public interaction.   
Comment letters also indicated that the County should be applying MRCSA now and that the 
provisions of the law should be incorporated into the existing Zoning Ordinance and Regulatory Code.  
As mentioned earlier, staff is closely following the State’s progress in formulating the regulations.  Until 
State’s regulations are thoroughly vetting through the rulemaking process, the County believes it is 
premature to amend our ordinances at this time in that changes are likely or further clarification to the 
laws will be forthcoming.   
Other recommendations suggested only requiring a Major Use Permit for facilities with dispensaries 
and allowing cultivation-only facilities to comply with existing regulations and be allowed to operate in 
agricultural zones.   

G. RECOMMENDATIONS 

a. Find that the project, comprising several options for the Board to consider, complies with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State and County CEQA Guidelines because the 
amendments can be found exempt from CEQA per Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

b. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt an Ordinance Option, a combination of 
Ordinance Options or amended Ordinance Options from the attached Form of Ordinances: 

 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE TO AMEND 
THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE FACILITY REGULATIONS (Attachment A). 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission, when providing a recommendation for the Board of 
Supervisors, carefully consider public comments, community planning group recommendations, and 
the direction provided by the Board of Supervisors with regard to the following considerations: 

� Which options provide adequate buffers to protect Residential Dwellings? 

� Which options safeguard against negative impacts to Sensitive Receptors? 

� Are impacts on adjoining communities, which restrict medical marijuana facilities, addressed? 

� Will the options provide safe use of marijuana for medicinal purposes? 

� Should the options differentiate between dispensing (storefronts) and cultivation only facilities? 

� Which options balance a streamlined process and public input? 
 
Report Prepared By: 
Joseph Farace, Project Manager  
858-694-3690 
joseph.farace@sdcounty.ca.gov 

 
Report Approved By: 
Mark Wardlaw, Director 
858-694-2962 
mark.wardlaw@sdcounty.ca.gov 
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