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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 171041 11/2/2017 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation]

Ordin'ance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries,
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning
districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medic;al
Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and
operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited
the number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and-6)
create a limit of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses, in
any combination, in the Excelsior Outer Missioﬁ Street Neighborhood Commercial
District; and 7) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning
Department’s determinatioh under the California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare

findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in smgle—underlzne ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double underlmed Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ofdained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(@) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act.(CaIifornia Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 171041 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms
this determination.

(b) On October 19, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20029,
adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on bélance,
with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171041, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will

- serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

Commission Resolution-No. 20029, and the Board incorporates suc.h reasons herein by

reference.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 102, 202.2,
204.3, 209.1, .209‘.2, 210.3, 303, 303.1, 312, 703, 710-726, 728-734, 750-764, 803.2, 803.3,
810-818, 840-845, 890.52, 890.54, and 890.111; adding Sections 190 and 890.125; and
deleting Sections 739-742, 745, and 748, to read as follows:

"SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

* * ok %

Agricultural Food; Fiber-and Beverage Processing 1._An industrial use that involves the
processing of feed-stffs-agricultural productsfibers; and beverages with a low potential for

noxious fumes, noise, and nuisance to the surrounding area, including but not limited to

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy » .
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bottling plants, breweries, dairy products plant, malt manufacturing or processing plant, fish

~ curing, smoking, or drying, cereal manufacturing, liquor distillery, manufacturing of felt or

shoddy, processing of hair or products derived from hair, pickles, sauerkraut, vinegar, yeast,
soda or soda compounds, meat products, and fish oil. This use does not include the
processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating conditions outlined in Section

202.2(d).

Agricultural Food-Fiber-and Beverage Processing 2._An Industrial Use that involves the
processing of feed-stuffs-agricultural products fibers; and beverages with a high potential for

noxious fumes, noise, and nuisance to the surrounding area, including but not limited to a

flour mill;; sugar refinery;; manufacturer of cannabis products or extracts that are derived by using

volatile oreanic compounds (any use requiring License Type 7—Manufacturer 2, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10); and facility for wool pulling or scouring.
This use does not include the processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating
conditions outlined in Section 202.2(d)

Agriculture. A Use Category that includes Industrial Agriculture, Neighborhood Agriculture,

and Large-Scale Urban Agriculture;-and Greenhouse.

Agriculture, IndustrialGreenhouse. An Agricultural use that involves the cultivation of plants

for wholesale sales or industrial usesinside-a glass-building. This use includes, but is not limited to,

plant nurseries and cannabis cultivation operations, and is subject to the location and operating

conditions listed in Section 202.2(c). For the cultivation of cannabis, this definition includes all

cultivation pursuant to state license types that allow for indoor and/or mixed-licht cultivation with up

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ,
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to 22,000 sq. fi. of canopy. #ﬂs—deﬁmfwn—d‘%mlmé&aeeeﬂeﬁﬁﬁ%mmm
nd ») with-Section-136(eH22)-of this-Code:

Agriculture, Large-Scale Urban. An Agricultural Use that is charactérized by the use of
land for the production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, e+ donated, or

otherwise not used or consumed by the operator of the premises that occur: (a) on a plot of land

one acre or larger or (b) on smaller parcels that cannot meet the physical and operational
standards for Neighborhood Agriculture. This use is subject to location and operational

conditions outlined in Section 202.2(c) efthis-Codeand does not include any cannabis-related use

or any other acricultural activities, including the cultivation of cannabis for personal use.

Agriculture, Neighborhood. An Agricultural Use that occupies less than one acre for the
broduction of food or horticulturell.l crops to be harvested, sold, or donated and complies with
the controls and standards herein. The use includes, buf is not limited to, home, kitchen, and
roof gardens. Farms that qualify as Neighborhood Agricultural uﬁée may include, but are not
limited to, community gardens, community—suppbrted agriculture, market gardens, and

private farms. Neighborhood Agricultural #Use may be principal or accessory use. This usé‘

~ is subject to location and operational conditions outlined in Section 202.2(c)-ef #his-Godeand

does not include any cannabis-related use or any other agricultural activities, including the

cultivation of cannabis for personal use.

*k % X %

Cannabis Retail. A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and

cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale or provision of cannabis

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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establishment may only be operated by the holder of (a) a valid license from the Stdte of California

[License Type 10—Retailer, as defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division 10)

and (b) a valid permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and

location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a).

* ok k&

Industrial Use. A Use Category continuing the following uses: Agricultural and Beverage

Processing 1 and 2, Automobile Wrecking, Automobile Assembly, FoodFiber-and Beverage
Processing1-and-2-Grain Elevator, Hazardous Waste Facility, Junkyard, Livestock
Processing 1 and 2, Heavy Manufacturing 1, 2, and 3, Light Manufacturing, Metal Working,

Power Plant, Ship Yard, Storage Yard, Volatile Materials Storagé,- and Truck Terminal.
Laboratory. A}Non—Retai_l Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for
scientific research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized
facilities and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light
Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of laboratories include the following:
| (a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory; |

(b) Engineering laboratory;

(c) Development laboratory; .

(d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease

Control (CDC) and National Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2,

"or Biosafety level 3;

(e) - Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as
Animal Biosafety level 1, Animal Biosafety 'Ievel 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3;
| (f) Support laboratory;
(g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; axd

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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(h) Core laboratory:; and

(i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as

© o ~N o o b~ w N

defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division 10).
Manufacturing, Light. An Industrial Use that provides for the fabrication or production of
goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for resale off the
premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or processing of previously
prepared materials. Light manufa>cturing uses include production and custom activities
usually involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication
or production activities, as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code
Manual as light manufacturing uses:

(a) Food processing; |

(b) Apparel and other garment products;

(¢) Furniture and fixtures; |

(d) Printing and publishing of books or newspapers;

(e) Leather products;

(f) Pottery;

(9) Glass-blowing; '

(h) Commercial laundry, rug cleaning, and dry cleaning facility; e#

(i) Measuring,:analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical, and
optical goods; watches and clocks:; or

(7) _Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derivga’ without the use of ‘

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 6—Manufacturer 1, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10).

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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It shall not include Trade Shop, Agricultural and Beverage Processing I or 2, or Heavy

Manufacturing 1, 2, or 3. This use is subjéct to the location and operation controls in

Section 202.2(d).

* Kk Kk %

Medical Cannabis Dispensary. An Institutional Healthcare Use that is either (a) a

cooperative or collective operating under the authority of a permit issued by the Director of Health

under Article 33 of the Health Code, or (b) a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer as defined in Poliée Code

Section 1602. A Medical Cannabis Dispensary Usedefinedin-Seetion 3301{H-of the-Santrancisco
Health-Codewhick is permitted only if it meets the conditions listed in Section 202.2(e).

* % * %

Service, Parcel Delivery. A Non-Retail Automotive Use limited to facilities for the
unloading, sorting, and reloading of local retail merchandise for keme deliveries, including but

not limited to cannabis and cannabis products, where the operation is conducted entirely within

a completely enclosed building, including garage facilities for local delivery trucks, but
excluding repair shop facilities. Where permitted in PDR Districts, this use is not required to
be operated within a completely enclosed building.

Wholesale Sales. A Non-Retail Sales and Service Use that exclusively provides goods or

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes

cannabis distribution (any use requiring License Type 1]1—Distributor, as defined in California

Business and Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not include a nonaccessory storage

warehouse.

* * Kk %

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.

k * Kk %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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Table 145.4

Reference for Reference for Mixed Use Use
Commercial, Districts
‘Nei‘ghborhood

Commercial, and

Residential- Commercial

Districts

'* * ® * * ® * * * * *® *

102 890.125 Cannabis Retail
* * * * * * * * * * ® *

.SE CTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TQ CANNABIS

RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS.

(a) An establishment that holds a valid permit from the Department of Publié Health to

operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as of the effective date of the ordinance in Board File

No. (“DPH-Permitted MCD ") may convert to a Cannabis Retail Use without

obtaining Conditional Use authorization or seeking Mandatory Discretionary Review, by obtaining a

building permit authorizing the change of use. Such permits are subject to neighborhood notification

pursuant to Sections 311 and 312, if applicable.

(b) A DPH-Permitted MCD converting to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant to this Section 190

is not subject to the locational restrictions for Cannabis Retail set fofth in Section 202.2(a).

(c) In order for a DPH-Permitted MCD to convert to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant to this

Section 190, a completed application for the change of use must be submitted to the Department of

Building Inspection no later than June 30, 2018, and a first approval by the Planning Department or

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Pldnning Commission must be received on or before December 31, 2019. An application will be

deemed to have received its first approval from the Planning Department or Planning Commission

when that body issues its decision, regardless of whether any appeal or lawsuit is subsequently filed

challenging any City approval related to the application.

(d) All other applications for a change of use from a DPH-Permitted MCD to a Cannabis

| Retail Use shall be subject to the zoning controls for the district in which the DPH-Permitted MCD is

located.

(e) This Section 190 shall expire by operation of law on January 1, 2020. Upon its

exbiration, the City Attorney shall cause this Section 190 to be removed from the Planning Code.

SEC. 202.2. LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS.
- (a) Retail Sales and Service Uses. The Retail Sales and Service Uses listed below

shall be subject to the corresponding conditions:

L * %

(5) Cannabis Retail, A Cannabis Retail establishment must meet all of the following

conditions:

(4) A Cannabis Retail establishment must apply for a permit from the Office of

Cannabis pursuant to Article 16 of the Police Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning

Department.

(B) The parcel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located within

a 1000-foot radius of a parcel containing an existing School, public or private, unless a State

licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case thgt different radius shall apply. In

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Retailerora-Medicinal Cannabis Retailer-has-been-issueda Cannabis Retail Use shall

require Conditionél Use authorization if there are more than two other existing Cannabis

Retail establishments or Medica| Cannabis Dispensaries. in any combination, within a 1,000

foot radius of the proposed site. There shall be no minimum radius from a Cannabis Retail. Use to

an existing day care center or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum

radius, in which case that minimum radius shall apply.

(C) Cannabis may be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to

authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis as am)ﬁcable.

(c) Agriculture Use. The Agricultural Uses listed below shall be subject to the

corresponding conditions: |
o (1) Agricultural Uses, General.

Any ﬁlot of land that exceeds 1,000 square feet and is newly established shall comply
with the apblicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 63. Pursuaﬁt to
Section 63.6.2(b) of the Administrative Code, no permit for any site where the modified land
area exceeds 1,000 square feet shall be issued until the General Manager of the Public
Utilities Commission has approved the applicable landscape project documentation.

* Kk Kk %

3) Industrial Agriculture.

Cannabis must only be grown within an enclosed structure.

(d) Industrial Uses. The lndqstrial and PDR uses listed below shall be subject to
the corresponding conditions: |
(1) Heavy Manufacturing 1, Metal Working, and Agricultural Feod,Eiber;
and Beverage Processing 1 and 2. These uses are required to operate within a

completely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or exits required by

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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law,'within 50 feet of any R District; No noise, vibration, or unhealthful emissions shall
extend beyond the premises of the use.
ok ok ®
(e) Institutional Uses. The Institutional Uses listed below shall be subject to the
corresponding conditions:
(1) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Medical Cannabis Dispensaryies Uses
are required tb meet all of the following conditions: |
(A) 4 Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall apply for a permit from
the Department-of Public HeadthOffice of Cannabis pursuant to Seetion3304Article 16 of the San
Eranciseco HealthPolice Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning Department.

(B) The parcel containing the Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shali

not be located within a 1000-foot radius oftess then1:009feetfrom a parcel containing #e

Following=an existing School, public or private -er-a-Public Facility Community-Faetlity-or-Private
Community-Faectity: unless a State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that

different radius shall apply. In addition, the-parcel-containing-the-Medical- Ganpabis

Retailer-has-been-issued.a Medical Cannabis Dispensary shall require Conditional Use
authorization if there are more than two other existing Cannabis Retail establishments or

Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, in any combination, within a 1,000 foot radius of the

proposed site. There shall be no minimum radius from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use to an

existine day care center or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum

radius, in which case that minimum radius shall apply. Srroking-on-the-premises-of-a-Medical

atalsla BRIl JaVala u¥ ¥l Fa adaasinin ATATATANATAR Va¥al M NOE a

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis
. as applicable.

* % % %

(h) Cannabis-Related Uses. Except as otherwise specified in the Code, there shall be no

minimum radius from a cannabis-related Use to an existing School, public or private; day care

center; .or youth .center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case

that minimum radius shall apply.

SEC. 204.3. ACCESSORY USES FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLINGS IN C, RC, M,

AND PDR DISTRICTS.

(a) Commercial,-##d Residential-Commercial, Distriets-PDR, and M Districts. No-tse

s-ka-l-l-be:peme%#ed—as—&én adccessory #Use to a lawful pPrincipal or eConditional #Use ix-any
Commercial-orResidential-Commercial-District-whick is subject to—hwek'es—ei%qﬂ#e&aﬁy-ef the

following limitations:

(1) Floor Area Limitations. Theuse-ofmore-An Accessory Use cannot occupy more

than one-third of the total floor area occupied by such use, any additional accessory uses, and
the pPrincipal or ¢Conditional #Use to which it is accessory, éxcept in the case of accessory
off-street parking or loading;, e

(2) Noise and Vibration Limitations. Any noise, vibration, or unhealthful

emissions may not extendirng beyond the premises of the use.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(3) - Limitations on Cannabis Retail Accessory Uses. The sale of cannabis as an

accessory use is subject to any applicable limitations or regulations imposed by the Office of

Cannabis. Cannabis Retail is not permitted as an Accessory Use unless the Cannabis Retail

establishment holds a permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis specifically permitting Cannabis

Retail accessory to another activity on the same premises.

(b) PDR and M Districts Specific Controls. No-use-shall-be-permitted-as-an-accessoryuse

= » nal nie o A4 A, 2. JFPeCL I DR A Ad D):cr s 2110y aQ
4 G it a1y - 4 p .

loading—Multiple PDR uses within a single building or development may combine their

accessory retail allotment into one or more shared retail spaces, provided that the total
allotment of accessory retail space per use does not exceed what otherwise would be
permitted by this Section_204.3.

(c) C, M, and PDR Districts Specific Controls. An antenna or a microwave or satellite

dish shall be permitted in, C, M, and PDR Districts, except PDR-1-B Districts, without regard
to the height of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish and without regard to the
proximity of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish to any R District, if the following
requirements are met: | '

(1) the antenna or dish will be used for the reception of indoor wireless,
microwave, radio, satellite, or television broadcasts for the exclu‘sive benefit of the residents
orioccupantvs in the buildir'}g on which the facility is placed; and

(2) the antenna or dish is an accessory use to a lawful principal or conditional

use-; and

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(3) the antenna or dish shall comply with any applicable design review criteria,
including but not limited to any applicable design review criteria contained in the Wireless

Telecommunications Services Facility Siting Guidelines.

* * % %

SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS.

* % % %

Table 209.1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS

Zoning Category § References RH-1D) RH-1 RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3

* % % %

Agricultural Uses*  [§§ 102, 202.2(c)| C C C C c

dgriculture, Industrial |§§ 102.202.2(c) | NP NP NP ne | np

Agriculture, , ,
§§ 102,202.2(c)| P P P P P

Neighborhood : :

k k % *

SEC. 209.2. RM (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED) DISTRICTS.

¥ k% % %

Table 209.2
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Zoning Category § References  RM-1 RM-2 RM-3

* % % %

=

AyricUItural Use Category

i

RM-4

Agricultural Uses* §§ 102,202.2(c)y - C - C C C
Agriculture, Industrial . |§§ 1 0; 202.2(c) NP NP NP NP
Agriculture, :
§§ 102, 202.2(c) P P P P
Neighborhood :
* k% % %
SEC. 210.3. PDR DISTRICTS.
* % %k %
Table 210.3
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR PDR DISTRICTS
Zoning §' References | PDR-1-D 'PDR-1-B PDR-1-G PDR-2
Category
* % % % '
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
* % % %
Agricultural Use Category
Agricultural §§ 102,
P P P P

Uses* 202.2(c)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Agriculture,

Industrial

§102

(@]

1o

o

o

* % * %

Industrial Use Category

* % % %

Agfiéulﬁtral h
Food Fiber
and
Beverage

Processing 1°

§§-102,
202.2(d) -

NP

Agricultural
Food-Fiber
and
Beverage

Processing 2

§§ -1 02’
| 202.2(d)

NP

lnstitutiohal Use Category

* k % %

* Kk kR

* % % %

* % % %

Medical
Cannabis

Dispensary

§§ 102,
202.2(e)

NPP (10)

NPP (1)

* % * %

® % % %

* ® * %

% % %

* % % %

Sales and Service Category

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Retail Sales :
§§ 102,
and Service- P (1) P (10) P (9) P(1)
: 202.2(a)
Uses*
*.**.* *4*** ® % % % * % % % * % % % % % *
Cannabis Retail | §§ 102, P)21) P10)21) P9)21) P)2l)
202.2(a)-
% % % % * % % % * % % % **_** * ® % % * * % %

% % %

(21) Cannabis Retail is only permitted where (a) the Cannabis Retail establishment holds a valid

Cannabi& Microbusiness permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis, and (b) the Cannabis Retail Use

occupies no more than 1/3 of the total floor area occupied by the PDR and Cannabis Retail Uses on

the premises. .
SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES.

‘(f\_)) Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. The purpose of this Section is to ensure
that all HOME—SF Projects under Section 206.3 and all Analyzed State Density Bonus
Program Prdjects under Section 266.5 are reviewed in coordination with priority processing
available for certain projects with greater levels of affordable housing. While most projects in
the Program will likely be somewhat larger than their surroundings in order to facilitate
higher levels of affordable housing; the Planning Commission and Department shall ensure
that each project is consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and
any other applicable design guidelines, as adopted and periodically amended by the

Planning Commission, so that projects respond to their surrounding context, while still

" meeting the City's affordable housing goals.

LI * Kk

Mayor Lee; Sapervisor Sheehy
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(2) Exceptions. This subsection (v#)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed
projects. As'a component of the review process under this Section 303(v#), the Planning
Commission may-grant minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for |
below, in addition to the development bonuses granted to the project in Section 206.3(d).
Such exceptions, however, should o.nly be granted to allow building mass to appropriately
shift to respond to surrounding context, and only when the Planning Commission finds that
such modifications: (1) do not substantially reduce or increase the overall buildi'ng envelope
permittéd by the Prbgram under Sections 206.3; and (2) are consistent with the Affordable
Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. These exceptions may include:

¥ % & w
(F) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection (ve)(2),
modification of other Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit
Development (as set forth.in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the |
broperty is Iocated;
ok % %
(3) Additional Criteria. In addition to the criteria set forth in subsection (e)2),
the Planning Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met:
* ok ok
(F) whether any existing commercial or retail uses has been
designated, or is eligible to be designated, as a Legacy Business under Administrative Code
Ssection 2A.242; or is a formula retail business.

* %k x K

(w) Cannabis Retail.

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in

addition to the criteria set'forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the concentration of

Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensary Uses within the general proximity of the

Qrdgosed Cannabis Retail Use, the balance of other goods and services available within the

oeneral proximity of the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in vouth access and exposure to

cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed measures to

counterbalance any such increase.
~ (x) Medical Cannabis Diggensérigs.
With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Medical Can'nabis
Dispensary Use. in addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the

Commission shall consider the concentration of Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis

Dispensary Uses within the general proximity the proposed Medical Cannabis Disgensagg‘

Use, _
SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES.
(c) "Retail Sales or Service Activity or Retail Sales or Service Establishment.”

For the purposes of this Section 303.1, a retail sales or service activity or retail sales or
service establishment shall include the following uses, whether functioning as a principal or
accessory use, as defined in Articles 1, 2, 7, and 8 of this Code:

Tourist Oriented Gift Store §§ 102, 890.39;-and

Non-Auto Vehicle Sales or Rental §§ 102, 890.69:; and

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 890.125.

*  * * *

SECTION 312. PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR ALL NC AND EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(c) Changes of Use.
(1) NC Districts. In NC Districts, all building permit applibati’ons for a change of

use to, or the establishment of, the following uses shall be subject to the provisions of subsection

312(d) except as stated below:
| an-Adult Business;
Bar;

Cannabis Retail

Child Care Facility;
Géneral Entertainment;
Group Hoqsing,—
Limited Restaurant;
Liquor Store;
Restaurant;

- Massage Establishment;

Medical Cannabis Dispensary

Nighttime Entertainment;

Outdo'or Activity Area;

Post-Secondary Educational Institution;
Private Community Facility; |

Public Community Facility;
: Religious Institution;

ResidentialCare Facility;

Resiaurant

- School;

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ’
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Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment; o
- Trade Schoolskalkbe—subjeeﬁe—#@mnﬁemwf%bsee&%(d)f
provided:-hHowever, that-a change of use from a Restaurant to a Limited-Restaurant shall
not be subject to the provisions of subsection 312(d). In addition, any accessory massage
use in the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District shall be subject to the
provisions of subsection 312(d). ‘

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Districts. In all RED-ard-Eastern Neighborhoods

Mixed Use Districts all building permit applications for a change of use from any one land

use category to another land use category or for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail or

Medical Cannabi3~Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of Ssubsection 312(d). For

the purposes of this subsection (c), "land use category” shall mean those categories used to

organize the individual land uses which appear in the use tables in' Article 8, immediately

" preceding a group of individual land uses, &nd—inelude—tkeincluding but not limited to the

following: Residential Use;; Institutional Use;; Retail Sales and Service Use;; adssembly,

Recreation, 4rts and Entertainment Use;; Office Use;; Live/Work Units Use;; sMotor y¥Vehicle

sServices w#Use;; Vehicle Parking Use;; Industrial Use;; #Home and bBusiness sService Use;;

or eOther #Use.

* k % %

SEC. 703. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS.

ok ok w

(d) Accessory Uses. Subject tc; the limitations set forth below and in Sections 204.1
(Ac.;c’essory. Uses for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory
to Other Uses), and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code,
Accessory Uses as defined in Section 102 shall be permitted when located on the same lot.

Any use that does not qualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal or

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Conditional #Use unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.4 of
this Code.

No Usc? will be considered accessory to a permitted Principal or Conditional Use that
involves or._fe,quires anil of the fo‘IloWing: |

* * % %

(9) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in Section 204.‘3(a)(3 ).

L

SEC. 710. NC-1 — NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT.

* 0k k% -

Table'710. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1

ZONING CONTROL TABLE
Zoning Category "| § References ' Controls

Controls by Story

3l'd+

Greenhowse-Agriculture, | §§ 102, NP NP NP
Industrial 202.2(c) |

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, NP&)(6) NP(6) NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Residential Care.Facility § 102 P P(54) P(54)

(34) C required for 7 or more persons.

(63) Cif aMacroWTS Fability; P if a Micro WTS Facility.
(6) C in Supervisorial District 4. |

SEC. 711.. NC-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-2
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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§ References

Controls

Zoning Category

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES

Controls by Story

2nd

3I'd.|_

GreenhouseAgriculture,

NP

NP

Industrial | §§ 102, 202.2(c)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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% & % ok * % % % * % % % * % K Kk |k * K% %
Cannabis Retail 88 102, 202(a) C (& NP
* * K & ) ¥ Ok %k % * % K ok * % % % | % * % %

SEC. 712. NC-3 - MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* * % %

Zoning Category | § References . Controls

Controls by Story

3I’d+

Greenhousedgriculture,
Industrial §§ 102,202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102,202.2(e) |DR DR | BRNP
Dispensary

~ Mayor Lee; Superviso-r Sheehy i ’
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*

* 0k 0%

* 0k % %

SEC. 713. NC-S - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT.

Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

Controls by Story

3 rd +

Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

NP

NP NP

Medical Cannabis

§§ 102, 202.2(e)

Dispensary

Mayor Lee; Supervis’br Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail ' 8§ 102, 202.2(a) CN GN NP

* % % % % % % % * % % % k k 0k K * * L

SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

*) * * * * * * * * * *x * * * * * * * * *
GﬁeenkeweAgzl iculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) I NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR NEDR NP

202.2(e)

§§ 102, 202.2(a) | C [& NP

* % % % . * % % % * % %k % * Kk Kk % k% k%

SEC. 715. CASTRb STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* % Kk %

Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

* * * % * % % % 0k ok % * % Kk % L R S 2
Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* *"‘k *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR NPDR NP
202.2(e)
* ® * * * * 'k * * * * * * * * * *® %

* * * * * * % * * *® * * * * * * * %

Cannabis Retail 102 [&) C NP
202.2(a

* * * * * * * * * * * * . * *

SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* k 0k %

Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

* * * * * * * * * * x® * * *
G)ﬂeei%euseAgzicuZture, §§102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

k k% 0k %

Table 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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G#een;keﬂﬂeA griculture,

TFndustrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis NPDR NP

Dispensary

§§102, 202.2(a) | C lc NP

* ® % % * %k % % ’ * k % % ® k% Kk % % k %

SEC. 718. "UP'PER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
| ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

§ References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedg riculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

§§ 102, DR

SEC. 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL
DISTRICT.
* * * *
Table 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % * %

Zoning Category § References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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STANDARDS & USES

Industrial

GreenkouseAgriculture,

NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Shéehy
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(1) No more than three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries or Cannabis Retail Uses, in any

combination, shall be permitted at any g iven time.
(242) OFF—SALE,LIQUQR ESTAB,LISHMENTS

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Controls: - o

(a) New Liqubr Store uses with Type 20 or Type 21 ABC licenses are not permitted
in the district; providéd, however, that any use within the District with an existing Type 20 or
Type 21 ABC license may dbtain a new license, if required by the ABC, after it has been ‘
closed temporarily for repair, renovation, remodeling, or reconstruction.

(b) Liquor Store uses may relocate within the district with Conditional Use
authorization. - -~

(c) General Grocery, Specialty Grocery, and Liquor Store uses with off-sale alcohol
licenses shall observe the following good neighbor policies:

. (i) Liquor establishments shall provide outside lighting in a manner sufficient

~ to illuminate street and sidewalk areas and adjacent parking, as appropriate to maintain

security,' wifhout disturbing area feside‘nces; )

. : '(i:i')-Advertisemen'ts in win‘dows.and clear doors are not permitted, and no
md‘re than 25% of the équare footage of the windows and clear doors of liquor
establishments shall bear sighage of any sort, and all signage shall be placed and
maintained in a manner that ensures that law enforcement personnel have a clear and
unobstructed View of the interior of the premises, including the area in which the cash

registers are maintained, from the exterior public sidewalk or entrance to the premises.

(323) FRINGE FINANCIAL SERVICE RESTRICTED USE DISTRICT (FFSRUD)

Boundaries: The FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer includes, but is not limited to, properties
within the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District.

Controls: Within the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffér, fringe financial services are NP
pufsuant to Section 249.35. Outside the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial
se’r\)ic;es aré'_P,,sulbject to the restrictions set forth in Section 249.35(c)(3).

(434). C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Fagility.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Greenhowsedgriculture,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102,

Dispensary

202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail 102 c c NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

‘§ References Controls

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR NPDR NP

§8 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* * k0% . *k k% 0k Kk 0k % k k k % * % Kk &

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 38




SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
'ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

* Ok 0k %

Zoning Category . § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§§ 102,
202.2(c) NP , NP NP

Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

§§ 102, DR
202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail ‘ 102 C C NP
202.2(a)
* * * * *® * * * L3 * * *® ® * *

SEC. 724, SA_CR"AME.NTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* -k Kk Kk

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

G%e%keu&eAgﬁcyltyre, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c)

NP

NP

NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail o §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* 0k 0k % ’ * Kk % % * 0k % % * Kk Kk %k * Kk * %

SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
’ ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* k ok %

Zonihg Categofy § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

* * * % * * % * * k% Ok * * k k% * Kk * *
Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* * * * * k% * * * % * * % * * * * * *
Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NPDR | NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ' :
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* * * * * * * * * * * ® * * * *
Caniabis Retail $§8102,202.2(a) | C C NP
*- * * L3 L * * ) * * * * *

SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

k% k%

Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* %

Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

§§ 102,

NP

NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary

§¢ 102, 202.2(e)

MayorLee;SupaﬁBorSheehy
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Cannabis Retail §§102,202.2(a) | C C NP
* *® * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 728. 24TH STREET —~ NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* ® % %

Table 728. 24TH STREET — NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* * * * * * * * * L3 ® * * * * *
Greenhousedgriculture,
Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy -
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| Medical Cannabis - | §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR NEDR NP

Dispensary -

Cannabis Retail 1 88102, 202.2() | C C NP

*‘***. * Kk Kk % * % * % * 0k % % * % % %

SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

CE A N

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
‘ ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

* * k% * * * * % % % * * * * %k * * %k ® ®
GrceeﬁkeuseAg riculture, §§. 102,
Industrial ‘ 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* % k% %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis §§102,  |C NEC NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail 102 ' [8} [} NP
202.2(a)
* ok kK _ o :k‘*'** * kK Kk K * ok Kk & * ok kK

* & K K

SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

L N

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial ‘ 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NEDR NP
Dispensary ' 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail $§102.202.2() | C C NP

® 0k 0k 0k * k k% * * % % x* K 0k 0% k k Kk &

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table '73.1. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
| ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy:
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Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

.Medical Cannabis

Dispenséry |

* kK % 0k ok ok ¥ Ok k% * % Kk % * kK K
Cannabis Retail $8102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* k k% . ' * k Kk & L * ok Kk % * % % 0k

SEC. 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greerhousedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Canniabis '§§.102,. C NEC NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail | $8102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* & Kk ® * K% Kk * * Kk Kk K * kK k% * k% *k

SEC.733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
" Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL DISTRICT
- ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial - §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

$§102, 202.2(a) | C c NP

k Kk %k %k b * k* % % * % % % k k% % * * * %

SEC. 734 JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
GOMMER%DISTRICT
* * * *
Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Industrial 4

G#eeﬁheuse'—‘A'gr .i'culture,'

§§ 102,

NP

NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispénsary

§§ 102,

* * % * % * *
Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
* * * * ‘ ' * * * * * * * * * * * ® *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 750. NCT-1 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT GLUSTER DISTRICT.

%k % %

Table 750. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT NCT-1

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

Giceea‘bheﬂse—Agricultu}e,

Industrial

NP

NP

NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary .

* 0k %k % ¥ 0k % %

* % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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§§102,.202.2(a) | NP ‘ NP NP

* k -k v * k Kk k% * Kk k& * ok ok ® * 0k kK

SEC. 751. NCT-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

DISTRICT. |

Table 751. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-
2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenkouse-Agriculture,

Industrial

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis ~ | §§102, DR NEDR NP

Dispensary . . . | 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail . §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* 0k * % % % 0 |x % % x * 0k k% * ok Kk 0k

SEC. 752. NCT-3 — MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT.

* L *®

. Table 752. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
* TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-3 ZONING CONTROL TABLE

 * F %

Zoning Category
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§ References Controls

G}deeﬁljteu&e—A.griculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

$§8 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* %k k% % * % % % * 0k 0k 0k * -k x % * k k%

SEC 753. SQMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
' ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

§ References Controls

* * * * *® * * * * * * * * * * * * *® * *
Greenhouse-Agriculture, - §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* * * * * * % * * * * % * * * % %
Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR ANPDR NP
202.2(e)

§8.102, 202.2(a)

* % % 0%

SEC. 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

% * % %

Table 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

[}

§ References

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) | NP NP ‘NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NBDR NP

Dispensary - | 202.2(e)

§8102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

Ok 0k 0k ® Ok % % * * ® % * ok 0k K * k% %

SEC. 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
k 0k k% 3 .
Tablé 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References A Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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% % % % * % * * * % %k % * * Kk % L * %
Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§' 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* * * * * * * * * * * ® * x ® * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
L * * * ) %* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
‘Table 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
o . ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture,

Industrial

NP

NP

% k. ok % * % * * k% * % L
Medical Canhabis §§ 102,202.2(e) | DR NEPDR NP
Dispensary
* % % % * % 0k % *  ® * % *® * % x ok

* * * * ® * * * * * * * X
Cannabis Retail §6102,202.2(2) | C C NP
* * * ® *® * * * * ) * * * * * * *

I

I
I
I
Il
I
Il
I

M

ayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
' | ZONING CONTROL TABLE

k ok K %

Zoning Catégory § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenhouse-Agriculture,

Industrial

202.2(c) NP NP NP

¢8 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* % * % . * % % % * % % % * % %k % * % % *‘

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
" ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* kK ok

Zonihg Cétegory § References Controls

Giﬂeenkewe—/lgziculture,

Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

* * * * * kK * * k% * * * % L * * L3 *
Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) DR DR NP
Dispensary

* *® * * * * % * * % * * % % * % *® * * x
Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
* * * * ® * * ® ] * % * * * K * % * * * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT. o |
Table 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

References . Controls
§

Gﬂéeﬁheuéeﬁgziculture, | §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis 1 §§ 102, DR MPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Maydr Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 65




O © o ~N O A~ W N

N N N N N = ea =2 a = a s A aa a
8 A W N =2 O ©W o N o O bhwWwN

§8 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

k¥ ok ok ok * % Kk x * % Kk *  k K Kk * ok ok *

SEC. 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

k ok 0k K

Controls

§ References

* * * k% * | A* *I; *‘h» *V | % % % * %
Greenhouse-Agriculture, - §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR ANRDR NP
Dispensary ' 202.2(e)

* * % % I O . I A k k % % * ok K % kK k.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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k3 *® * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *®
Cannabis Retail §§102,202.2(a) | C : C  |NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
*k 0k Kk % V .
Table 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
" ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* k % %k

Zoning Category - § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

G#eeﬁhewe-Agziculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR

Dispensary

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 67




* * * * L] * * * x * * * * * * * * L3 * *
Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202.2(a) | C ' C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSIT DISTRICT
B ' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture,
Industrial . §§ 102, 202.2(5) NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Shéehy
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Medical Cannabis |

§§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR NPDR NP
Dispensary

* Kk k% x k k % * Kk & % * * K *® ® % k ®
Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
ok % # ok A ¥ ' % % % % * % ® % * A * 0k ok

SEC. 763. 24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT. |
Table 763. 24TH STREET -MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL TRANSIT
. DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Greenhouse-A griculture,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* * % %

~ Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* * * * * Ok 0k * * k% * * Kk k % * K% * *
Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR |NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Canngbis Retail -+ - | §6102,2022) | C° o NP

k k% Kk % : * k k% * % % % ok k% % * Kk Kk %

SEC. 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT.

Table 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* %k Kk K

Zoning Category § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial o 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* * * * * % L * % . * * * * % * * k k%
Medical Cannabis - | §§ 102, - DR NEDR NP
Dispensary .~ 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §6102,202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * % * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 803.2. USES PERMITTED IN CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
TABLE 803.2 USE CATEGORIES PERMITTED IN THE
CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS

Section Number
No. Zoning Control Categories for Uses of Use
Definition
* ok 0k % * ok kK * 0k ok *
803.2.75 Cannabis Retail ¢ 890.125
* Kk k *k * 0k k% ’ * x Kk *

(b) Use Limitaﬁons. Uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts are either permitted,

conditional, accessory, t_emporary, or are not permitted.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . .
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(1) Permitted Uses. All permitted uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts shall
be conducted within an enclosed building, unless otherwise specifically allowed in this Code.
ExCeptions from this req}uirement are: accessory off-street parking and loading; uses which,
when located outside 'éf a building, quélify és an outdoor activity area, as defined in Section
896.71 of foS'Cdde; NeighBorhoéd'Agr‘icultAure, as defined in Section 102 of this Code;
Wireless Te[ecbmmuhibatibns‘Sérvices Facility, as defined in Section 102 of this Code; and
uses which by their nature are to be conducted in an open lot or outside a building, as
described in Sections 890 through 890.140 of this Code. If there are two or more uses in a
structure and none is classified under Section 803.2(b)(1)(C) of this Code as accessory,
then each of these uses will be considered separately as an independent permitted,
conditional, temporary, or not permitted use.

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the Iirﬁitations set forth below and in

Sections 2041 (Accessow Uses for Dwelling Units in R Districts) and 204.5 (Parking and

- Loading as Accessory Useé) of this Code, arelated minor use which is either necessary to

the operation dr‘. enjoyment ofa lawful p’ﬁrinci’pa’l #Use or eConditional #Use or is
apﬁropriafe; .i.n.éidéntaL and subordinate to any such 'use, shall be permitted in Chinatown
Mikéd Use Districts as an a4ccessory #Use when located on the same lot. Any #Use not
qualified as an e4ccessory ugsé shall only be allowed as a pPrincipal or eConditional #Use,
unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.2 of this Code.

No use in a Chinatown Mixed Use District will be considered accessory to a
pPrincipal #Use which involves or requires any of the following:

* * kK %

(vit) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

Section 204.3(a)(3).

Mayor Lee; Subervisor Sheehy :
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10
11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

* * %k %

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE
DISTRICTS_AND'SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eas;cefn Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts and South
of Market Mixed Use Districts are either Principally Ppermitted, Conditional, Accessory,
temporary, or are not permitted.

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not
classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1)(C) of this Code as adccessory will be considered
separately as an independent permitted, eConditional, tempofary or not permitted use.

.(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in
Sectionsv204,1 (Agcessqry 'Uses for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory
Uses fof Uses bth‘er Than DWéIﬁngs in R~Distrfcts),—; 204.4 (Dwelling Unité Accessory to
Other Uses), 'anc.l, 2045 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an
éCcéSsory Lljs'eiihsv é related mi'nor use Which is either necessary to the operation or
enjoyment of a lawful p]jrincipal #Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental, and .
subordinate to any such use, and shall be permitted as an e4ccessory #Use in an Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use District and South of Market Mixed Use District. In order to
accommodate a pPrincipal #Use which is carried out by one business in multiple locations
within the same general area, such adccessory #Use need not be Iocated in the same
structure or Iot és its pPrincipal #Use provided that (1) the adccessory #Use is located within
1,000 feet of the pPrincipal #Use; and (2) the multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990-ke
eﬁés—ﬁ-ve—da—t‘e—efﬂﬂﬂ—&me%dmeﬂt) adccessory #Uses to non-office uses (as defined in Section

890.70) may occuApy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the pPrincipal

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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#Use so long as the edccessory #Use is located in the same building as the pPrincipal #Use
and;cofnplie"s with all other res_tﬁctions applicable to'such af_icceséory #UUses. Any use which
does ﬁof qualify és: an aAécessory #Use shall be claésified as a pPrincipal #Use.

| No uée will be considered accessory to a pPrincipal #Use which involves or requires
any of the following: |

® % Kk %

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

Section 204.3(a)(3).

* k0% &

SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT.
‘ S _ Table 810
CHINATOWN COMMUNI.TY_ BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

‘. fZ.bning '. Chinatown Community Business
No. o § References
Category Controls by Story
1st - 2nd 3rd+

Retail Sales and Services

L A * 0k k % * ok ok Ok k% ok L A

.75 Cannabis Retail| §§ 202.2(a), 890.125

i
I

k k % % * % Kk % * % % % k Kk Kk 0k * * k%

* k- ok %

'SEG. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT.

- Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' : Page 74




© © ~N o o A W N -

gl W N A O O O oON Y ;NN -~ O

T T

Table 811

CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

*k Ok k%

Zoning -
No. § References Chinatown Visitor Retail Controls by Story
Category
1st 2nd 3rd+
Retail Sales and Services
. * * * # * * * wl * * * % * * * % * * *
'3 *
, - 1-8§ 202.2(a),
ﬂ : Cannebze Retazl $90.125 [&) C
% i * * ?\‘. L * % R * * * L * k% % * * *

* k% ® K

SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* k % %

Table 812

CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % % %

No.

Zoning

Categery -

§ References

Chinatown Residential Neighborhood

Commercial Controls by Story

2nd

3rd+

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Retéil Sales and Services

* ok

N R © * * * * * % * k k x * & * ® ® 3 L3 * *
N 202.2(a

.75 | Cannabis Retail 800,125 C

x k% *

* * k %

* 2k % %

LI 5 * *®

k ok Ok *

L S N

SEC. 813. RED — RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT.

* % K %

 Table 813

' RED -—1 RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Residential
No. Zoning Category § References
Enclave Controls
Other Uses
*_**'****-* kK ok k% %
: Greenhouse-orPlant-Nursery
813.71 § 22Ha102 NP
Industrial Agriculture .

® k % %

L S

* * * %

* % &k %

813.74A

Neighborhéod Agriculture

§ 10235

813.74B

Lérge—Scale Urban Agriculture

§ 102:25¢)

NP

k * Kk %

* k Kk %

0k % %

k ok ok k

* % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 814. SPD - SOUTH PARK DISTRICT.

* R * %

Table 814

No.

SPD - SOUTH PARK DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category

{ § References

South Park District Controls

N LR R

k% %

* * k %

* % Kk %

Retail Sales and Services

814.31

All Retail Sales and
Services, Except for
Bars,and Liquor

Stores and Cannabis

Retail

§§ 102, 890.104,
890.116 '

P up to 5,000 sf per lot

* * Kk %

k k Kk %

* % k Kk

x 0k 0k %

814.75

Cannabis Retail

§§ 202.2(a), 890.125

C up to 5,000 sfper lot

L R

* % % %

* % % %

* * k%

Ot-her' Uses

Ok k%

%k ok k-

RN O N

ok Kk %

814.74A

Netrsersy-Industrial

Agriculture

§ 227a)102

NP

- Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Neighborhood

814.74B § 102:35¢) P
Agriculture ‘
Large-Scale Urban

814.74C ‘ § 102:35¢) C
Agriculture

* % % %

SEC. 815. RSD — RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT.

Tk kR *

RSD — RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONl'NG CONTROL TABLE

Table 815

No.| Zoning Category § References

Residential/Service
Mixed Use District Controls

kK * %

Retail Sales and Services

All Retail Sales and Services which are not Office
~|Uses or prohibited by § 803.4, including Bars, 8§ 102, P, pursuant to

815.31 .

Limited-Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis Retail {890.104 - § 803.8(c)

and Personal Services

*._*‘:*."*Al ® x k% % Kk ok %k
Other Uses
815.74A Gi%ﬁhemmdustﬁal Agriculture  § 2242102 NP
815.74B [Neighborhood Agriculture § 10235 P
815.74C |Large-Scale Urban Agriculture § 102:354) |C

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* % % %

I .

*

¥ * %

SEC. 816. SLR — SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT.

*

* %k %

Table 816

SLR — SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USED DISTRICT

No.

Zoning Category

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Service/Light
Industrial/
Residential Mixed
Use

District Controls

*®

* * %

Retail Sales and Services

All Retail Sales and Services which are
not Office Uses or prohibited by
816.31 [§ 803.4, including Bars, Limited- 8§ 102, 890.104 P
. [Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis
Retail, ahd Peréonal Services
Other Uses
Greenhonse-or-Plant-Nursery-Industrial
816.74A § 227a}102 NP
Agriculture
816.74B|Neighborhood Agriculture § 102:35¢a) P
Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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816.74C{Large-Scale Urban Agriculture § 102-35¢) C

L S k ok k% k  k  k ok

* %* % %

SEC. 817. SLI— SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

* %k Kk %

_ Table 817
SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

- Service/Light Industrial
No. Zoning Category | § References

District Controls

k k% kpk 0k % % L * k k% %

Retail Sales and Services

All Retail Sales and
Services which are nof
Office Uses or
orohibited by § 803.4,
817.31 |ncluding Bars, |§§102, 890.104p
| ' Limited-RestaUrants,

Restaurants, Cannabis

Retail, and Personal .

Services
X * * ® Ik * * * . . % * * * * * X *
Other Uses
L3 * L3 * |* * * *® X * L3 * ‘ L3 * * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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817.74A

Greenhouse-or-Plant
Netrsers-Industrial

" |dgriculture

l§227t2102

817.74B

Neighborhood .-

' Agriculture

§ 102:35¢)

817.74C

Large-Scale Urban

Agriculture

§ 102:35@)

* * K %k

* k% 0k %

L A

* Kk Kk %

*

* % *

SEC. 818. SSO — SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT.

®

* % *

Table 818

SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

ZOning Category

§ References

Service/Secondary Office

District Controls

x * * *

® * % %

k Kk % %

* % % %

Retail Sales and Services

818.31

Office Uses or

{All Retail Sales and

Services which are not

prohibited by § 803.4,

including Bars, Limited-

§§102,890.104 P

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Restaurants,
Restaurants, Cannabis
Retail, and Personal
Services
Other Uses
Greenhouse-or-Blant
818.74A  PMursery-Industrial § 227102 P
Agriculture
Neighborhood
818.74B : § 102:35¢) P
Agriculture
Large-Scale Urban -
818.74C § 102:35¢) C
- |Agriculture ~

* *® % %

SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

* Kk % *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Table 840

MUG — MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use-General District Controls

ik X % Kk

Institutions

I

* * Kk %

k k k  *

* % % %

840.36

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

§ 890.133

% % % %

* * % %k

k k Kk *

Retail Sal

es and Services

* * % %

k k k%

x ok k%

* ¥ *

840.52

Cannabis Retail

8§ 202.2(a),
890.125

C. Subject to size controls in Section 840.45.

LI A

kK %

k * % %

k kK

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

A S

* % % %

e % % %

* k. * %

Non-Retail- Greenhouse

840.87 |orPlantNursery § 227@)102 P
Industrial Agriculture

Other Uses

ok k%

* 0k Kk %

* % % %

x Kk Kk %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Agriculture

Neighborhood
840.97B § 102:35¢a) P
Agriculture
: Large-Scale Urban
840.97C | § 102:35¢h) C

& * k% ik

* k%

* x L

k k  k %

* 0k Kk %k

SEC. 841. MUR — MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

* %

* %

Table 841

MUR — MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.  7oning Category

- § ~ Mixed Use-
References Residential
" District Controls

A R S

{institutions

*k  k kK

k % * k

ik * K %

x k k%

841.36

Mediéal Cannabis Dispensary

§ 890.133

NP

* k k%

* ok ok %

* Tk k%

ik k kK

Industrial, Home, and Business Service |

k  k  k ok

e % k&

* k k %

kK kK

841.87

Non-Retail-Greenhouse-or-Plant Nursery

ndustrial Aericulture

§ 227a)102

P

Other Uses
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841.97B ~ |Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 102:35¢

P

841.97C  |Large-Scale Urban Agriculture

§ 102:35¢%)

C

* * * % x * % %

k k k%

k Kk % %

E I

SEC. 842. MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

* % k%

©w 0 N oo g W DN

Table 842

" MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE
No ) . § Mixed Use-Office
- |Zoning Category References District Controls
Institutions
842.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary § 890.133 QP
Industrial, Home, and Business Service
ok * *® * £3 * * * . L3 * * * o * * *
- mﬂ& 7 &Ml%%e@‘
842.87 1§ 22Ha102 P
Industrial Agriculture

Other Uses
% * * *® 3 * * * . % * * * ol * % ®
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842.97B

Neighbdrhdod Agriculture

1§ 102356 P

842.97C

Large—Scale Urban Agriculture

§102:35m) |C

k *k % K

LI A

k k% %k

k * % %

* ok k0%

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT.

* k% % %

Table 843

UMU — URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Urban Mixed Use District Controls

L A

Institutions

L R S

Kk % %

k % 0k %

843.36

" IMedical Cannabis

Dispensary

§ 890.133

* ok k%

k k kK

N R S

Jlndusti'ial, Home, and Business Service

* 2k Kk %

k k%

k ko ok

Non-Retail Greenhouse-or

843.87 {Plant Nursery Industrial § 227102 P
Agriculture

Other Uses

* % K %

* 0k 0k Ok

k ok kK
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843.97B

| Neighborhood

Agriculture

§ 102356

P

843.97C

Large-Scale Urban

Agriculture

§ 102:35()

C

* % Kk %

% * Kk %

L

k  k k%

* % Kk %

SEC. 844. WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. -

L O

Table 844
- WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE -

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

WSoMa Mixed Use-Residential
District Controls

kK kK

[institutions

o x %

L ® ® %

e k%

* % * %

843.36

IMedical Cannabis

Dispensary

§ 890.133

LI A 3

* * k%

* % % %

* & ® %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

*k k k%

* * % %

xk k0 %

* ok k%

844.87

Non-Retail Greenhouseor
Plant Nursery-Industrial

Agriculture

§ 227102
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Other Uses

N .

L

k k% k%

k k% %

844.97b

Neighborhood Agriculture|§ 102:35¢a)

P

844.97¢c

Agriculture

Large-Scale Urban

§ 102:350)

NP

& Kk K Ok

* * % %

LA I

x Kk ok %

L S

SEC. 845. WMUO — WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

k ok x %

Table 845

- WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.  |76ning Category

§ References

WSoMAWSoMa Mixed Use-Office
District Controls

k k k&

lInstitutions

k k% %

k k¥ %

L A

L S A

1845.36

Dispensary

Medical Cannabis

§ 890.133

k k%

kK k k%

k Kk k %

L R .

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

L A

L A

* % % %

k ok k%

845.87

Non-Retail

§ 22He)102

Greenhouse-or-Rlant
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Newsery-Industrial

" \Agriculture

Other Uses

k ok k%

k * Kk %

x k 2k %

L S 2

Neighborhood '
845.97b § 102:35¢) P
E Agriculture
- |Large-Scale Urban
‘ § 102:35¢5) NP

845'.970

Agriculture

* 2k % %

x ok Kk %

* % % %

A R R

* %k * %

SEC. 846. SALI - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

Table 846
SALI — SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

SALI District Controls

* * * %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

B

k* * % %

L I I

LI

846.87

”- Retail
Greenhouseor
Rlant

Nurserylndustrial
Agriculture

§ 22#(2)102

k ok ok Kk

k ok k%

ik * % %

* ok %k %
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SEC. 890.52. LABORATORY.

Laboratory shall mean space withi}n any structure intended or primarily suitable for scientific
résearch. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities
and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from office uses (as defined in

Section 890.70), light manufacturing (as defined in Section 890.54(a)), or heavy

'manufacturing (in‘cluding uses listed in Sections 226(g) through 226(w)). Examples of

laboratories inclﬁde the following:

* % Kk %

(h) Core laboratory:; and

(i) Cannabis testing (License Type 8—Testing laboratory, as defined in California Business

and Professions Code, Division 10).

SEC. 890.54. LIGHT MANUFACTURING, WHOLESALE SALES, STORAGE.

A commercial use, including light mahufacturing, wholesale sales, and storage, as defined in
Subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) below.

(a) Light Manufacturing. A nonretail use whiehthat provides for the fabrication or
p_roduction of goods, by hand or machinery, fbr distribution to retailers or wholesalers for
resale off the premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or
prbcessing of previously prepared materials, when conducted in an enclosed building having
no openings other than fiied windows or exits required by law located within 50 feet of aﬁy
R District. Light manufacturing uses include production and chstom activities usually
invo'lvin‘g individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication or
production activities as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code Manual

as light manufacturing uses:

* k % %
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(8) Measuring, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical
and optical goods; watches and clocks:; and

(9) Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without

the use of volatile organic compounds (License Type 6—Manufacturer 1, as defined in California

Business and.Professions Code, Division 10).

* % Kk %k

(b) Wholesale Sales. A nonretail use whiekthat exclusively provides goods or

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes

cannabis distribution (License Type 11—Distributor, as defined in California Business and

Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not include a nonaccessory storage warehouse.

SEC. 890.1 'ﬁ. SERVICE, BUSINESS.
A use whiekthat provides the following kinds of services to businesses and/or to the
general public and does not fall under the definition of "office" pursuant to Section 890.70:

radio and television stations; newspaper bureaus; magazine and trade publication

;publishing; microfilm recording; slide duplicating; bulk mail services; parcel shipping

~ services; parcel labeling and packaging services; messenger delivery/courier services: sign

painting and lettering services; building maintenance services; and cannabis delivery services.

SEC. 890.125. CANNABIS RETAIL.

A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and cannabis-related

products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of cannabis for medicinal use. Cannabis

may be consumed on site pursuant to quthorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis and Department

of Public Health, as applicable. Cannabis Retail establishments may only be operdted by the holder

of (a) a valid license from the State of California (License Type 10—Retailer, as defined in California

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Business and Professions Code, Division 10) and (b) a valid permit from the City’s Office of

Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a).

Section‘3.' Repeal of Ordinance No. 186-17. The City enacted Ordinance No. 186-
17 on September 15, 2017. That ordinance, a copy of which is in Board of Supervisors File -

No. 170516, is hereby repealed in its entirety.

Section 4. Alphabetization. In Article 7 Zoning Control Tables, the publisher of the
San Francisco Munieipal Code, at the direction of the City Attorney, shall place uses in

alphabetical order within their respective use categories.

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returhs the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the

Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

I

I
Il
"
I
I
Il
Il
Il
Il
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Section 6. Scdpe of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those Wordé, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, éections, articles, -
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the
Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board
amendment additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance wit}h the “Note” that

appears under the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM: :
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

d i
By:

VICTORIA WONG
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01231579.docx
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FILE NO. 171041

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
Revised (11/2/17)

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries,
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts;
3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating
conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the
number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; 6) create a limit
of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses, in any combination,
in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District; and 7) delete
superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to

- Planning Code, Section 302.

Existing Law

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and
Safety Act ("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state
licensing and regulatory framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution,
transportation, dispensing, and delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the
authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or impose additional restrictions on commercial
activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later renamed the Medical

Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA").

- On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control,
Regulate, and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the
nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults 21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory,
licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties
for marijuana-related crimes.

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis
Regulations and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and
established a unified state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both
medicinal and adult use cannabis. Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial
cannabis activities will be required to obtain a state cannabis license and comply with strict
operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state agencies begin issuing state cannabis
business licenses by January 1, 2018.
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Under MAUCRSA, local jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate
cannabis businesses, including but not limited to zoning and permitting requirements.

Article 33 of the San Francisco Health Code, adopted in 2005, regulates medical cannabis,
and authorizes the San Francisco Department of Public Health to oversee the permitting of
medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs). ’

Planning Code Section 202.2(e) sets forth location and operating restrictions for MCDs.
MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR zoning districts and certain other districts, including
some Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs). (See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.)
MCDs are also prohibited in Mixed-Use zoning districts. (See generally Planning Code, Art.
8.) In most Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts (NCTs) and NCDs, MCDs are allowed
on the first floor, subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission.
(See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.) MCDs are required to obtain Conditional Use
Authorization in certain NCDs and NCTs, including the West Portal Avenue NCT, Noriega
Street NCT, Irving Street NCT, Taraval Street NCT and Judah Street NCT.

Ordinance No. 186-17, enacted on September 15, 2017, creates a limit of three MCDs in
Supervisorial District 11.

Currently, there is no City law that authorizes and regulates commercial activities relating to
non-medical cannabis. There is also no City law that authorizes and regulates the
commercial manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis.

Article XXVI of the Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis under the direction
of the City Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the Office of Cannabis to issue '
permits to cannabis-related businesses, and to collect permit application and annual license
fees following the enactment of a subsequent ordinance establishing the amounts of those
fees. :

Amendments to Current Law

This ordinance would change the zoning controls for MCDs. Among other things, it would
permit MCDs in some NCDs in which they are currently prohibited, such as the Japantown
NCD. In most NCDs, MCDs would be subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the
Planning Commission; in some, Conditional Use Authorization would continue to be required.
The ordinance would also permit MCDs on the second floor of most NCDs and NCTs, subject
to the same controls that apply to first floor MCDs. In addition, this ordinance would make
MCDs in PDR Zoning Districts and most Mixed Use Districts a principally permitted use.

This ordinance would also prohibit MCDs in the NC-S and NCT-1 Zoning Districts and would
create a cap of three MCDs and Cannabis Retail Uses in the Excelsior Outer Mission NCD.
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This ordinance would also regulate Cannabis Retail as a distinct land use. It would generally
permit Cannabis Retail where other retail is permitted. In NCDs, Cannabis Retail uses would
be subject to a Conditional Use Authorization. Cannabis Retail as an accessory use would be
permitted only where the Office of Cannabis has issued a permit to the Cannabis Retail
establishment to operate accessory to another activity on the same premises. The ordinance
would also establish a land use process for the conversion of existing MCDs to Cannabis
Retail establishments.

In addition, this ordinance would establish location and operating provisions for MCDs,
Cannabis Retail establishments, and other cannabis businesses. Among other things, it
would prohibit a Cannabis Retail use or MCD from locating within 1000 feet of a school, public
or private. It would not require a minimum distance between a Cannabis Retail use or MCD
and aday care center or youth center. It would delete land use controls for cannabis smoking
and allow smoking and consumption pursuant to authorization by the Office of Cannabis.

In addition, this ordinance would create land use regulations for the cultivation, delivery and
- testing of cannabis and the manufacture of cannabis products. Among other things, it would
require that Industrial Agriculture Uses, including commercial cannabis cultivation, obtain a
Conditional Use Authorization in PDR Zoning Districts.

This ordinance would also repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of MCDs in
Supervisorial District 11 to three.

Background Information

In 2015, the City enacted Ordinance No. 115-15, creating the San Francisco Cannabis State
Legalization Task Force (“the Task Force”) to advise the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor,
-and other City departments on matters relating to the potential legalization of non-medical
cannabis. In December 2016, the Task Force submitted its Year | Report, and made
recommendations related to Public Safety and Social Environment, Land Use and Social
Justice, and Regulation and City Agency Framework for the City’s policymakers to consider.

n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01223337.docx
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To the Mayor and Board of Supervisors:

ﬁhﬁbéhé’lfbft’he ofﬁce‘-vf Ca'hna'bis,: ‘tﬁe 'Hdhﬁa‘n ' mhts Commlssmn and the Controller s Ofﬁce We proudl

‘andustry, AT | [ providing fecommendatlons regardl‘ng pollcy optlons that could‘ A) foster equutable access:

to pam(:lpatxon m the mdustry, mcludmg promotlon afownershlp and stable émployment oppnrtumtlesi

thrs emergmg mdUsi y,f ja ¢ j;do 50; thoughtfu]ly and mtentronally, by eng n‘g pollCles that undo the
racist practices:ofour past Thls teportinciudes a number of findings and recommendations to that:end.

A successful program will ersurea'more inclusiveand
work‘orce Aan expansnon of educatuonal epportumtles, an end “to pehmes thatburden communmes that

"'ok forward £0 Wworking With yob, SahFranisco’s:
; keholders a5 the City moves forward with
development =a:though‘tful and lmpantfu] Cannabls Equ:ty Program: :
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[, Execytive Summary

‘The case for equity is clear: For decades, the War:oh Drugs has-had. consequential Impacts Ofi- communctles
of color in San Francisco. The impacts of this dxsproportronallty are acute[y felt today: poverty; education
gaps, and criminal records are the vestiges of explicitly and Implicitly racist-drug enforcement pohmes

The City’s challenge today is-also our opportumty As we thove towards embracing & fiew industry, we
must take the opportunity To harness its potential to begih to restore histori¢inequities. Some dities have
already created industry=specific equity programs, but San Francisco should develop and implement a
program thatmakes sense for the residents of our Cﬂ:y, batahcing our priorities and reﬂectmg ourvaldes:

This report ‘was draf Led by the staff of the Office of Cannab{s Human Rights Commission, and Controller’s.
Office, with assistance from. numerous C1ty and commumty partnérs. It examings the Iocal tate dnd.
nat:onal history of cannabis fegulation, the War.on Drugs, and its impact on our communities. It reviews’
known charactetistics:of the: City’s ‘'existing cannabis industry-and discusses barriérs fo entry into-the.
.industry. This report also looks at other- Junsdlct[ons equity programs for. léssons. learned. Fi nally, the:
‘teportmakesrecommendations meantto inform the creation of fSah Francisca’s Cannabis Equnty Program ]
Outlined below are key findings ‘and highlights across the variots sections wuhm the report and a
“stiramary of the final recommendations.

Equity Analysis

»  $an Francisco has always been-on thie farefront of cannabis legalization,

# -African Americans fi San. Frangcisco have endured, disproportionately higher felony drug arrests
.and crackdowns. . :

e Noré recent decriminalization efforts herped to figrrow those gaps, ‘Bt peop[e of cojor sl
interact with-the justice systernat:a rate far higherthan white San Franc;scans

» Significant socxal hurdles resultfrom disproportionaté arrest and inearcéfgtion rates.

s Althotigh local data is incomplete at best and mrs1ead1ngat Worst; Jt réveals @ strong correlation

© hetween povertyand cannabis afrests.

« Taken together, this pamts a troub]mg plcture ofthe War oh Drugg’ 1mpact on commufiitiés of
color; evenin a progressive c1‘cy like-San Francisco..

‘. Data suggests that San Frandisca’s ‘gannabis Tndustry iand the national industry) skem‘
disproportionately white:and male. :

‘Barriers to Entry
» Financialand resl estate barriers presentmajor equity Hurdles t6 individials seeking to énter the-
regulated cantabis industry,
-« Other barriers include the soft skills of’ ‘entrepreneurship; compllance; andlegal complemtyx
& While Prop. 64 cléears the way for peopie COHVICLEd ‘of cannabis crimes. te. enter the industry,
Past eriminal history canstill present SJ,gmﬁcant challenges, ,lke_-_a¢ceSSIngflnan.cmg-,.or signing &
lease :

Iherethe: City allows cannabis busx nésses fo cperaie wil have im portant Tmpactson, wh etherwe
/the industry equiftably:




Cannabis Equity Programis. Anaiv.si's'

s Oakland and Los Angeles both have real or proposed equity programs that may serveasa good
mode] for San Francisco:

'« Both ditiés aim 1o help people gither arrested for cannabls or resudents of hlgh enforcement"
neighborhoods, ard offer a suite of fee. walvers; techiical aSSJstance :and. subsidized loans to
-eguity applicants. ) »

o Other cities and statés also putin plaice policies 10 try to correetfor historical imbalances.

San Francisco should select the policy components that make the most:sense for-ourity.
:Fmdmgs & Recommendatlons )
The folce of Canngbis and supporting agencies chose to present a series. of findings and.
recommEﬁdatlons to gulde the Mayor and Board of Supemsors as they Ieglslate an eqwtypmgram The

1 Ehgrblllty. lnform ehglb!llty criteria wrch data set tlered ellglblllty crltena to allow-mgst affected
-groups to receive: h!ghervalue benents, whlle extendmg some beneﬁts to a w1der range of
apphcants impacted by the War 6n Drugs:

2. -Permitting: prioritize and assist Equity Applicants durmg the permlttmg process, and’ estabhsh an -
ineubator program to mcentlvrze partnershlps between Equtty Applicants and cther cahnabis
operators

‘3:; Community Reinvestment: direct new potential funding from local cannahis taxes orthe state
‘toward programming for commuhities impacted by theé'War.on Drugs. Businesses. should also be
tequired to describe how their busiriess will provide; commumty beriefits, ..

4. Workforce Development: promote -equitable employment appurtumtles ak all cannabxs

" businesses, especially-for formerly-mcarcerated individuals, ‘and those Irvmg m nmghbornoods
impacted. by"‘ne War on.Drugs. Expand First Sotrce: and: Local Hire to covef the cannabisindustry.

5 Fmancna! & Capital Access: take an active advocacy role to open up- banking: ser\nces particularly

“through state and loca] credit unions, for the cannabis industry..
b Technical Assistanc rectEqwty Opératars toexisting t technical assxstance resources mthe Clty,
- arid ‘create  new technical resources within the Office’ of Cannabis. Facilitate partnershlps WlIh
other exxstmg Operator§ ahd non-profits-to help-overcome technical barders: -
7. Ciriinal Hlstory hold streamhned expungement eventsfor citizens con\ncted of ehglblecannabts :
“offenses; : -
8. Stakeho]der Engagement create culturally senmtwe and dlstnct—spem‘r" iLe3 outreac’n and: exténd
1 i ] ves:from commii _ltles with: hlgh concentrations of'

B, Publ:c Awareness & Educatlon deploy an otitreach campalgn for the Equm/ Program .

10, Data: Collectlon & Accountablllty gather ditaon General and Equity Applicants on a fegular basis
‘14 ahalyze the outcomes of the Equity’ Program, and use this datato. reﬂne the program, Enforce
comphance of comm1tments made by-applicants. N 4

11. Modification & Course Correction; permitting in phases: and communicating with stakeholder
groups will allow for steady improvement; of theregulatory structure: .

12. Land Use & Zoning: greatfe land use controls that mitigate; overconcentrahon m'dxsenfranchjsed
neighborhoods




1I: Introduction-

Mayor Lee'has: desrgnated San Francisco’s visionto be:a safe, vibrant city of shared prosperity. Guided by
the Human Rights’ Cormmissian, the. Clty incorporates strategies and programs ‘thataddressthe: cha!lenges}
resu!tmg-from prejudice, intolerance, blgotry, and discrimination. The City tindertakes these challenges:
with the knowledge thatthe cumulative impact of systemic discrimiination has depressed prospex ity for-
5 collectively.

I 1964, the stroke of a | pen ended legal dJscrlmmatron inthe Umted States. However, as.olr: country and
dur crty has learned, the deletion of exphcrt[y racist' words, amehdments 1o explrcrtly rdcist laws, and the
terming outof explicitly racist policymakérs were insufficient to-address centuries of racialized outcomes.

Tnthe Unitéd Stafes and in Sah Franciscd, the legacy of those discriminatory laws reérhalns:. communities
of colorare still drspropor’nonately incarcerated, unemployed dnd rmpoverrshed

The $an Fraficisco Human Rights™ Commrssron has developed ah equrty framework known as Englneenng'
for Equrty, for all City and County of San Francisco departments including the Office of Cannabls to
provide the tools and strategies essential to making our government services more equitable for.all. The
equity: framewark helps city departments create and uphold transformational systems and @pproach’
actual and/or perceived hmrtatlons with inmovation, 1t reﬂects thebelief that. city government can support
resilient people and; in partnership with communities, can help develop. foundations that upliftall.

“This framework builds on shared definitions, developed in the interest of creating;a lignment across City
«departments working to ensure that-all people are seen and heard faitly, Accordingly, this feport adopts
‘thHe Human Rights Commission’s:definitions for equity and conimunity:
5 Equlty Full ;and equal dccéss 1o bpportunities, power and resources, whereby all people may
thrive and prosper regardiess-of demograpL\Jc;

ot burdened by pubhc pollcres

The legahzatlon of adiilt:use cannabis presents an. urgent opportumfy to [eam from the past and create
Hccountable mechanisms to achreve shared prosperrty In‘anticipation of N September 5, 2017, the
Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Ordinance No. 170859, creaf he-Office of Cannabrs and
requesting'that the Offica of Cannabis, the Human Rights Commission,, .and the Controller's Offfce deliver
o themn and the Mayor rio’ later than November 1; 2017, & report analy’mg available data related to
disparities in‘the: cannabis-industry, and providing recommendations.regarding pochyop*oons that could
(A) foster equrtabie accgss'to participatior in the mdustry, mcludrng promotlon of ownershlp -and stable
~employment oppottunities in the mdustry, (B ) iifivest City tax revenues in gconamic: infrastructure for
cormmunities that have historically: been disenfranchised;. (C) tigate the adverse. effects of drig
enforcement pohcres that' Have disproportionately impacted those .communities, rand. (D) prioritize
individuals Who hiave been Previously arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offense,

As detailed in'this report, the Waroh. Drugs, Has had disastrousimpacts in SanFrancisco, [n'this city-and.
incities across the nation, these:effects,; 1nc!udlng the creation of generational pover‘y, loss of property,
community dégr “datron and loss of: educatronal and ermployment. opportunltres have been:

dlsprop rtionately. shouldered by the’ poor and people of colar, specrﬂcally African American and Lating
: populatlons, <

-!.f't‘h‘e City is serious about improving the quality oflife in San Francisco anid kelping those who have
been disproportionately burdened by public policies like the:War on Drugs, it must address systemic
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baitiers and understand the role thatpolicies, practlces and. procedures play in creatlng thecurrent
health; safety, economic mobrll‘fy and commiunity enviroriment eircuriistances: We miust rémember the
part these factors play in developirig an eguitable, inclusive-and diverse city..

San Francisco s currently considering a proposed regulatory structure for local commercial cannabrs
act[vrty begmmng in 2018. The Commeréial Cannabis: Regulations Ordipance: contemplates the creation
of dn Equity Program and mmakes clear that applications for adult=use commercial cannabis. actrwy will
not be made avatlahie-until the City estahlishesa program: designed to fosterequitable access to
participation in the cannabis industry, mdudmg,access to workforce and owneérship opportunxtres,

1t is'our hope.that thrs report andits recommendations help inform the developrment. ofa robust equity
‘Program that ensurés a cohesive; results-oriented strategy. A.successful § program will’ strengthen
équitableaccess to the cannabis industry workforce; encourage- entrepreneurshlp, and expand
educational opportunities. It will he!p eliminate dxscnmmatory institutional and structural policies and
.practlces and:strive to cuftail the stigma agarnstactrvrtres now legal under Propositior 64. This will
require relevant departments-fo consider the inpact of theirsetvices and-develop fransformational
approaches that cut across multiple institutions, to disruptinstitutional culture, andshift values and -
political Will fo credte equity. : :
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NI, Equity Analysis

Methodology:

This Equity Anglysis section first exarnines the history of drug enforcement policies Ini the United States
and in Califoinia, which iriforms this overall equity analysis. This section also examines arrest rates in'San
Francisco, starting:with a broad view of all drug arrests and narrowing to carinabis arrests, it uses census
data anid arrests data to highlight which populations in San Francisco have éxpérienced disproportionate
levels of cannabis &rfests. From there, it defines the size and scope of l6w-ihcome communities in Sari
Francisco, and geospatially cross-refererices cannabis arrests with low-income census tracts. The overlap
provides some insight into the correlation betwéen cannabis. law eaforcement and income status,
hxghhghtmg Which 16cat communities have likely. been economically disadvantaged by cannabls L
enforcement, Finally; this analysis leoks into the demographics.of the existing legal cannabis industry,
-f@gm‘ a ;n‘atiqn‘,af pﬁé‘rs,pecﬁi'/é and a loeal .dn‘er_,fgexh‘i:bi_t'ing which vapu‘i'a'ﬁQns have begun "’to'-eco'rid_rhiz_i_aﬂ?'
bg‘&neﬁt— from gradual cannabis decriminalization.. -

.thed States Drug and annabfs _P_o_llcy

Eood and drug regulation began in the United States with'the Federal Food nid. Drug Actof 1906, The law:
Permitted the 1.8, Depanment of Agriculture’s Bureau of Chernistry 1o test; regulate,: and: standaidize
commerc1a ‘stibstances.t Between' 1906 afid 1942 the federal government pnmarlJy regulated narcotics
-thraugh taxation; with-the: Exceptmn of opium and ‘gocairie. The Opiurd Exclusion Act of 1909 Jlrmied'
opium imports, 'ﬁé’iﬁé_lly &r legitimate coricerns regardmg the: drug’s: level of addiction and health
effects, However; its“passdge ‘was contemporaneously suppor“ed by xenophobxc fears -of East Aslan
“immigrants, foreshadowing the federal gavernment’s’ raclalization of drug pohcy throughout muchof the,
20 gertury: Z “The Harris61i A¢t of 1914 <reated a prescr;ptlon reglstry and imposed-a: special tax-on
narcotICSImports

1n.1927; Cohgress reorganized the dh
lnsectlc:lde Admmlstratlon, whlc’n Wa

regula’cory structure by es*abhshmg ‘the Food,: Drug, and
"tened to the Food and | ) ug Admlmstratxon m 1930 ,1930

agericies’ to the newly created Bureau efMarcotlcs The Bureau of Narcot;cs Was gwen bmad jUﬂSdlC’thﬂ
aver controlling narcotlcs, “and its fitst ‘commissioner, Harry 4. AKnslinger;” pll_.hed cannabrs regulations
further towards criminalization and-as:an:outlet for discriminatior dnd marglnahzatmn

Throughout hu; tenure: as Narcotlcs Commxssxoner‘v Anslmger gave speeches across the United States,
) ] 2 ' society, ruining the. mor; fabric of Amierica.. 5. Ans]mger often
implicated Mexicans, Mexican-Americans, arid African Americans a&.drug users; even statmgexpllcxtlytha‘f
Mexico wasresponsible for Jntroducmgca nnabis to the United States:fin Marijuana: A Short History, John
Hujdak coninects the racialization of cannabis policy to wider geopolitical everits at the time, After the

< Ibid, ,35:36.
Fibid.; 36, L . ;
® Anslinger; Harry. Marijiiona, Assdssin of Youth. The American Vagazing, 124, o, 1{1937).
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Mexrcan—Amencan War (1846-1848) and: contmulng into the ear[y 20th: century, Amenca t‘eceived ‘an
influx of Mexicaii immlgrants which further exacérbated exnstmg fécial tensions. Hudak “wiites, “As
Americans sought a pretext to, vilify this iew immigrant community, they found an ideal »culprtt in
maruuana fear and anti- 1mm1grant ‘sentiment promptea state-level bansOH cannabis...”/

Anslinger coniducted pubhc oplmon campasgns to st,pport the crlmlnahzatlon of cannabisatthe state and
federal levels. By the time Congress passed the Uniform State Narcotic Act.in 1932, trging stateS to unify
narcotics laws and fmplement criminal pumshments, 29 ‘states had: already ‘criminalized the use of
cannabis.® The Marthuana Tax Act of 1937 Jevied a tax on every. .group involved with” producing,
dlstnbutmg, selhngand purchasxngcannabls, mcludmglmporters, growers se!lers resrrrbers, physwlans

Jal] tlme

Desplte facing-somie objéctions. agamstlmplementlng harsh pumshmentsfor cannabxs offenses Anshnger
and Congress continued to ¢riminalize: cannabis in stricter terms.’® The. Boggs: Acf of 1951 created

inardatory minimum sentences for those.convicted of drug—t elated: offenses These sentences were sooh
mcreased with the Narcot:cs Control Act of 1956 no

“The. t;ountercuTture movements of the: 19605 pushed back agalnst soclal norms: and governtent actions
and policies ‘that were perceived -as unjust.™ Cannabis took: on -a visible role -within, some of these
cauntercultures, ds wall as W|th1n the} mUSIC mdustry and medxa Cannabis use mcuased amongAmencan

:crfmlnallzatmn

Presidential administrations’ from the 19505 onwatd frequently” ‘pushed : the-criminalization of carrnabxs
.alongside: Urgent social ‘hatratives. President Fisenhowet's Interdépartmental Cafimittee on Narcotics
published a report in 1956 that detailed the harrns of cannabls*on youth atid tommiunities, Without
scientifically evaluatmg theimpactsof cannabisu tion'was Dresrdent Kennedy sAdvrsory
Committée on Narcoticand Prug Abuse, estabhshed wwth Executxve ‘Order 11076%in -1963, -which found
that'drugs were‘not: grouped together Iegally based on thi sk of addiction 6r level of health effects, and
even stated that mandatory minimums should be reconsidered.*® However; Kennedy was assassmated
shortlythereafter and his successor, Pres:dent]ohnson ~did-not take action.on'many ofthe Committee’s
fitidings. .

Desp:te thxs, Lyridon B. Johnson had'a; reiatxvely nuanced stance-on. drug Usage, dlstmgmshlng between
dealefsand users and recognizing. the pubhc health and safety need for treatment. Howeéver, Richard
Nixon's:election in 1968 redirected the government"'skvocus back to-criminalization and: punishment.2®
After Congress passed the Ccntro]]ed Substances Act-iri 1970 PreSLdent leon Tormally declared a ”War

7 ﬂu-aa'g,;fqﬁn.. Marfjuana: Asﬁarrims‘tmy,ars;

11 1bid,, 39:

12 1bid,; 41:42:
13 Ibid.,42:
14 1bid., 43-44.
15 Ibid;; 46.
lﬁ.lb!du48
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an Dmgs” i Nixon, however, had been focused o this war for'years, as'a part.of his: “Southern Strategy,
Wwhich sought to margmallze vulnerable: populatlons ‘espedially minorities. in facr Nixon's.adviser; John
Ehrlichman, was recorded in'a 19871 interview with Lee Atwater; saying:

W }(ne'Afwe couldn’tmake it. lllegal to he'either against the war.or black But by getting the pubhc to associote. the
ith-marijudna-and blacks with: herom, grid then cnmmalmng both heawly, we could disript thase
‘comiitnities; We could drrest their Jeaders; raid their homes, break uj their meetings, and vilify them, night after-
ﬁidhf o the evening news; Did we know we- were lying about the drugs? Of course we did*®

The’ events and actions:that led to" eron s formal War oni DFGES proclamation include a: 3969 spéech to
Congress; in which Nixori declared cannahbis a national threat; the Supreme Court case Leary v United
States; Operation Intercept; 4 military operation that seized contraband:at the U.S.-Mexico border; and
“the 1969 Bipartisanship Leadership Meeting on Narcotics arid Dangerous Drugs. %

The 1970-Controlled Substahces Act Is-crucial becatse it formalized drug schedules, Which categorized
drugs ‘ihto legal groupsfor sentencmg and other ptirposes. % However, Corigress, ot the scientific or
medical community, sorted drugs into schedules, placing cannabis in Schedule | alongside-drugs with much
higherevels of addiction-and health-effects 2The law expanded the govemment’s powersfor regulating
drugs and gave. Nixori the foundataon for-his upcoming War on'Drugs.? 2 Nixon's final ‘substantial action in
‘the War orf Drugs was his proposal- to Coﬁgress o reorganize the government agencies that régulate: «drugs
and. narcotics; ‘the. Reorgamzatmn Plan: 2 pf 1973", 2 Congress iapproved and the Drug: Enforcement
Admlmstratmn (DEA) ‘was.treated Wlthln the Department of Justice. The DEA cansolidated furictions and

_}UI’ISdlCIIOl’\S and has j.'nslstent]y recelved significant iricreases in fundmg and employees since 1ts
.creation® : S . . o _

‘President Ford’ continued leon s tough thitoric, ‘expanding the Unifed statEs mvolvement ity drug
operations. .mernatxonally At'the same time,-Ford shoported treatment.and prevention, later: revealmg
that drug addiction was @ personal issue to hlS family: Like President Ford before him, Carter worked to
stem International drug trafficking while attemptlng to reform aspects ofdrug policy at home. 1n his 1977
“Drug Abuse Message to the Corigress,’ " Carter Jaid-out his Vision to increase fundmg forresearch, créate -

17 leon, Richard. "Spemal Message to'the Congress.on Drug Abuse Prevention-and.Control,June £7; 1971% The
‘Aroeriean Premdency PrOJECt._ACCESSEd October 30, 2047. ﬁttp //www presidency.ucsh, edu/WS/?p[d 3048..

18'Hudak; John.. Maruuana AShorﬂ-lrstor*y, 50.

19:13th; Directéd by A, DuVernay ‘Produced by'H. Bansh and.S. Averick, United States: Netflix, 2016.

20:Hudak; John. Maruuana ‘AShorf History; 5152 Ntxon, Richard, "Spemal Messageto the Cohgress on the-
Contro] of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, July 14, 1969:* The Ametican Prestdency Project: Accessed October 30
- 2017, hittg://wwew, presidencycsb. edu/ws/?pld 2125

21The Diversion Control Division: “Title 21 Uhited: States Code (USC) Controlled Substanes Act” LIS Department.

of Justice. Accessed Octgber 30; 2017, httP ,//www deadiversion.iisdoj gov/Zicfr/Ziusc/Sll htm:

27 Hudak John ‘Marijuana::A Short History;. 54,

24 Nixon; Richiard, “Messige tothe Corigress Transmiitting Reorgariization Plah2 of 1973: Establishing the Drug;
‘Enforcemernit- Admlmstratlon, March:28, 1873.” The Américan Presidericy Project. Accessed October30; 2017.
http //www prestdency ucsh; edu/ws/mdex php?pld~4159

25 The Drig EnforcementAgency- "DEA Stafﬁng & Budget.” DEA -gov:-Actessed October 30, 2017
hitps://www.dea. gov/ pr/staffing.shtmk.
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federal preventioh and trestment programs, and shift tha: govemment s regulatory focus to driigs with
more severe health consequenceés. Cartér's proposals were never realized.?

Like Nix6n,. Reagan mcorporated drug policy into his.broader political strategy. He contmued 1o expand‘
the United Stafes* drug involvement efforts intérnationally’ while: enhancing penames and. reducmg
defénses for the acchsed domestrcally 2 Finally; Reagan expanded education and treatment programs,
enlnstmg the help of First Lady Nancy Reagan: With Executive Order No. 12368, Reagan created the Drug
Abuse Palicy Office.® The Office quickly won a serfes: -of legislative suecesses, lncludlng the Comprehensrve
Crimé Cohtrol Actaf 1984, the Anti-Diug Abuse Act of 1988, and'the Anti- -Drug- Abiise Act 6 198872 All of
these laws enhahced cnrrunal pumshments for dru gArelated offenses The 1986 law expanded the orlmes
o which mandatory minimums applied, and the 1988 [aw enhanced these minimums:* [n 1989, President
H:W. Bush created the Off‘ce of Natiotial Drug Control Po“uy, Teplacing’ Reagan 3 Drug Abuise Palicy Office..
The dJrector of this office’Is referred to as the “Drug Czar”; whose: influence inUs. drug: pohcy contmues
to this day.3* ' S : : : :

The 1988 law also increased funding for educatlon programs, and redlrected funds i other programs
towards drug-related programs. Résearcheérs. have evaluated the &ffectiveness: of drig education
programs, and found llmrted JiE any, effects.on curbing drug use: among Ametican youth 3

President’ Blll clintsh mcorporated kinder rhetorlc when speakmg about drug Use, although hrs polrcxe&
continued to intensify criminal puriishments for cannabis®? For mstance the Violent:Grime Control and:
Law. Enforeement Act of - 1994 mtensmed eriminalization, fntroducing the “three strikes” provision for
traffltmers, nd mcreased fundlng for prlsons' z nd local law enforcemen After the 1994 law, arrests for
,,,,, 27000 arrests for cannalais—rel'ate&
offenses By 2000 there were over 700 000 s Meanwhlle states began legaljzmg medical cannabis; some
statésauthorized. med|cal catinahis; 01 the: day Clmton was:Téelected to bffice.® - K

Public opinion-aliolit cannabis reversed became mcreasmgly pos;t]ve in the 19905 and 20005 37 trend
that hias co ntmued to thé presefit-in 2000; 31% of: Ameticans supported the legaltza’non of cannabrs By

26 John Hud ak Man]uana‘A Short Hrstory; 67—70 Carter, Jlmmy_ ”DrugAbuse Message tor the con gress, August’ 2

30 1bid.
341bid.
37 Engs, RL th_C and Fors Stuart W "Drug Abuse Hysterra The Challenge of Keepmg Perspectlve Y Joumal of

3 ,.Huda, ¢ ohn Maruuana AShort Hlstory, 2182,
34 ibid., 82-83. ..

Harm Reduttion Journal 3;. no 6 (2006;
36 Hudak;-John.. ‘Marijjuana: ‘A Shiort History, 83.

37 Pew Research Center. “In Debate over Legallzmg Maruuana Drsagreement oyer Drug 'S Dangers 7 Accessed
chober 29; 2017 http://www.people-pressiorg/2015/04/14/in-debate-over- legalmng maruuana-dlsagreement-
ovar-drugs- danger 572/,
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2013, nedrly 58% of those polled supported legalization,®® Much-of this shift in public Q;pinfqn‘ié":aﬁribuiedﬁ
to generational -agceptance and an increase in ‘the number 6f Tndividuals: who have -tried of ised:
ca‘rr’rn‘ab‘ls.”~

thlecampalgnlngfor President; George Wi Bushi conveyed his support for allowmg sfates to.detérmine.
their own .canndbis policies, During a campaign event in Seattle, Bush stated; “| believeseach state can

choose that decision as they so choose” 2] Desprte this initial starice, President Bush's drug policies closely:
résenibled thiose -of his. predecessors, focusing 6n mtematlonal Fraffi ckmg, law' enfdrcément and
treatment.** What's mdre, the Bush Administration frequent‘y conducted ralds bn medical” cannabrsf
dispensaries; including dispensaries that functioned Jegally under state law.*

President- Obama voiced support forthe cohcepfof medical cannabis; and promised a Justice Department:
Pohcy that would atlow: dispensaries to opefate unimpeded. In aformal memo to United States‘Attorneys.
% 2009, Attorney General Holder wrote that the- Obama Administration wouild end raids on cannabis’
distributors. {t states that ”.. ihe prosecutlon of significant traffickers of ‘llegal drugs;. “including
marijuana...continues to be a core priority...oursuit of these priofities:should figt focus.federal Fessurces.
8 yout stateson individuals whose actions are.in c]ear and.tunambiguous compliance with existing state
Taws: provrdmg for the medical use of marijuana:"* Holder did; however; oppose adult-use cannabis, His:
'posmon became publlc n, response ta a 2010 Calrforma ballot initiative, whrch wou)d have legalized: aduh~

Then, m:ZOle,}ithe Justice: Depart-menft‘e nhisuriced a--c‘r’,a'ckdewﬁ SR medical ‘C’ahh,ébis‘Ad‘rﬁpe'n'sa‘rzies‘ across
the ‘Unit‘ed Sta‘tes, lﬁ' & 'rhérné 'rei“ease‘d on June"29' 2011' ’De’puty :At"tomey' ‘G’eneral James Co*le'.’
’and seJhné ,nnabrs, regard[ess cf Jtate l w” & Short{y afterwards, Cahforma s four U S. ;Attomeys
' i inst cannabis dispensaries and threaten landlords with

‘proceéded 1@ annolrice- criminal charges ags
‘property seizure (See "Cahforma Cannabrs Pohcy, be_!o__w)_

Like George W; Bush.before hini, Donald Trump vowed to.Jeave medical cannabis policy to:individual
istates while gampadigning: :As President, thowever, Trump. hominated. then-Senator Jeff Sessions’ for:

_ 38 Swrﬁ: Art "For the Flrst Tlme Amerlcans Favor Legahzmg Marij Juana ” Ga[l up: Accessed October30, 2017
http: /inews: ga]lup com{] poﬂ/165539jﬁrst trme—amencans—favor—lega[‘zmg maruuana B5pX:
39 Hudak, John. Maruuana :A Short History, 91-82,
H0Hsu; Spencer. “Bush: Maruuana Laws: Up to States; But GOP Candidate Says Congress. Can BJock D,.C. Measure
“The-Washington Post, October 22,1999::Accessed October 30, - 2017; hittp://news, gailup com/poﬂ/165539/ﬁrst-
" time-armericans-favor-legalizingmarijuana:aspx.
#1 Marguis; Christopher: “Bush’s $19 Billion.Antidfug Plan Focuses:on Law -Enforcement and Treatimiént.” The New’
'Yerk Tmes, February 13;2002: Accessed October30; 2017, htfp //www fytimes, com/ 2002/02/131’us/ bush:s-i9=
Billic wdrugs focuses—om!aw-enforcement -and: treatment,htnﬂ?ref—toprcs. .
42 ohnston, Dav nd,Lers Neil. “Obama’ Adrmmstratlon to Stop-Raids'on Medical Ma
NewYork: Times;, ‘March 18, 2009 Accessed:October 30, 2017.
‘hitp; //www nytimes. com/2009/03/19/ us/lSholder,htmI “Taylor;. Stiark: "Man]uana Policy and Presidential
rsh]p How to Avord a; Federal State’ Train Wreck.” The Brookmgs nstrtutlon Apriida 3, Accessed;
.October 30:2017. https: o/ Pwdniv;Brookings. edu/research/maruuana—pollcy sand-presidential-eadership- how £~
avaid-a- federal-state—tram-wreck/
‘43 Taylor, Stuart. “Marfjuana Policy.and: Presrden tial Leadership: How:to Avoid & Federal-State Train Wreck;” 20,
44 1bid., 21. ' ‘
“51Bid., 22

ana Dispenseties?’ The
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Attorney General of the: United States,* dn opponent of medical eannabis and any effort to decriminalize

cannabis or to reduce criminal punishments. At a Senate drug hearing inApril 2016, Sessions stated: -
i.Jwe rieed 'gr_oWn-’Llpslh'éhéxr'geln Wésﬁlngto,n 10 say marjjuana.js not the kind of ﬂflﬂ?fh’ét}cﬁ'gl'\t 1o be lég:ali,zed, t
dﬂ'ght'not’fb be minimized, thatit’s in facta very real danger...this drigls. dangercus; you.cannot play with it, itids not
funny, it's not: somethlng to laugh abott..and to send that meéssage with clanty ‘that good penple.don’t smoke
marijuana. oo :

Attorney ‘General Sessions' sfance on cannabxs {s Feminiscent ofAnsltnaer 5 sratements whzch reJected:
carinabis 6h moral grounds without acknowledging its similarities to Iegal substances such astobaccoand
alcohol:

Cafifornia Cannabis Policy

In 1998, California passed Propositiof 215 the Compassnonate Use Act Wlth 56% of the votes statewide,
and 78% in.San Francisco-as.illustrated in Figure 1 below. - : : -

I-‘lgure L. Proposmon 215; Comparlson of Cahfm'ma and San Francnsco Electron Results

State of Cahfm;ua, I Sani Franéisco: 4
Proposition 215 Election Results . Proposition 215 Election Results ‘

pefsonal use, howaver did not prowde a regulatory struc‘cur a8
the :State’ Legislature passed Senate Bill 420 m 2003: This bl” also provxded for the creatfon of an
'ldentsﬂcatlon program for quahﬁed patlents ;

I, addition toJegalizing miédical cannabis,. Cé‘lil?grnia votefs propelled thie state’s drug policy away from
crimihalization:‘and harsh punishments. 1n: 2000, voters approved the Substance .Abuse and Crime

46 lngraham, Christopher.: "Tmmps Ple for Attorney Generali‘Good: People Don’t Smoke Maruuana”’ The”
Washmgton Post, November 18; 2016 Accessed October 30, 2017. :
https:/fwww. washmgtonpost cOm/news]wonk/wp[2016/11/18/trumps~p|cl< for—attomey general—good—people-
dont-smoke~maruuana/?utm term- 854263e133ee

A71bid;

‘48 “Uniform Controlled Substances Act” Callforma Leglslatwe lnforma’cmn Accessed Oclfober28 2017

https //legmfo legislaturé.ca. gov/faces/codes dlsplaySectlon xhtml?sectionNum=11362 5, &lawCode-HSC
Ag:4pj) Nurbers:SB 420, Bill Text.* “California Legislative Informatiori. Accessed October 28; 2017,

ftps//wwiw Jeginfo.ca gov/'pub/CB 04fbxll/s'=n/sb 0401—0450/5b 420 blll 200310¢2 chaptered html
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Preventlon Act dlrectmg the state to offeér eligible. offenders freatment rather than jall-tlme for driug
possessxon and. drug use.”

BetWeea 2003 and 2015, the commercxal cannabrs mdustry grew wrch few rules and regu]atxons It wasn't
& Tegal framework to regulate and momfor €3 nnabls dlspensa ties.: 51 Origlna]ly set’ to ta ke eﬁ‘ect on January
2, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation-and " Safety Att was amiended via the Medical Cannabis
Regulation and Safeiv Actin Jurie 2016. This updated piece of Ieglslatlon aimed to incorporate stronger
-environmental protection policies within a: comprehenswe licensing: system g

On November 8, 2016, California voters passed Proposition64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act, legalizmg
the distribution, sale, and possession of.cannabis.® PI’OpO.;Ithn 64 passed with 57% of the vote statewide,
and 74% of the vote in:San Francisco, as iflustrated in Figure 2 below..

Figlire 2; Proposition 64: Comparison of California arid San Fraficisco.Election Results

San Franeiscor
Proposition 64 Election Results

The. Aduft Use of Marijiana Act (AUMA) of 2016:Was modeled on the Medical Maruuana Reguiaﬂon and
Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015; In 2017 €aliforni: ought to ‘create.orie régulatoty system for both medical
-and adult-use use. Therefore, this last june, ‘Governor lerry Brown signed the Medicipal and. Adu't Use
Cannabis. Regulation and Safety Act into law, réconcil he-differences between AUMA and MM RSA;and
takmg a-criicial step towards developmg a regulatory framework to facllitate @ Iegal for—prof t cannabis
séctor for both medicinal ahd.adult-use ™ :

I3

"Tﬁe Substance Abuse & Cnme Prevention Act:of 2000 ¥ Colifity of Senta Clara’s. Publlc Defender. Office, March
13 2013, Accessed October 28, 2017, https://www.stcgov. org/sxtes/pdo/Pages]SACPA aspx
51 ”AB 243 Medlcal Maruuana o Callforma LEnglatl\/E lnformatlon Accessed October 30; 2017;

https /jleglnfo.legxslature,ca gov/faces/bJIINavCIIen J(html'-"blll . id= 0152016058643’»
53 “AB@A Cannabxs ‘Licensure; and Regu}anon 2 Calnorma [eglslatwemuormatlon Accessed October 28, 205{7,

Ccdnty Bar Assocnat:on Accessed October 30 2017' http //www sonomacountybar org/wp~
content/uploads/2017/09/ 12:12-17- Cannabxs Regualation-Safety-Act.pdf.
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Sah Francisco-Cannabis Polrcy

Prior to the passage of the statewide Compassionate Use Act, San Francisco voters “passed Proposr’uon P,
Hemp Medication, in-1991. The proposrtlon asked whether San Francisco would recommend that the
State of California ‘and “the Cahforma Medlcal Associatiori restore "hemp ‘médical ‘preparations” to
CaJ:fomla 5 ofﬂCIaJ list of rmedicines,™ There were three paid argumernts - on the ballot in favor -of
Proposition P -which ‘provided- quotes frorn physicians and. cifed sclentific institutions in- arguing for
- caninabis” medical benefits % Voters approved the proposition‘with nearly 80% of thé vote.

11999, Sat Francisco’s Health Coramission adopted Resolution NG, 29- -99,"Supporting the Development
and tinplementation of -a Volntary Medical Cannabis. !dent:ﬂcatlon Card’ Program.”*® This resoltion
stpported the development of an rdentltlcatlon card program for medical cannabis for individuals who
gualified under-the Compassionate Use Act as. Ppatients or primary caregivers.-lit 2000, the Board. of
Sﬁperwsors formally created San’ Francxsco s current identification program for medlcal cannabrs

i 2002, the Board of Superwsors placed Propomtron 5, Aitled- iedical Mariiliana,” bn the ballot The:
proposltron wasa declaratlon of pol:cy, dlrectlng the Mayor, Board of ! Supervrsors, Drstnct Attorney, C:ty
Aftorney,and. Department of Public Health to- explore the possrblhty of creating a program to grow’and

dlstnbute med{cal maruuana L Proposmon s passed Wwith approxnmately 62% of the vote® i

! March 2005, the:Board ~of.Supervisors passed Ordinance Noz64-05,, “Zoning — Iriterim Moratorudrh' ot
~Med|cal Cannabrs Dlspcnsarles’ 27 lhe ordmance expressed ccmcem over the SIgnn“cant lncrease Int..e

mdnvnduals enroile ,'"..53 The ordmance acknowledged that there were no mechamsms to regulate or
momtor medrcal cannabls d|spensanes and therefore l'm 'osed 2 0]

55 fflceof the Regrstrarofivmers San Francisco Voter Information Pamph1et and Sample Ballot; PDF: The San
Francisco. Plblic lerary, 1991. Accessed October 29, 2017. .
/1 fpl org/pdf[mam/glc]electlons/Novemher5 1991short; pdf

https //sfpl org/mdex php?pg~2000027201&Prothle—&Descnptlon—&PropLetter—p&Month:&Year-lQSl&subml
t=Search.

58 The San Fiaticisto

Departmentof Pi :

https://wwi. st ph, org/dph/flles/hc/HCMms/HCMthOOD/HCM|n07182000 htm
591bid. :
60The Department of Electrons Voter-Guide: November‘.? 90072 PDE; The C1ty and County of San Franctsco 2002
hittps: /]sfpl org/pdf/mam[glc/electxons/ November5_2002.pdf, :
%1 “San Francisco Ballot’ Propositions Database:” " The Sami Francisco’ Publrc Lrbrary co

62 'The San Francisco Board ofSupervrsors Ordmance No.'64-05; Zomng Interim Moratorium.6f Medtcal
Cannabls Dlspensanes PDF, The Ctty of San Franciscg, 2005 Accessed October 30; 2017.

S:bid. :
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Francisco Health-Code, which provided codés, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical
cannabis dispensaries.® .

Despite the City’s 7005 moratorium on cannabis dispensaries, San Francisco and its Board of Supervisors
-tontinied 1o support cannabls fc* medicinal purposes as a whole: 16 2007, the Board of Supervisors
passed Resofution ‘Ne.. 307-07, - acknowledgmg [the] imiportance of safe and lega] ‘access 1o medical
cannalsis in-San Francisco.”® The resclution further urged the U:S. Attorniey’s.Office Tn San Francisco to
cease from invesfigating and prosecutingimedical. cannabls ptoviders, caregivers and patients.

On.October 7, 2011, California’s four United States Attorneys announced law-enforcement efforts dgainst

illegal operatiofis withinthe Tor—proﬂtcannabls industry.*® Melinda Haag, the U.S. Attorney General for
Northern Galifornia-at the time; threatened landlords.of cannabis dispensaries located riear schaols with

property seizure.s? -

An’napatmg the décriminalization ofadult—use cahnabis for adults, the San, FranciscoBoard'of Supervisors
‘created the Carinabis ‘State Legalization Task Fofce in 2015.% The task force is comprised of a range of’
stakeholders, from representatives of the Department of Public Health, to'ifdustry members, and
‘communjty residents. The task force hosts public meetings to discuss issues related to the regulation of
adult-iise canhabis activity in an effort to advise the: City's pohcymakers ornthe lega ization of adult-use
cannabis, To. date;, the task force has credted over 200 recommendations for-cotisideration.-

Sari Fraricisco's Budget and Appropnatmn Ordmance” for the F‘xscal Year 2017—2018 established the.
OfF ices of Cannabis to coordlnate city: departments and state agenues for the regulatlon of commercial
‘cannabis activity i 2018, 8 : -

Arrest Ré’c&s‘insaﬁ Frafcised

Ta. better upderstand which individuals-and communities have been dlspropomonately meacted by War
o Driigs &niforcement policies; this section‘takes available data sets and reviews arrests rates; by race,

- gthinicity, dnd’ geographlc lo€ation 1q-thé City and’ County of Saf Frandisco. The arrest: anaiysxs relies on

64 The San Franmsco Department of Public Health. Article 33; Medical Canhabis Act, PDF, The Clty and County of
“San Frandisco, Accessed October 30,2017, https://www. sfdph org/dph/ﬁles/EHSdocs/MedCannabJs/MCD»
- Article_33.pdf.

yis; Resolition No 307-07; Conderininig Prosecutioh ofMedmal Marijzdna
by the Federal,Government PDF Them’y of Sah Frantisco, 2007. Accessed October'30,.2017.

“http: ]/sfbos org/ftp/uploadedﬁles/bdsupvrs/resolut:on507/1 0307:07.pdf.

'66.“Califarria’s Top Federal Law; nforcement Officials Annotineg EnforcementActlons agalnst State’s Widespread
nd lilegal Marijuana Industry.” Th e'Urited States Attorriey’s Office, October 7;201L. Accessed October 30,2017,
httpsy//ww, justlce gov/arch1ve/usao/cac/Pressroom/2011/144a html

&7 United States Attorney, Morthern District-of Galifornia. Re: Marij juana Dispensary, at. REDACTED City:and Count§
of San Franclsco APN: REDACTED. fPDF KQED Accessed Ocrober 30,2017 http //wwz l\qed org/news/wp-
content/uploads/sfces/leZO11/10/US-Attomey—maruuana letter pdf.

68’ "[(nowledge ‘Sharing & Callaboration: Canriabis State Legislation Task-Fofee: “ Thé Saf Francisco Department of
“Puplic Health, 2015. Accessed October29, 2017, https: ffwww.sfdph. org/dph/comupg/knowlco]/csl/default asp.
B9 Office of the Controller. Budget and Apprapriation Ordmance 145-16. PDF. TheCity.and-County: of San
Francisco. Atcessed October 29,2017

hitp! //sfcontroller org/mtes/defau!t/flles/Documents/Budget/FYl7 020%26%20FYI&%20AAO%2Q51NAL%ZOB.udgfet
%20with%20talls:pdf. ™ ;
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statewnde ‘statistics, publtshed by the Callforma Crlmmal Jus’clce Statistics Centpr and posted on the
Attorney General’s Open Justice site (DOJ; 2017). :

Abroader dnalysis of all drug sirrests was, conducted largely by the Center on juvenile.and Criminal justice
{cIcy), which has. fssued a'series of reports detailinga pattern of racially dlscrlmmatory arrest-practices ih
San Francisco, pamcularly for drug offenses.” The analysis: begms with CICYs review of al] drug arrésts’in
‘$an Francisco from 1977 10 2016; w1th & strong focus on felony arrests, {which: lnclude manufactu re, sale;
and Iarge squantity drugpossession). Fhist eport then analyzes San Erancisco's cannabis arfests froim 1990-
2016. The cannabis ariests captured ih the data set include. feiony charges and custodial misdemeanors
and infractions,” Misdemeanors primarily involve Tow- ~quantity possession; though possession of less
than.an ounce was downgraded to-an infraction in:2011. :

SFPD ahd SFSO data have several deficiencies. ff ‘how race. and ethmcﬁy are. treated. Most crucally,
Hispanic/Latino ethnicity’ is: posited as a tvpe of racial 1dent|ty in the data, erasing the nuance- of
race/ethmc;ty withiin the Latina commumty Hlspamc coded arrests.alsoonly represerﬁed less than 1% of
arrests from 1990-2016, 3 level that is highly inconsistent-With available: conviction data for that-time
period: in other words, ‘it s Jikély Latino arrests are distributed ‘inorigst “White” and other tacial
categorles whu:h may undermlne the vahdjty of arrest rates. across: raclalcategones

accurate}y reﬂect how drug arrests dlffer by face and “‘thmcrcy amongst JUVenHes- Furthermore, J;he
analysis .of cannabis arfests is confinéd 1o exammmg fican-American cannabis aitests: percentages
relative’to theirpercentage of the population; ratherthan in eomparisonto the arrest rates of other raclal
groups: To compare drug afrests across papulatioris, CIC) calciildted arrest rates by dl\ndmgtctals by sta
Department of Finance, popu]atlons for each age. group;: gender and race. :

Drug Afrests: Analys;s 1977- 2016

Qs study of drug arrest data for felony cha :undf"lgmﬁcant ﬂuctuatlons in.the Cxty $ drug faw
‘enforcement, pﬂmanly mvolvmg Afncan Amencan arrest rates. Thelr key ﬁndmgs mcluded

¢ . from. 1980 to'the mid: 19905 San Francnsco s. racual patterns.in énforcement of drug faws roughly
. resembledthose statewide, Still, African Ameticans in San Francisco were 4 to 5:times nore:
" likely toshe attested for drug feloniés pricr to the nid=1990s than thejr proportlon of the total
population Wauld predict, o SN :

& From 1995-2009, Safi Francisco experienced ani expiosxon in:drugifelony arrests of African
“Americal nsthat did:not oceur elsewhere in the state, tor for other ratial categories in San: ‘
:Francisco ) :

& From,2008 - 2016 ‘the! C[ty s-decline n drug arrests for all raceés waslargerthan, occurred
:statevwde
‘s From3010- 2015, drugiarrésts fell'shiarply for all.racesin San Francisco from 2010 through‘
2016. jn_ .2008, @ number equalto 8:7% of SanrFrancisco’s Afr lcanAm;encan.poquatxon was
drrested for drig felonies. Iiv 2016, the number had dfopped t-0.7%.

705ee Appendix A Center on Juveniile and Crimirial Justice Drug Arrests Report, 2017.
71Sée-Appendix B. Full List of Cannabis.Specifi¢ Statutes Reviewed.
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& From their 2008 peak;-drigfelany rates fell 92% among African Arhericans and by 84% amang
non-black races in the City {D0J,2017). T feclines were mich farger than occurred.
elsewhere in.California {79% for Afrlcan Americans, 68% for other races).

Flgure 3..San Francisco fefony diug arrésts by race, pef IDG 1,000 population, anhual averages (1977-
20186) )

5,692, 656 Gsir 0%

T 3, W

L ]

197779 1980-84 1985-80 109094 Y0959y 200004 200509 201013
~ ek e—Nonblack
_SourcesCICI (2017} L SR

* ‘Whilesome of the daclirie i felony drrests is due to récent state reforms to reclagsify many-.
felony-driig offerises as niisdemeanors, misdemeanor drug arrésts also fell by 80% inSan
Fraficisco from 2008 to 2015, also a'much farger décline than statewide.

» Racial disparities in 2016 have narrowed from the peakyear, 2008 ‘whern African Amencans in
4N Fraficisco were:19, 7 timies riiore likelythan hon-black San Franciscans, and 4.5 times more
fikely than African Ameticans elsewhere in California; fo be arrested for a drug felony,

@ Fuenat today's muich lower levels, however, large tacial disparities persist. In 2016, African’
‘Americans if'Sat Francisco experienced: fe!ony drug:arrest rates-10 times: hlgherthan San
Franciscans of gther rages;-arid 2.4°timés higher than Aftican Americans elsewhere.m California.

s Amohg youth. (a very small samiple), Latiriosare now twice's a5 llke'ly &5 African Afdiericans, five.
‘fimes more fikely than whites, and nearly 10 times more likely than Asians to be'arrested fora
drug felony;



Figure d,.Juyenile felony'drug arrests per100,000 populatmn age:10-17, San Francisco vs.rest of '
California, 2009 vs. 2016 ‘

MALE i FEMALE
ﬁf{!gan e .7 Affican -
Ec1qnv Drug ArestRate - “American White: Hispanic . . Asian | American  White “Hispanic Agien
“San Frandisca: C T dsang 2379 915.1, v2i7 | Z4184: 583 208 584

200.6 J1i0 170z 481 619

SourcerCJC {2017)

icai American girls and young-women Wéfé?lu'ntil,recenfly‘»fli;a'rge'ted for-criminal Jaw
-éfiforcément at much higher rates in San Fraiicisco in comparison to all otherdemographic
:groups in the City. In'2007 {the.peak year for youth drig- arrests) ‘San Francisco” s ‘Arican .
Americanfemale youith accounted for 40% of the fe!ony drug arrests of African Ama*ican female
Yotiths in Californiazand had-arrest rates.50 t[mesAhx;_gh_.er thantheir counterparts in other
counties:. In'20 14-2016, only'one African American female youth was arrested iri San Francisco
for a drug felony:.

@ lh;zOdL 125 of the City's 265 youth drug felony arrestees were Latinos, 112 were African
Arerjcars, and 12 were Asians. 112016, seven were Latinos; ne was Affican American, tivo
were Asians, and fione were Whitg.. :

‘e Racial patternsin. drugart ests do notmatch’ raclal patternsin drug: abuse of the 816 peop{e
who died from abusmg illicitdrugs in San Francisco during:the ﬁve—year 2011-2015 penod 55%:
were fioh-Latino Whites, 22% were African Arhéricans; 10% wete Latinos, and’ 9% were Asians.
Irecontrast, 43% of the €ity’s 6,587 drug felony arrests, durmg

Cdnnabis Arrests, 7990-2016
Patterns similar to-those found in CICI's anafyﬂs are -apparent when specifically exammmg cannahis-
related felony and. custodlal fnisdemeancr. atrests. A demonstrated iri Figutre 5 below, from 19902016,
Black? Jndr\nduals‘represent an increasingly 1arger percentage :of total cannab;s-re]ated arrests;in'San
Francxsco Though Latinorarrests were'not. dlscermble from the ataset, Asian cannabis arrests reflected
only 1% of the total artests from 199010 2016.-

72 Arrests are ramal]y coded m the data as ”B” For B1ack or Afncan Amenr:an in the SFSO cannahls arrests dataset

,addr.esses the Black p_'ovp;LLIauonmSan:Fra\nc:sco with. an.understandmg thatan pygmhejmmg majprgty Qf ﬁlAagk_
arrests likely involve Africafi:Americans.
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The jump in fotal ‘arrests in 2000 Was accompanied by 4 Jump.in the disproportionality of Black arrests.
Arrestsincreased by 160% between1999 and 2000; from: 1164 to. 3042, The percent of arrests featuring
Black detainges went Up from 34% to 41% of all arrests, a20% increase. Despife the high percéntage of
Black cafnabis arrests, B!ackSan Franc1scans comprlsed 7. 8% of San Francasco s, poputatlon in 2000 Even
camnab!s possessnon ,t0~;a,, ,mfrac_:tl‘on,‘Blacl(cannabls acr.est_s as‘a Bercentage Q_f totarl arrAes,ts_ ho.versv around
50%. As Figtire 6'shows, Black people ofily tepigserited 6% of San Frahcised’s popufation in 2010.

Figure 6, Percent of Black Caninabis Afrests Compared to Blick Populationin San Francisca (1990-2016)

e

b’dx‘.,

. - guana«’&ft &&‘5
SOURCE- SFSOArrests Data (1990-2016), : S EEnsus: (1990 2000 2010), Amer_ cap.Cormiunity Survey: (2016)
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identifying b’iﬁa}d\kantﬁged’ Commiunities:
As indicated by the racial disparities iri San Fraficisco arrest and bookiig rates, the War on Drugs has. -
produced disparate arrest irates  Across racial groups. And while rates of drug use and sale ‘are
commensurate across facial lines (see Figure 7); Black-and Lating communities interact with the criminal
Justice 'system,. includingvia. arrests, bookmgs And. mcarceratron at'a rate far higher than their White,
countemarts

Figure 7. Cannabis Use by Race (2001-2010)

ond: the: Cr/mmal Just/ce System - UsEs econe ¢ anaIySIS to understand the costsl beneﬁts and_
consequences of criminal justice pohmes Notably, “the report points-ott that having a criminal record in:
the'U.S. makes it inare difficult-to find employment amithose who have been mcarcerated eam 10 to 40§
percent less than similar workers without a historyof incarceration:’ :
of parental incarceration are 2 to 7-times higherfor Black and Hxspam chyldren than Whlte chlldren andv
paren’ca] incarceration is a strong nsk factor fora ﬂumber of adverse‘outcomes, mc!udxrg bt not limited
to. menta] health problems, school dropouit; and unemployment: Finally, the report concludes that
csnsequences of interactions with-the: crlmmal justice system can include. not: only- negative jmpacts on
‘employment But also health, _debt transportatlon, housmg, and food security,: ‘and on'a Hational level,

73https'//'obamawhfcehouse archlves gov/sxtes/default/flles/ page/ﬂles]'20160423 céa_incarceration_criminal _JUSt
Teepdf .

k2 Executlve Sumhiafy, paie 5 “Recentjob.application expefiments find that- applicants: withi criminal records were
50 percent 1883 likely to receive an interview requestorjob offer; relative to identical applicants with no cnmmal
fecord, and these disparities were larger for Black applicants.” :
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with hlgh rates of; mental illness, and substance abuse 75

: through enforce ment of cannabxs—related actxv;ty, can have negatwe and consequentxat economxc im pacts
.on the: arrestee and theirimmediate family: ‘

understandmg where hlg}‘ arrest rates overlap thh eco'nomlcally dlsadvantaged commumtles (see Flgure
~ 9on, the followmg page) I ;

0. | 565,800 $71,100 |3 6,35C 8816 )| 86,900

850, | $105;350: | $113,800 |- $1

75 Conclusnon

httpsi//obamawhitehouse.archives; gov]mtes/default/f‘ Ies/page/ﬂles/20160423 cea mcarceratlon criminal_justic:
a: pdf

76°CA HCD Incdme Hmits for-2017, http: //www hcdca: gov/grants~fundmg/mco me-hmlts/state-and federal
IRcome-lifiits/ docsj;nc2k17 pdf
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Figure 9, Concentration of Low-Iricoiie Households at ot Below.80% of Median Income by;Sa‘n Francisco
Census Tract with Cannabis Bookings by Arrest Location (2010-2017)  °

incone
Households

 75% - 94%




number efarrests and po’rentlal economlc dlsadvantage gsa: result’ the map m Flgure 101 is, further re’r" ned
; o shiow census. tracts with both a hxgh humber of low incomeé ‘hotiseholds {defiried as <80% A1) and a
jslgmﬁcant hlmber of cannabls related arrests, The median: percentage of low-income househalds across
© San Francisco .census.fracts is-40:2% accordmg ‘to census data. Addltlonally, ‘the median. number of
;bookmgs per 100 peopje acréss census tracts. foi-2010-2016 4vas 0.43. Therefore the thap, in Figure 10
highlights.all census tracts’ that meet the followmgtwo criteriar

e A percentage of low-income househons h|gher than the medianvalue of 40.2%
Bookmgs per 100 persons in, the 70th percentlle or rather greater thain 0,83

0f197 po:ssii_blezéénsgs tr'a”c‘t's;, 43 m et’hoth criteria a‘nd‘ aretepresentéd ih:Eer'zin‘»Fi‘gufé- 10 below.




Figure 10, Tracts with low income population (<B0% AMI) above fedian peicentage and bookings per
100 persons ahave 7th"perténtﬂ'é’.
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As Figures 10'and 11 show, more than half of the quialified censiks tracts fall i Bayview Hiinters Point, the
Whssion, and the Tenderloin comblned These nelghborhoods also all feature census tracts with sugmﬁcant’
rates of unemployment and some of the blghest fates of an arrests: It sho note'* that thls’-
analysis does not establish direct correlation between tanriabis arrest and low—mcome 'households For
‘iﬁsfancé ’rhe high numbef of st‘udents TeSJd’ ng in Lakeshore masxr be & drlvmg factor behlnd the. iower ﬂ

i the ex1st|ng hterature on the reiatronshlp.be jjeen écghomic opportumty and ’che Wa on Drugs the tracts
identified above are the places where tbat relatxonshlp is most likely to’ have had an adverse econemic
impact. '
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Existitig Cannabis Industry Data ' ‘ -

C-Tf\fen the mfam:y of the fegal carinabis. market and thecontinued lﬂlmt nature ofthe maustry in a federal
tontext; there is a deaith of quahty demographic data on Cd—mabxs ihdustry profassionals: The existing.
mdustry, as discussed'in this section, relies on small sample surveys, which limits confidence in how these

numbers ¢an beapplled tolarger populatxons, However, these surveysare oufBest, lookinto this emerging
industry.

Nadtional Industry

Mafijudha Business. Daily.conducted an anonymows enline. poﬂ of 567 selfzidentified: cannabis industry
blsiness owhers and axecitivas, sheddmg some light on the. composmon of “thé natlonal market. T
Efhnicity was not treated distinct from ‘tace Th the Maruuana Businiess Daily survey; mstead requiring.
Latino responderits to choose between responding to the survey with-their race or their ethnicity, not:
both It should be noted that this has lmphcat[ons for thé datd’s: accuracy Stil, accordmg to the survey,
19% of responderits were racial/ethnic minorities; though rac'aI/ethmc minorities comprise.38.7% of the
national population. Under representation affects non-Hispanic African Americans.and Asians as'well as.
Hlspamc/Latmo communities. Non-Hispahic. African Aniericans.and: Latinos face the hlghest Jevel 6f
dnsproportxonahty, each owning only a third of the matrket that thei shdre of the | .xaqona] populatlon
would imply.

Figure 12 Survey of Race .&:Eﬂiﬁicvi'iy fn; the National Cannabls Tndustry

Ao m arquqnaﬁm:xrﬁmwﬂ&” &Founders . B %ol Tows Popiition

Other

“iicen Amarican.

ru G E p_:ﬂ;fs . : .'PGQ‘:IF‘?[
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¥Note: The chart:above gssuimes oll survey respondents thatdid not identify.as Hispanic/ tatino-are non-.Hi:spanfC,' however this:
migy not be the ¢dseGiven respondents were niot given the option 1o identify Both thejr face ond ethnicity.

Source: Marijuana Bustriess Daily (2017, American Comimtinity Survey (2016)

7 Marijuana Business Daily-(https://mjbizdaily.com/wWomen-minorities-marijuana-industry/)



california Industry

Klinost athird of respondents to the Maruuana BUSmess Dally survey reported that their busmess
headguarters were in California, This is reflective of Califcrnia’s share of the n,a.tiona[ market, in which
California accounted for 27% of 2016 legal market sales.”® The state also boasts the highest percentage
of minority-owned tannabls businesses, according to the survey. Over 23% of.California respondents ’
were racial minorities. in comparison to the state’s total population, which is 61% comprised of
racial/ethnic minorities, there is still significant under representation inthe industry;

Figure 13, Survey of Race & Ethnicity in the California Cannabis thdustry

ot

mEoliva arifusng Business Gleneis & Founiders ,JUfEG’:lN’C‘)ZU tion

‘Ot Ritiaces

Moo Hepanict « o HispanifLaing

*Ngte: The cliart above assumies all survey respondents that did notidentify as Hispanic/ Latino are rion-Hisp anic, howeverthis
inay hot be’the casegiven respondents were ot given thie.option toidentify botti theirrace dnd ethnicity:

Source: Marijuaria Biginess Daily (2017), Arierican Commurity Survey {2016).

Saii Francisco Industry

Asmall 77- -person. survey ‘conducted by the San Frahcisco. chapter oF the Califoriifa Growers: ASSOClatlon
found more diversity inthe:cannabis’ Jndustry oh'a Jocal level'than within the nation and the state,
Respondents were:able to self-identify their’ race/ethmmty in-afreeform field. Figlire 14 shows that 66%
of respondents current]y operate g cannabls business.in the City,: and 6f ther, 32% idefitified: asa racial
or, ethnlc mmorlty. Th{S Is a_'hlgher percentage than the state s industry ‘as reﬂected by the Maruuanax

.-chverstty in: Callforma 'S ¢ nnabas mdustry St:ll, racual and ethmc mmorltues are 58% of San Francxsco 5,

total population (ACS 2016); 26 percentage points higher than'the percentage of racial'and athnic

minority business.operators in'the strvey, The-Asiah: .comimunity is especially undefrepresented frvthe
_ focal market fepresenting 34% of the Sam Francysco population but.only 8.5% of carinabis busihess

BSE\Weekly — http:/ Neww.sfweekly. corm /news/california-leads-nation-iri-legal-marijuana-sales/

ke
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‘operators. Additionally, 31% of manjucana busmess operators respondmg ta Lhe surveywere female, 2
ﬂgure well below parlty

Figure 14. Survey of Race & Ethnicity in the San Francisco Cannabis Industry

O

jiiEns BusinessOpersiors i %of Toral Populsrion
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IV, Barriers to Entry:

Key Barriers to Entry intothe Adult-Use Cannabis Market ‘
Thig'section provides-ati oVerview of factors or barriers that ¢an make entryinto thé adulf-use canriabis
market difficult: The barfiers to entry.| identified in. Figure 15.arenot an exhiaustive list, but rather a [ist-of

key factors that may be-particularly difficult to overcome forcommunities that have been

dxsproportlonately unpacted by cannabis drug enforcement. Equity programi components should bé
idesigned to mitigate these barners

Access to Capital or Financing -

" Financial { Accessto Real Estate

: LicéhSEUg'é;__,_fReguIatory Fees ’

: Busmess Ownershxp

Legal and Regulatary
Technical .

Tax

Awareness of Equity Programs

© Ciiminal | Background Checks

Geograpby T
Other

{ Distrustin Government

Financial Barriérs

AllLnevi busiriesses face financial reqliisites to-enter-a e market. Access to capital of busihess.
fitvancing fs necessary to purchase the equipment.and labor to get any business.up and riinning, For
individéials disproportionately targeted for: drug enfotcementand consequently, disadvantaged sotio-

»econemlcally during the last' decadas of caninabis: prohlbmon, these finaricial barriers.can e partlculaﬂy
difficult to overcome,

Access to Capital or Finiancing

Even pos decrimmahzat n of marrjuana -offetises in California, ‘the Drug Policy Aihance and the. ACLU
fotnd thatthe cost.of marijliana-related infractions “can be a substantial burdenfor youngand low-
incorie people and was "’partlcuiarly acutefor black people and youngien and boys:” The cumulative
effect of ecomomicall vantaged neighborhoods: that have been. dtsproportlonately targeted with
‘spforcement (of‘ten With punitive' monetary fi ines) meéans that many mdwldua 5.do not have the personal'

capital to invest in‘g new business,.
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Additionally, these individuals-are less likely to be able torsecure traditional business financing or even
open traditional checking-accounts associated with their business. As imajor banks are federally
regulated and carinabis remalns illegal at the federal level, miost banks refuse fo-offer sérvices to
cannabis businesses. Without the initial capital to launch a business vanture or to sustain operating
costs uritil profits are reahzed tnese individuals arerendered uhable to enter the adult-use cannabls
market,

Atcess to Real Estate

Closely related to financing, but of acute concerri ih San Francisco, is accessto real estate: New
businesses need a location from which to operate; and San Francisco has an-extremely competitive real
estate market with:some of the highest rents and lowest vacancy rates for commercual and retail .
proper’mes Economlcally—dlsadvantaged mdl\uduals miay find, San Francisco real estate tobe prohlbrtlvely
expensive, and cannabis enfrepreneurs may: fmd banks: unwilllngto extend !oan;

[lcensmg and- Regulatory Feés

‘Canpabis: busmesses mtendlng fo operate inSan Franmsco W]” be- requtred to oE)tam ahi Fcense and pay
any applicable fees fo-legally: operate a.business. I addition fo feesifor the Incense itself, these fees’ may
Anclude. regulatory costs: (eg, burldmg inspection;, security” reqmremems) as well'as license renewal_‘_fees
“tg continue operations. Costly licenses combined-with complex regulatory requirements .
Adlsproportronately disadvantage lower-income ffidividuals:

Techiiical Bamers

"Techmcal barrlers to entry mclude aspects of busmess planmng, ownershrp expertise, ahd operatronal
pracmcesthat are typrcal]y knowledge—based Garriers: .-

Business an ershlp

Indlwduals startmga new busmess may lack the technlcal kh wledge related to busmess p[an crea’uon
accounting, orsales forecastmg that are bénéficial to anyn Ventuie.'While these businesspractices
are notunique to cannabls, disadvantaged individuals will. have a harder time paying for business '
tiasses,‘feéhﬁi'ca | consultants; ghd/or-contracting:out; specialized work.

Cannabls«based busmesses.face an addltlonal, tech cal knOWIedge gap-of 1earnmg,m' 'ustry—specmc best
practices ini an‘industry that has* been historically secretiVé and’ underground mcludmg cultivation
iechn!ques and manufactiiring processes used in specialized prodiicts that are comphant with San ‘
Francisco regulations. '

:Lega/ and Re_qulatory

Compliance With the legal and regulatory requlrements surmundmg an adultusg: cannabrs bu:smess fsan
unpredictable barrier to: entry given the currext Uhestablisheéd: regu]atoryframeworlc Cannabis
businesses: will requirea hcense 1o operate frorn both the State.of California'and the Clty and County of .
‘San Francisco: San Francisco's li ensing process: and concﬁronsf pération: are:not yet established and
couldbe- relatrvely complex to navigate,-especially for first epreneurs. These barrlers are more
drffu:ult to navigate. for Iower-mcome individuals: who may: not be used to w0rklng in‘this. enwronment

. and/or urighle to afforcl specxa_lzed consultmg ot legal assrstance
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Tax

Cannabrs biusinesses Wl” be subject’co traditional state and local busifess taxes that often require some
amoint of expertise to ensure proper compliance. Further comphcatmg matters is that.cannabis
businesses will be subject to a.state and local tax system that has not yet been fiilly established, Withotit
a clear Pictuirg of the tax fegimé, éntrepreneirs are uiable to estifiate thielr tax burden gvet if they:
‘could-accurately forecast all other costs. In this atmosphere, well:funded businesses that can build ina
financial contingency for unforeseen tax liability will have-an advantage over less economically=
‘advaritaged ventures. '
Awareness of Equity Programs

If established, an equity program tén help mitigate the other barriers to entry:presented ini this section:
A program is only helpful, however, if cities and states conduct the necessary stakeholderoutréach such
that'potentially eHgib{é‘ pér"so’ns are-aware of the program a’nd its benefits as-éarly as possible. .-

“The equity compohent of hcensmg becomes particularly important when the total number of cannabis’
businesses are capped at a certain Aiumber, given: that well-resourced operators will be able to move
toward licensing faster. In.a capped licensing framework, there is mcreased urgency to ensurethat .
potentially-eligible-applicants are educated on the equity program before applicatiohs are-accepted, so
that they are not'crowded out of a-finite number of licensas.

Criminal Barriers

California’s Proposition 64 states that: appllcants cannot be denied a cafinabis busmess hcense solely

;becausa or & px |or drug convxctxon, y '15' lmportapt to recogmze, however that a state hcense is not ’che

abxhty to:gain employmenf apply for governmentassjstance, or even obtam & 3oan ln the ¢ase of
individuals convicted of a. drug offense, these cumulative effects coup!ed with fir ines, court costs
incatceration, and other- slibsequent dlsadvantages caf bednsurmotintable

Background Cheéks

While Proposition 64 states that drug offenses will pot-bar an individial fromi, licensure, other.entities
‘thatan entrepreneur may-encounter can still utilize background checks‘._vFor example; a bank can ufilize
a background check as part of evalua’ung algan apphcatxom Proposition. 64 ddesfiot requ:re
expungement of prévious canriabis ¢ omnctlons from individuals crimifal records meaning that a

criminal record can still pose a.barrier o entry formiany apohcan‘cs

‘Othef Barriers

Geography:

Geography can pose as a barrier to efitry: ‘when allowable Zones for cannabis: busmesses are too far from
potenti |'entreprenedrs. Whilé Sati Fraricisco’s recréational ‘cantiabis reg_ufattons are fot yet established,
many cities restrict where: these businasses can exist thrfough zoning. Geography. will be animportant
conSIderattm to balance n-eventual regulation:.on one hand, neighborhoods that have been
dxsproportlonately impactéd; by the-Waron:Drugs. shiould have actess 16 the bisiress opportumtles
‘provided by this-new market; on the ether there are unknown and potentially negative Fmqu'tS (such as

health 1mpacts) ofthese businesses on thessurrounding nelghborhood, and they should not be:
‘cbnkentrated in areas. alread};ﬁ,reeh.n gfrom dispropg [t_lonate,,dmg enforcement,




Distrust in Government

Animportant barrier to entry to address is‘the perception of the current chmate surroundlng cannab[s
and legalization. While Some individuals may feel encouraged that legalization of comimercial and
recrea Lio’ nal n‘\a’r‘lJUané ‘rﬁ‘ay‘r‘hitigaté histo'rically’ r'a'ci'st drUg ‘e‘nf‘o r‘cér‘hent‘ ‘bthe‘rs ma"y Wo’nde‘r wh‘y a

the government to act in thenr best mterest,

As discussed in fhé Equfty Analysis section 'b'f this repott; arrest and convictiof of cannalis offenses have
disproportionately affected communities of. color, despite studies showing relatlvelygmi]ar rates of use
‘of cannabis between racial groups. s this-context, trust between:these corrmiinitiésand the’ police or
;govemment has been Iow Thesec '_mmumtles may be partlculariy wary of establtshlnga regfstered
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V. Cannabis Equity Program Benchmarking
Overvieiw of Peer Juri sdictions’ Efforesin Equity in Adult-Use Cannabis Iraplementation.
Since the legalizatioh of medical and adult-usé cannabis in several states across the gotintry, many cities

and states have tecognized the inequities imposed by the War-on Drugsiand. xmplemented programs to
achieve eguity goals and mitigate barriers to entry into t‘nsemergmgmarket

Ti'ns sectlon provrdes a broad over\new of eqwty framewol ks m other jurisdi'cﬁbns ‘iﬁat’ are 'alfeadi/
of equrty program components and assoc1a’ced mrtigated barrters to. entry dlscussed in the pre\nousn
section, see. Appendxx C.

¥eamed the Controller’ 5 Dfﬁcer reseatched local and state adult—use cannab*s programs and conducted'
telephone interviews with the following peer JUI‘ISd!CtIOﬂS

v Oakland, C&

& Los Angeles, CA
-« Denver, CO.

»  Massachusetts

California state faw- fegarding -cannabis: de]’ega’f’ec "muoh' dutonomy to localities over licensure and.
regulation of: carmabls operations. Dakland is the ohly dty in: the coltry. o eufrently- havé an

(mplemented cannabxsequﬁy ptogrem. Los Angeles presented a Cannabis Social Equity Ana!y51s toits City -

Councn i October 2017 detallmg recommended crlterta for eqwty programmlng As the only California.

Massachisetts is also- considering equity: concep’csjbut operates oh.avery dlfferent]icensmg system than
California -as the state retains ‘more control cver {icénsure: and regulatnon- Dehier does not have-an’
established equity program, biit-has been licensing: adult-use.carinabis since 20147 and is an importaiit:
camparisorias it was the firsti ‘majoricity to legalize adult-tse of caninabis. Finally, a number of states have:
tecently experiménted. with equ;ty concepts for efthér medical oradul It-use. ‘cahnabis, Wthh aré also
summarized at the-end ofthis section:

P The Dénver Collaborative: Approach: Leading:th e*‘Way in municipal 'rnaﬁijuana fnana gement’ (;2:0’:'[7 ‘Annual Report)..
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The City of Oakland’s Eqwty Assistance Program: was: establlshed by city ordinance and is ambng the most
iwell- developed programs ‘foclised on cannabis equity. in the nation. Although it currenitly only: appliesito
med:cal dlspensary permn’cs Oakland mtends to open the:jprogram to adult=use applicants as the state

.. (2) earn 80% orless of Oakland a'\ierag‘e miedian ihcom’e;(<$52;6§0),

i Oakiand resdens

AND

(a) have hved within 21 “high” enforcementpohce .' e {b) have been 'ar"ested and conwcted of a.can inabis
beats for10 oﬂast 20 years . e crlme in Oakland after 1996, :

’ been restncted such that perm[ts must be 1ssued to qunty and crenera] appllcants ata 1 1 ratlo— lf one

equxty apphcant IS permltted one genera[ app 1cant can be permltted After thls mltlal phase, perm:ts wnl[

Program:

[ ncubator o

| Techinical

1 Assistance

“Assistance
| Industry | Oakland” has also: paftnered w:th foral orgamza'uons int provrde cannabls~speclﬁc assistance,‘. 1
| Technical ‘ suchas cultxvator permxtcomphance classes e

| cannabis business. )

Eqmty apphcants canreceiveizero: mterest startup ]oans to cover thHe-costs of establlshfng a - :3

Fee Waivers

ity:applicants are not assessed a fee for Oakland City permitting.

w
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Dakland has been accepting applications under this equity. framework since-the end of May 2017 {see
Figuré 18), &t has been tracking data regarding general and ‘equity applicants, and cirreftly. have 216
completed apphcations with a ratio of 106 general apphcants to-110 aquity-applicants, Tn addxtlon 27
anpllcants applted as.an incubator with 17 more. expressmg interest in becoming an incubator.®

;~TutalCamplete Apphcatxons 1 s

As the oﬁiy maljo‘

ﬁty to Tr’éve an 'i?npiemented é’q‘dﬁy‘ pro‘gram’ ‘Galfl'and'fs i'ns"trucﬁve ‘Ir‘a whr:it' 'i{‘

cons;deratlons and 1essons leamed Green bullets represen’c potentxai!y advantageous factors wht[e red‘
billets mdlcate potentlal cha!lenges

| Etigibility Criteria |# €

&
EY
{-Onefor-One |
{ Permiitting . "% T ] A
Framework . .'Trom Oakland dogs not show this to B the case)

% . Oakland caps: dlspensary permns at eight.annually: This méans that while half of new ]
:cﬁspensanes wilf be from. equxty apphcants, the dlscrae number Df permxts istow (four).:

‘ '(dlspensanes) WJth no’ cap on cu[tlvatlon or manufacture faulxtles
@ ,AHOWS gener l. appllcants to recewe a beneﬁt for prowd mg beneﬁts to equ;ty

| tricubator
“program

K= Lupmentﬁare not mduded

B ey interview with City of Oakland, -
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p The program provides a benefit fo.w d; pphcantswho havethe space-and/or
7 capital to prewdp benefits to. equnty apphca nts. Small-and medium-sized operators are
relatively dlsadvantaged againstiarger: competl’cors who can -afford this beneﬁt
Blisiness ‘ & Use'of con\racted orgamzatloni a“OWS Oakland ta'minimize city staff-while: Ieveragmg
Technical . ) local industry expertise..
Assistance. | & Contracting requires p- front: fundmg before adu [t usetax revenue is collected
| e. vatdes mgmﬁcant'beneﬁt to eqmty app ;cants who Wol ld otherwrse be unabie to.
| Zetoilnterest afford— or éven 6btain - ‘ s Ji :
| loans' o The programis dependent Lrpon tax reven I erated by-permnts o budd up enoiigh.
' initial capxtal to begin issufing funds, but: fundmgstream are potentially llmlted hythe
) dlspensary cap and the one—for—one permlttmﬂ fTHmEWOrk

‘Los Angeles

Los Angeles’ equiity program hasnotyet been established in city-ordinance, but: anin-depth ‘equity report
was-delivered fo the City Couticil in October with reconimendations that provide:guidance on'a potential
program framework; The feport provided. options-for both program eligibility and services that will be
offered to qualifying apphcants' While many.options were' presented, ‘the city.ordinance has ot yet been.
passed so it 1s currently unkhown What exact.components will be 1mp;emented AS commercial périnit
applications will be avaxlable startmg in Degeniber 2017; Los Angeles an‘mmpates that 1ts equity program
will'be. implemented as early:as spring 2018 '

los Angeles ‘has ‘proposed havmg wo wmeWS for apphcan’rs The first window- will' permit alieady-
astabhshed medical cannabis dispensaries-that have been compliant with city. regulat;on& The second’
window Will: permltoperatlons on a-oné-for-one basisi otie permlt fora generai a‘pphcant for every permit-
fora qualified equity applicant. {50%.genétal and:50% equity permits]. This.onexforzone framework is
recommended to contmue Forthe life'of theequity program; wmch is currently’undetermined,

LosAngeles’ Ca’nna’b'ls Social Equity'Analysis'a‘}s‘c’J preposesa tiered framework (s‘ee Figure‘ZO)' df eﬁgfﬁiﬁtyf
based on the: direct and indirect impacts.of cannabis: law ‘enforéément. il an effort to. miake-its-eqiiify
program as- inclusive-as possible. Thdi _Idua]s iho Have been:arrésted for a cannabis ctiire {inCalifo }a)
are prioritized, followed by immediate: family, then neighborhoods impacted by high enforcement fevels;
‘and finally. neighborhood-endarsed Applicants: Who. are Aot o’merWIse quahfled hut-provide a bénefit
.{space, or assistance and: capltal) foa quahﬁed apphcant




Figure 20. Los Arigeles Equity Program Recommended Eligibility Tiers

i Tiet Xx Convicted of
& " cannabis crime?

Thee 26 Iiinediate
e familyeonvictad of.
‘cannablscrime*

Tlar 3: Lives or has Hved:
s | lvigh cannabis ’
enforcement arca™

Tier 4: Non-qualifying
applicants éndorsed by
Neighborhood Couneil

st olso gualify.os
{0 incoine
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Each tIET of ellglbxlzty comes wrth a dlfferent sunte of beneﬁts or programmmg offered to the apphca'\t as

Incubatory’
Partngrship
,Prdgrém

~ Priority | Petmitfing Business. Fee | loan
Pmcessmg Assistahce | Training |Waivers | Program

Low-income: res;denﬁ of LA
with-a prior cannabis o ST R U T
convictionnCA: =1 . | o o ] w4/ Voo Y

| Low-iricome resident of LAT
| with immediate family

| member-convicted of a
cannabis-telated crime in N Sl
CA: | S A NN 4 AN BV

1 Low resnden’c of LA.
who lives or haslivéd in . )
3 e]!glble districts. : N 1 Na B

’ 4 Non- quallfymgapphcants '
| who are endorsed by:a ' R ] N
Neighborhood Couneil. - | .« | & | v

- *Eligible for fee deferral
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Flgure 22 provrdes deta']s rega rdmg pro posed benef‘ its, offered 1o equxty apphcants

o QP FAWSIIEISSE 1 City-mahaged foari fund offerinig no of low-intefest loans to éligible applicants:

Loans
= = 1
Incubator/Industiy :GeneraT apphcants cafi provide space or capua] to ehglble apphcant o be eligible for _
_ L ‘atax rebate and potentlal qualification-as Tier'4 equity apphcant Eqmty permittees

Partnership [Type 1). .

: i : “would also receive tax. rebate:
!ncubator/mdustry | Landlords with carrently’ unpermlttedcannabls operattons (whlch is pumshab]e by
Partnershlp (Type 2) pumtlve ﬁnes) can receive fing Waivers if they provide space to equity appllcants
Te’chnjtql,As_gistgnee o 'Asmstance with nawgatlon of C|ty permlttlng requxrements and comphance

" ) ,C,lty—'owned Vpro_.pgr.ty ﬁot'ellg;ble' for'affm:dablgfhous_l,n_g_._may bemade a\’/al-lable;for

City Property | free or reduced rent'ta equity applicants:

quux‘y apphcant‘ may be ehg!ble for condxtmna] approval ofa permlt wﬁhout

| Conditional Approval

th addition fo equity program components-for which only. eligible permittees quailfy, the Los Angeles
teport also fécommends several Beneral conditions ar programs,. such as Workforce-commitments anid
diversity planis from new permittees, mmmumty reinvestment; education programs; and expungement
events in hlghly—Jmpacted communrtles, ‘which are. further: detalled in Figure 23 below.

anure 23, Los Ange!es Recomme ded:Ge

_ Astreaimlined permitting st;ixctur_e- and.a suite of development standards-will reduce
| Streamlining ‘| ‘operational downtime spent in application review, which disproportionately impacts low-.
: ';i’n'come’appﬁitahts.

>.‘lj}v1as'ef:!‘
- Permitting
| Education & _'OUtr:eacbiandveducaﬁon‘al progfams,ta@fg‘?e,réd t'o'potehﬁa'l,é’ﬁpﬁc‘antszc'sprfea,df-a‘v.vfairenes;s’of-"

Dy‘tﬁé;?,cib | the equity program:

"] Reinvestment fiind and programming earmarked for communities disproportioniately
| Reifivestment | affécted by ¢annabis.énforcement.

Expungement.events held i disproportionately affected:commuriities to help with'ériminal
| Expungement expungemént‘

REX busmesses {rit, just’ equ;ty) must Carmmitto 50%. elrg1ble workforce ([ow-mcome or
| Workforee ;~‘-'|mpacted) and stbmita di versn;y plane
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Whtle the Cannab|s Socna] Eqwty Ana lysls made the above equrty programmmg recommendatmns there" 'A

Eligibility Tiers: -

are unknown lf cef’taln program ele: ents are hot approved 1t may arbltraniy lmpact
_what:each-eligibllity tier qualifies for* ©.-

| Communi

fy & Récommerndations mclude the use of adu use révenue for commumty remvestment
Reirivestment OF g ave the potentlal fo lmprove opportumty in nenghborhoods
Conditional .
{ Approval ]
SRR apphcants who do no{ ha\/ethe.resources to arry he costvof commercnal,rents whﬂe
L they are not opemfmg Business.. - T
F) ate potentially ellglb‘ i
‘ Outreach;& - targeted 10 nelghborhoods and:
T Educatlop the War on Drugs .
| Expungement | © Cnmmal records expungement can he hel
Events'
Type-2 .
Incubators:
e ‘affordable housmg as. potentnal space for el;glble apphcants fo operateforfree or
| City'Property ‘ ;redueed rent

Imphcatlons to ‘thls policy that must be con51dered
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Massachusetts

Massa;:huse‘ts approved adult—use tannabis on the November 3016 ballot and. has riot ‘et finalized its
state hcensmg ﬂ‘amework although it antJCIpa’tes lssumg licenses th the summer of 2018, Incontrast to
California, local Junsdlctxons in Massachusetts are limited to‘zoning coritral over cannabls businesseswhile
the state retalns control:over almost all chensmgcondltlons and regulatlons The pnmary eqmty provzs;ons,

¢ nnablsControl Commxssnon mustmclude 3 certam number of
commlssmners and agvisory board. memberswith backgrounds or expenence in
soclal Justice and: mindrity business ownership. -

* The Commlssmn must adopt rulesto promate partlmpatlon inthe cannabls
industry by people from.communities that have been dlsproportlonately
harried by cahnabis prohlbltlon and enforcement

& Asubconimittee of the Advisory Board will develop récommendations on
women, minority, and veteran- owned busmesses and local agrcultire and

Lk 1. Erowing coopératives..

: 7 le Peoplé with pastcannabis possessnon charges are ehgxble fo have: thEJr records

1 Criminal Record: ‘ sedled-and there will be an-awareness. campaign to inform the public:

' ’ e Past cannabis offenses.will notdlsquahfyan mdmdual from workmg orowninga. |

1. 'cannabls busmess (except =ale to a mmor) S :

1 Agency. Represen{atxon
‘and Legx<lat1ve
| Mandatés

| Priarity Licensing )
onty € : commumtles, dlspropomon_ately |mpacted by ,cannabls arrest_.and lnr;arcefranoni

1 Fees and reventie-will go-toa fund used for restorative jiistice, Jail divérsion,

1's ending Priorities: ; R A A R
{ opending | wotkforce development ln'dustry, technical-assistance, and-mentoring services.

4 A_ Cu!thiatorhcensejees fopcooperatwes (co ops) W1ll be commensurate Wlﬂ‘l ‘

Variable Co-op:Fees: .
e P ,' cuitwatlon size to. ensure all farmers access tolicenses,

i - ‘Data co!]ectlon that. tracks dl\!ers;ty inthe mdUStry is requwed

Datd Collection and s The Ca nabis Conttol Commlssmn must Teport annually o data collected. and..
' ;Stud:\-{ ‘ '~research any evldence of discrimination orbarriers to'entry.
‘ & Additional hcenslng tules will bg’ promilgated i ewdenceof dlscnmmatlon of.
- parriers to entry is found

‘TheMassachusetts Cannabis Conitrol Commtssnon isalso’ domg stateWIde Tls’cemng sessions with the: pubhc
to sglicif comiments dfidcoricerns abstt the événtual reguiatory ﬁ'amework Equ;ty-focused organizations.
and interested Jawmakers have spoken at these:sessions to ‘éncourage the Comm;sswn to. implement
equity. programming:arid frameworks:.
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Denver

The firstregail. sé’le‘s of adult-use cannabis in the'United States began In Denver-ofi January 1,2014, Denver
accounts Ffor 40% of the state of Col lorado’s cannabis retailers and teached $288.3 mllhon in salesin
201623 Although Dériver does not. have an equity program that. explicitly promotes equ:table ownership
and employment in the: cannabis industry, it hevertheless can provide important insights as a city that is
much farther ahead in'the perinitting framework than San Feandisco..

use cannabxs When adult«use cannabK berame legal Den\!er aﬂowed aﬂ exlstmg medn:al cannabts
businessesto apply fora permut if they were permitted byJuiy 2014 1n 2016 Denver capped the nurnber
ofadult use perm;ts to ex1stmgand pendlng apphcatlons As ofJanuaryl 2017 the Clty of Denver has.

rDenver reqmres that permlt appllcants Smelt ommuni ngagemen‘r Plan, wh ch detalls:
commitments’ from the business t6 prowde a positive’ impédct in. The community: The engagement plan is
not specifi¢ to equity, but could include an-equity component if the business oWner so chose, Plans often
- focds on charitable: efforts. like- food drives, ‘street ciean: up, OF . commumty gardens. “The. permitting:
authority in Denver hasno-enforcément authonty to'compel accountablhty toits commumty engagement
plan.

As ’benv;ér"is multiplé years fn’&dp'ermitﬁrig, they are experiencing. secondary rmpacts of pérrii ummg that;_'
should be considered: by other cmes who are just beginning. Figiire 26 below-summarizes Denver’s key
[essons Iearned in permlttmg cannabls businesses for the past three years that:should be consxdered in

Acgoun’tablhty

' ﬁ,r_fabﬁdélf""t T i: [tis important ttrhﬁdér‘istahd
’ ‘| itcan besused, if restricted. tmes must plan for how funds cafl and cannot be
| uséd..
Data ' -4 Data collectlon shouid be ‘builtinto the system from the begmnlng, basehnes

| gstablished early; and efforts should be madeto: collect data along the eritire
: ﬂperm;ttmg process,: Before and after data iscritical” o understand the economic
“{-fmpact of the cannabisindustry.

[ Educationand ] The publicehould be educated about what js allowed and whatis iotin the |
{ Awareness | cannabis industry. Youth and public education shoiild be built into the program
from the start:and berobust.

# The Denver Colfdborative Approach; Léading the way inmunicipal marfjirana management (2017 Anniaal Report).

B2 fhid.




‘Gities should try'to understand who'is not participating in the legal market and
‘make robust effo‘rts to.engage this community..

‘Social Use. : =Consump’clon in nrlvate and- members—only lounges whlch do notse!l cannabls but '
| allowits use, is-an fssue- that surfaces with legal cannabis;-and how & ¢ty Wants ftO
1 permit these establishmefits should be considéred..

Qther State Equity Programs

-Other»stat that have ﬁcensed redical cannabls have consudered orim plemented provisions to promote

. Once the state B medlcal cannabis pa‘u i reglstry re ‘heg 250 000 threg: more cultlvatxon_
licenses will be Tssued; one of which will be. designatedfor the Florida BlackFarmers and
Agriculturises A§50c1at| on. )

‘Maryland | Maryland inftially issued 15 cultivation licenses but was sued whén none vere issued to

' minority-owned applicants, The State Assembly-considered but did.not:act.upon a bill that
| would have allowed seven additional cultNatlon llcenses?ﬂ thestate all desxgna’ted for
r*m’ ‘nty~cwned compames T el

- Ohio - State 1aw reqmres that 15/a thcenses go to busmesses owned by four ldentlfled mmonty o
:*:groups : - S

: Pen_nsYlvania Cultlvatlon and dlspensary apphcants must submlt dwersxty plans thatf. c|ude how:. they
) Bromote raclal aquity through'ownership; emplaynient, and contratting. The state must also.
: ,liel';:itmindﬁty gro'ijps learn howito a‘}jp_ly' fof licénises:

West ] State Taw requxres that regulators encourage mg
Virginia. | licenses.
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VI: Findings and Recornmendations

‘The following section:seeks to provide fecommendations® regarding policy options that could {A) foster
equitable access to partlcnpatlon inthe'industry, including promotion of ownershlp arid stable
employmient-opportdnitiesin the industry (B ) invest, City tax révénues in economic infrastractureé for
gommunhities-that have historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects.of drug
eenforcement policies that have’ dlsproportlonately impacted those communities, and (D ) prioritize ,
individuals who have béen previously arrested or corvicted for hafijuana- -related offense; Specn‘"caﬂy,
this setticn provides key findings infarmed by this report's Equity Analysis, Barriers to Entry, and Equity

. ‘Program Benchmarking séctions. The recommendations incorporated are meant to inform policymakers
as thé City embzrks ot developing an Equity Program.

Breen buﬂets represent potentlal y: advantageous factors, red biilets indicate potential challenges nd
black bullets represent neutral considerations.

_Considerations:

v ¢ Limiting the ehglble group.allows an.
Crity 'that dEfﬂe the. POPUIE’UDH SEWEd ‘affected grotip to teceive higher-value
Criteria should-be data drivén ta ensure the benefits.

Ci ity meets its “goal to pnormze md:vnduals »
who have been previously arrested and ‘clearand justifiable, preferably with data,:
¢onvicted of carinabis-related offerises, or- o, minimize com‘usaon among groups not
-dlsproportlonately impacted by the'War o ‘ihciiided.

‘Rationiale for eligibility criteria must be

.8 Ellglbﬂlty should dta mmlmum, require @
j_cannabls~related arréstand conviction,
- o ) A “and'should be.consistent with the State’s
‘Based on data analysis in this report, the City _conviction history guidelines. 7 ‘ E
should consider including the following: . |.e The Citywill have to decide on whether it
ellgxblhty criteriat |’ | should limit convictions t6 within the -
City, the Bay Ares; the state of Califorsia;.
or‘anywhere in'the United States,

o jiction htstory assoc;ated wuth
-¢annabis rélated offense(s) i ,
2). immediate family memberwitha - . .
Eehviction history-associated with:

. cannabistelated offense(s);.

¥ Thesereco mrﬁeﬁdéttip,r:fsfsih:ef»:u!‘z’iﬁbets;ubject?eb*cfity':At,tfg‘r'bbyi eview piior to Implernentation;

MThe: Cxty shiould consider rvaking'the foﬂowmg serious érit ,
violent felony- comnctson(s) seriots felehy: conwctlon(s) felony canvictic th drUg trafﬁcklng enhancements,
felany conviction(s) for. hmng, empl .,ymg oF Using a'minof o transport, cairy; sell, give away, prepare forsale, of,
peddieany controlied substance to a miinor; or self; offer to: sell, furnish, offerto furmsh adm[mster, or give away a
tontrolled substance fo a'minor:

"ctlons net ehglble offenses t’natmclude
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13) Low Income Status;®

| 4) Resideticy Requirement;

5} Ownership Requirements; and if
-apptopriate

Bf Geographlc Loca’uon

Recommendatmm Elzmbmty Ters

THe City should ¢réate atiered striictlre o
| provide proportronal benefits necessary for
each tier's:success,

e Ensiifes

1 Qo,nylchon

‘Considerations:

|.& Tiered eligibility can offer progressively

morevaluable seivices to the most-

impacted {directly and indiractly)

individuals and mitigate bottlenecks in
" -one-to-oneé licensing frameworks.

1e Ensures that applicants-with-a 'ca‘nnab‘i‘s

-convietion history’ dlrectly benef tfra
‘ "“the programi

irnited. resources can be

" “fargeted most effectively .

‘based: ellglbmty could mclude
convictions within the state, recognizing
thé Tmpacts of convictions on arn
individual, Fegardless of location of
arresr/conwctlon

% Morecomplexeligibility criteria require

increased program administration
fesources,

; '_Reéﬁr’n‘fnendatidn::‘».@wnefsh{'p' '

| The City should conisider requilring.ownership 1. Requiringa percentage of ownership

| structares of equity applicant vperators to

| reflect a-certain percentage. Thissstructure
should set a baseling that ensures applicatits
“realize benefits fremownership, including
decision making power, but be flexible
enough to allow fora varietyof ownership

stiuctures: : :

‘Consideraticns:;

-and/or-control ensures equity operators

are reahzmg the financial benefits of their |

operations..
a  [os Angeles suggested 51%+, however;
requiring 51%:+ ownershlp ‘may havean
Umntended impactof. lessening’ outsnde
ifvestorinterest-and, therel ;
prove to be & capital barier for
ap_phcants..,

é

B Low 1ncome is. defned as ator be ow 80% Sani Francisco’s-area median | mceme as deflned byCahfomla
Departirient.of Housing and Cormurity Development

:“The d1sadvantaged popu]atlons 1denuf|ed in the Jif. EqurtyAnaIys:s sectlon of this Feport miay serve: as an
'appropnate wietric for 1dennfying workforce popu[atlons however,. s:‘an iriterestin oetermmmg whlch
romniupities have been disproportionately! |mpacted by the War on DV UES:QVEr: a sustamed penod of timie; we
would Tecornmend further: analySIs =
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requirement to eﬁsure that curren’c and
forriet Saf. Francisco'residents who have
experiénced over pohcmg and. have dliffic culty
accessing hvmg wage jobs are the first t6:
benefitfrom thls program,

Recommendation; Prioritization™ —~

The ity should con5|der aprio mzed perrmt
process to- assist Equity Apph"ants '

s LosAngeles requires resideticy for no less _

Considerations:

a Becsuse of the size of Sai Francisco’s
market, and in the'interest of énisuring a
tempered rollout-of new activity,
prioritizing residency will allow cureent
and formet residentsto benafit first from

this opportunity:

than.5 accumulative years, with nio less
than.70% rmeeting: this féquirements, and.
Oakland requnres*resndency fot ho [ess-

{e -Pnorltxzatlon approaches needto be

applicants are not crowded.qut by more:
Well -resource: apphcants et 1
® Permn‘.tmg conditions could preveritweli-
resourced:co mpetxtors fromycrowding
out petential. equity applicants,

considered in the context:ofoverall
tiering and-phiasing strategies fo ensure:
désired:outcomes for equlty appllcants

Recominendation: Phdsing -

The City:should consfder permitting phases

| that layer frameworlks in successian; The Clty

should complete anatialysis-oneach phase

and thisanalysis should advise-policy:- +

adjustments to'the. qulty Piogram:
irfiework; permitting process, and”

;geographic-xdistrlbutlon for'the:next phase:.

+

1 Consﬂeratlons

| e ‘A's'curréhtiy'p'rop‘os'eéi in 2018, 6nly 15

Equm/ Applicants, 2} existing: apergtors;,
and 3) operators who weref’peratmg in

. ensures contmued access to medlcmal
cannabis for- pat]ents ‘
Kl An overly. oomplex program: could delay:
s

for a bottleneck m llcensmg [f |nsufﬂCIent
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‘numbersof equity-eligible individuals.
apply.

Recommendatioh: Ratios

The City should, af a minimum; mandate a
Tequisite number/percentage of equity
applicants to new apphcants duting:
permitting phases.

ngﬂd—em___tms_

' As currentiy proposed neW géneral

.2018 WJth the except;on of busmesses
that were: prewous]y shut down through

federal-enforcement: As such; onlyEquity |
Apphcants will beweligible for new permits |

. _Both Oaldand and Los Angeles have:

_xmp!emented oF proposed & oniesfof-ong
5hcensmg framework durmg the:initial

”"permxtung phase that ensures 50%: equlty ‘

appllcan’c partlctpatlon o every new-

RO TR IR business. .
Recommendation: Provisional Aﬁb'roVal" B 'Conmderatnons )

For Equity Applicants; the City should allow
fon prowsronal approva! of d petmit-priorta
‘the-applicant securing. rea] estate for their
Qpe_ratlon

=

1% Provisional approval of a perinittee eould

help the applicantovercome potential
financial bartfers toentry by provndlng
Trvestors'with fnore certainty £ Back

‘that applicant afd.incentivize invéstors to

proyide adequate capital fora physical

, e _locatioft,
Recominendation: CB3P for Retuil Applicants. | Considerations

The €ty shiould consider ‘extendifig the:

- Community-Business Priority Precessing”

) ; specifically
retail applicants, to allow for . fast tracked:
and streamlined Conditional Use review,
process,

s Thet

3P program Would provide-
-apphcants with time-savihgs and-more
clear tiflines.

Recormimendation: Amnesty Program

Cohsi"deréiiOns‘::

& Ensurmg continued eperation could

fean the operatorfaces:fewer barriers:




_Apphcants ta partners w1th operaLors who
wish to further the Clty’s gquity goals. Such
partrierships could iriclude’ comblnatlons of

‘worldorce; financial, capital, real estate, and =

technical assistance provided by non- equlty
‘applicants. .

incubator optio ha allow, ‘ mployers
.and:cahhabis operators flexibility to
determine apprgpnatc; program’
offeringls) can incentivize private'sector
Jinvestment in equity.goals, (e. g, real
“estate and/or mentoring; land(ords:
allowing cannabis: busmesses ‘on thelr

property)

NS fAccountabthty measures mst be taken
- to.ensure partles conform o agreements

“and equ1ty outcomes are achleved

{% Equlty incubatorsincentivize kriowledge

‘and resource sharing with Equ1ty
Applicants at:no-cost to the City.

| # - Oakland has faced eriticism that requiririg |

existing businesses:to form.incubators
Turisthe risk of “hollowing out:the

" piiddle;” where the'market shifts foward ’

* 6nethat consists orily of large, well=
funded: busme:ses and equxty busmesse
a;modelthat could ul

eqt |ty busihesses,
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;Recommendatlon lncubatorProgmm
,Pr}onty Processmg b B

The City’ shculd con51der extendmg pn'or‘i*ty
processing to Incubatér Program applicants.

| Considerations:

| s Priority processing will allow the City and |

the'incubated Gpératorto realizethe
jequity benefits faster:.

& Non-equity-existing:operators. that serve

s “Incubators” eould be eligible to,
‘tecelve priority permit review and
issuance.,

. Pnorltlzatron approaches: need 1o be
‘consmlered in the context of overall
tieri gand: phasing strategies to ensure:
desxred outcomes for equm/ apphcants

| Recommendation: Success Metrics

| Metrics should be iricorporated into the
| Equiity Program to ensure that operators are

Cuns; Qéi‘aﬁ@n;s‘:i

' e :Opéi‘a}c'brscould"u‘se’ Eqmty AppTicanfs Ve

entér the market T 2018, and provide
. them with nio meanmgful benefits. .




uity incubator operators

Recommendation: Creégtion ofa Comimunity
Reinvestment: Fund

Considerations:

‘Community reinvestment offers

'

THe Office of Cannabis shou]d contiftéto
‘ coordmatethh. ”'typartners including the
- Office of Economic and Workforce
lopment and'the Mayor's Office, 16
ntinue: advocacy for furiding through the

Govemor s Office of Busmess and Economlc v

. B3
The €ity.should consider éréating a ‘ ' heighborhood-wide and neighbor-
Community:Relnvestment Fund to allocate directed benefits to those who were
cannabis tax fevehue and focusing most disproportiohately Impacted by
investments on those communities cantiabis enforcement but’are not
disproportishately affected by carinabis patticipating directly in the cannabis,
senforcement. Programming may include- econoniy.
restorative justice; jail diversion, and = { o Atcannabis tax has notyet been approved
‘improving thie éalth and wellbeirig of by:San Francisco Voters, and there'is little
communities that have been affected by the fnformation availa bie;dh.;r'eVehuéSﬂ-aUd
‘War on Drugs. spending priorities.

e G nhahistax revenues may he ah
“inconsistent source ofrevenue until the
market stabilizes, which:could take a few. |

Recommendation:Anti-Stigma Campaign. | Considerations:

The Gity:should consider committing a o Reducing stigma could help opefators

portion. of fundmg ta buﬂd onthe  better access A,capjfc_kayl,.freal éstate;and

Department:of Health’s awareness cam"'algn‘ (I .techniCa!~,3§SISténce;i

to further acknowledge the impact of the | w Cdm‘mun?’c\i awareness through this -

‘War on Drugs ard the stigma that remainsin campalgn:can help calm fears thathave

certaii communities; ’ * beén déveloped-over decades of
misinformation-and scare tactics used

during the War-on Drugs.

s indeveloping:a more regular lexicon to.
use for the reguldted dctivity, City should ]
avoid Drug War language. mcludmg

L A , i crackdown, and ”Black market!’
- Recommeéndation: Funding for Community - Consxderatlons
Reinvestment: | _ :
: | = State fufiding cari énhance and

Supplementthe- City's-ability to meet
local équity goals.
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.gra nts program.

| Recommendation: Equity Plan

| Thie ity should consider requiring applicarits -
to submit; as'part of their Community Benefit
‘Agreement, afv Equity Plan that describes
thow the applicant’s business supports the
{-Equity goals of the City.

Considerations:

This-encourages business to thinkabout
Equiity in the context of it beihga
community benefit in their surrounding
:nenghborhood and allowsthemto
‘cansidet- equuty more’ nroadly in the

. context, of the|r busmess model

- 'Recemmendei:idn‘: Streamline Expungement:
| Opportunities

.| ‘Community reinvestment programming

| should'include streamlined expungement
évents held in neighborhoods that have been
dispro portlonately»lmpacted by the War on
Drugs;

Recommendations; Leverage Existing -
‘Programs

The City should 1everage ehgible” exnstlng
workforce’ programs 1o provude pathways to
ém loyme'“ inthe legal cannabis industry’
for mdmdua[s engaged.in. street—level drug:

“cofnmerce.

1. &

Consuderatlons

:Brmglng events:to communities enhances
gverall dutreach fof the equnty program
and reduces barriers to:navigating thi
expungement progess,

G vénts should be done Tt
coordmatlon with thé Public Defender’s. -
©Office;the Cotirts,and othéf relevant.

iparthers, and they-should provide clients |
.. ‘with ah expedientexpungemeént p process.;, ;

—{quivfiv Bjojaja »

‘Considerations:

Length of program would need e be
+ balanced; making sure participantsare:
“job ready while meeting thejrneed to
<Brterthé workforce quxckly

the models that allow for flexible.
approaches to certification should be
leveraged to-expedite and prioritize.

employment opportumtnes forj persons
who meet the equity permit griteria:

s industry wWorkforce progrand

be:modeled after existing OEWD:
Reentry SerVJces Program

‘Leveraging existing programs. offers:

" people opportumtles ‘to build skills for

Accelerated traimng programs A smmﬂaf fo A

other mdustrses as Wel!

AThé& City should recognize that there are somé-community based orga;nizetion;sj.hat rely-‘oﬁrfé,de_ra i fun_dlhg.;ahq,-fmay therefare
be unable to provide services due to threat of federal enforcement.




| ,Recommendatlons Expand Workforce L 'fc‘dhs{fdgféﬁdhs':

| Curticulurm : ,
» . N |'# The City’s-approachto curriculum
| The City should consider expanding - . develogment through GoSolarSF could be
1. ourriculum tosupport hew workforcgand/or | .used as3.model. ‘

| entrepréneurship services for street level &

: fcesor st : This would require engagement and
| €annabis participants across industries.

training:of new CBOs, i ifi Basic workforce
» knowledge.
s Thete:may be limited potentlal for
"~ ‘program growth due to conmderatlons
and restrictions around.co- mmghng
cannabis workforce 1cundmg with GtheF
sources.
|= This approach would glso take timeand
| ereating new programming can be:costly: |
1% Thereisa potential lackof data related fo
' industry workforce projections, making it
difficultts sCOpe program size: and
funding. ;

Recommendations: Workforce Fairs o _Cons;deratlons '

The €ty should support a series ofwafkfo;cg i

entsio the: commumty can.
fairs WJth partners mc:udmg Inviesti m

aSSISt w1th outreach ard he"*‘ bulld trust
- ith City-agencies.

and ownership support ‘

Recommendatlon Trammg Personnel W1th | Conﬁderaﬁons;

| Persons with experience in'the:
unregulated andregulated ganfabis
personnel who are expertenced in: the narket may be well positioned o advise:

mdUStry 1ransmoned from the unregulated X mdwldqajs ]Q()kmgtg Jom‘t’[‘}eﬁregu[ated
marketto regulated cannabis’ mduSLry to ] fharket.

ensura.curricutum re[evance arid R

These positions cotild creste additional
appll Cab‘“w | workforce opportunities for persons
| impacted by the War-on Drugs;
{-&  Muchofthe City's workforce fraining
- partners makeindependentpersonnel
- decisjons.
1 ». “The riced for official mdustry'knowledge
. .could'be addressed via futtfe RFP's. -

=

Recommendation: ficorporate Local Hire & 1. g_gﬂs_lggw
Refine Requirements T o
» S ) 1 = Given thatriot:all persons'whowere
TheCityshiould incorporate local hire | -disproportiopately impacted By'the War
feqlirements, and should consider requmng o Drugs-are ready to start theirown:
T mcenﬁwzmg employers to prioritize o 'cannabls busmess ensurmg they have
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_j apphcants from then disadvantaged
communities

d fOfl‘diﬁan,ce

The City. shoiild proactively ediicate all
cannahis busmesses of the provisions of San

regulates the'useofarrest and conviction
| records ifiiemployment decisigns.®

® Smce the Clty has determmed Prop 47

Francisco’s Fair Chance Ordinance (FCO) that

" meaningful access to workforce- _
_opportunities in:the Cannabis Industry is’

“¢fitical. B
& Refining Local Hire reqUIrements to

' target specxﬂc areas of the ley cou[d

hired for full tlme, fair wége jObS andnot |

Just used to obtain.the permit.-
= Cannabis businesses could be requvred
} ﬁthrough their CBA’s to participate in First
 Source beyond. entryulevel positions,
" providing upwardly mobile career
.pathiays in addition to- Jncorporatmg
" mid-level placements. ‘

& Alarge amount: of resources and

mfrastructure is requxred bythe Clty for
enforcement/reporting, therefore; this

time to build the internal capacity,

g .Lacalere dnd- any requirements related - 3

ta hiring from:specific location mriay add
techmcal human resource burdens to
e ':the City: should seek to

help to ensure those convxctxon‘s are not.
used to-deny individuals: meamngﬁﬂ
employment .

i
Wwould feguire a funding'source as well as.

Recommendation: Remove Cannapbis
Conviction‘Workforce Bariiers.

| Considerations:

88'As described i Sec‘ﬁc‘_m:ngg;subsection E. Disadvantaged Communities.

8'5ee Appendix D. EXisting Resources;
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The City should Iook at Ieglslatmg the
removal of employment barriers based ort
tannabis=related convictions.across all
Sectors.

Recommendation: Existing Operator
Participation

The City should inceritivize operators that
“may recéive a’ temporary permitto operate
Ah adult-use business to contnbute to the
| City’s equity goals. Any commitmenits made
by operators sheuld-remain in placé until the.
vperator's Article-16 Community Benefits.
Agreernent is approved.

. | Considerations:

,' @ -‘ ‘Proactive parttupatlon by exlstmg

» :Add ing th1s languagets Artlcle 49 of the
PoliceCode (the Fair Chanice Orditiance):
would help ensire'that cofiduct which is
now legal under Proposition 64 does not
‘continue to be 3 barfier to-employment.

epee »| ejpeiele L 184S -t"‘ L)

operators will help the ity move
towards-equity goals before mandates
meantto furtherequity are
implerented;:

Recommendatiori: Access to Babking’

The San Francisco Treasurer and: Tax Collector
should continué to.work closely with the:
State Treasurer to gifovide more
opportunmes for apphcants to access bankmg

that they mayzserve as a resource to San
Francisco based operators:

Considerations:

¢ [ifigates financial barriers

Recommendatlon Conszdemtion for
Municipal | Bank

Fthe Treasurer and Tax Coflector to convene.
Municipal Public Bank Task Forcé, the City
should.continugtd move forward
exped;tlously withthe review of a munimpai
Banking policyto ensure’ appllcants Have the
bpportunity to e provided equitable and
fransparentaccess to capital iy the absence
of federally regulated bariks participation.

o S [ ‘Would create-access’to banking for the
In'line with File No..170448, Urging the Office .

| ',Money generated from fees andinterest

Considerations

industry‘as:a whole..

could be used to subsidize foans to equity |
‘applicants.
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| Considerations:. - -

fon, e There would be substantial cost
| vassomated w“th th)s on behalf of

¥ “Faifness’ " for: &t "bféﬁéﬁ’rs'frgdhi w
_ : ’"'dlsenfranchlsed communities;étarting
R : {  non=cannabis busmesses and not

i ‘receiving such-a waiver may become a

I s B concern inthe busmess commumty

Recommendation: Redicing Social Stigma”™ ~ | Cons:deratlons
Recogmzmg that eqmty permit holders might : b
have,fimitedaccess to socialand financial @ TheCity's PUb]lC information campaign
capital, which could further be tmpacted by - could be tised t6:address multiple fssues, ;
the social stigma associated with cannabis ncluding facts about the health impacts.
tise and salés, the City should ifivest ina ' of cannabis use aswell as the racialized
campaign to-acknowledge the impact of the history of prohibition and enforcement.

/ar on Drugs and the stigma.and bias
assogisted Wit,h.t{t)‘_th:usérs afid husinesses.

Recommendation: Loans S Considerations:
The Clty should create a fund that could @ Thig fund.can p’r’o’vide' a'source of reveriva |.
receive ftinds from: Equrty Incubator prior to the. 1mp1ementat|on of a cannabns:‘
~apphcants and use this fund to <upport . -specifictax. S B
Equity-Operafors. A s |fneeded, it could ta kﬂ time °Eo find.a _
' - qualified CBOthat has fio other federal - |
‘conflicts toadminister sucha program or
internal-capacity and staffir ing’ would need .
§ L L _ o be developed.
Reconiffiendation? Setting Tax Rate® t’onsxderatmns‘ o

h ofdertd dddress the bamer that’ Well~ . '-Corrtemplatmg a tax rate that mltlgates
fuiided busingsses may be: morg ‘capable of " the tax burden ofi equity apphcants
bulldlngm financial contmgen Siesfor things "}~ ensurestheyiremain competitive ina

ch as Uinforeseen tax liabilities, the:City’ market'that has better resourced -
sHould ‘consider taxpolicles that mltlgate the operators. '

tax burden-on equﬁy aPPhC’dm& S {'s Highertax rates can increase fhe.

' effective price of cannabls « causing:some
CONSUMers to- shift spending ta other
geods or buy-their. cannabls outs:de of
| ihe regulated market.

2 5ee AppendiX E Taxation: State'Structlre & Review of Other urisdictions’ Tax:Stractures




_Recommendatlon Create g Simple &
: Transparent App/lcatlon Process .

The Ctty shou dcreate’a permlttmg Jprocess
“that is simple; transparent, arid employs
technological:solutions to hielp speed-and
make applicants aware-of process fromi.day-
one.

s

Considerations:

Asitnple ifitake and application process -
will make it easier for the applicantto
know: ifthey are eligible fora- permit,-as
well-ds be betterinformed of what the
path towards becoming a permitted
busmess may entail.

* Tosupport this, a section forcannabis
bUSmesses ¢an be.added ungder Businesses |
Type in the Perhijt Locator of- thc—;San
Francisco Business: Portal

.\euoﬂmendatlon Leverage Ex:stmg
Resoirrces : =

The City:should steer Equity Program
participants inneéd of businéss, eompli ance;
'and industry-specific techmcal assistance: and
| mentorship tothevariols. ellglbIe City
en preneurshlp and. wOrkforce pr ogram<
currently avaitable; many of whichare:
teferred to ih the: ”Ex15t1ng_Resour.c,es,
| section.®

| Con51deratmns

[

- Leveragmg of existing entrepreneurshlp

ahd workforce programsmln{mfzes up
front ost:and Tesource needs for the:
Officeof Cannabis,

. ﬁéchfi}jméndaﬁbn‘:’jMﬁféh’ing Oébdrt&n&jesﬁ

i& City should create a program to match
smiall. opérators, equity applicants, and
| Interested landlords.

Considerations:

IES Leveraging existing relationships with the ]

1o Matching siall 6perators, mcludmg eqmty '

-landlerd-community; educating them on
the regu!atory strisctyre could create
more real éstate'opportunities,

-applicants, creates potential incubator
‘partnershrp opportumt[es and

‘pportinties.

# see Appéndix D, Existing Resaurces
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Recommendatnon Partner Wlth Loca/ Non—
:Profrts

'ThefCtys_ o,uld also consider partnerm‘ with:

consultants and, ncn—proﬁt organ atuons

hniabis spectﬁc busines,

consultmg, stichas business plan ‘Workshops,
and. regulatory compliahce assistance:

_Considerations:

| @ Usw offontracted orgamzatlons mmmmzes i

. ‘Many busmess—serwce provndmg

' the n ed to hne addmonal CIty staff

nonprofitsare: fanded and/or chartered by’
the Federal government and will be

unable to provide services - substantial
‘timé may be neededta develop.iew CBO.
partners.to create programming in this
spacé. “ .

Recommohdatlon Stajfmg in the Offlce of
Cannabls e

4he Offlce of Cannabls shotild a551gn 3 staff
imember to-serve ay ‘the primary program
ordinatorfor the program.

* | Considerations:

{'a Thisstaff meniber will coordinate with

| Applicants who meet Equity criterla'will

ity departments; including the Human
Rights Commission and the Office of-
~.Ecoromic.and Workforce Developimient,

receive assistance from'this person in.
completing their applicationand
navigatitig-City processes through
coordinated efforts of this program
coardinatorand §taff in the Office of Small |
. Business. :

rlnst[tutlons such as Clty College to
exped{ttously create cannabis specnﬁc
‘wortkforce and.entrepreneur training
opportunities for Sah Francisco residerits,
‘particdlarly Equuty Apphcants atfree or
educed costs.

_Cons:deratlons'

1% ’The esttmg partnershlp between the Clty :

.and City College is-orie that should ensure .
‘thatSari Francisco’s tesidents have access
o impactfuland meaningful curricotum,




65

»

.Recommendatlon treamiine xpungement Corisiderations:
Opportunitiés : R : ‘ ) B .
& Bringing events 1o communities enhances

The City should ens‘ur e‘.COmm'Li,ﬁin overall outreach for the equity program
Teinyestment programming includes: : and ‘reduc"e’s,bfarriérsiit'cxnayigatmg;thé;
expungementevents held in . eXgungeEnient pfocess.

dlsproportlonately—lmpacted ne1ghborhoods; e ISUCH 8vents should be dorie fh
coordination with the Public Defender’s
Office, the Courts,-and other rel evant
parthers; and they should pmwde clients
. with an expedient expungement process
Recommendatlon Nawgat/on 1 Clean Slate Consrderatmns

Program '

e Expu,n'g?nleﬁi:_C’aﬁ;ti”!flti'gate; some financial
The apphcatlon Process wrthm the:Oricethe - barriers to-entry into adult-Use cafinabis. '
Office.bf Canniabls should serve as an.
additional.entry point info’the Sant Francisco
Public'Defender’s‘Clean Slite Program.®

% 5ee Appendix D, Existing Resources.



| By creating district specific
outreach. -

| The:City, ¥ coin"suﬁauon Wr,th; gach Suipﬁérf\'f‘sor; i
;-culturally sensitive:, | 4

66

Rebiiilds trusts between'equity: -
communities and the gevernment. .

:| & Surfaces oplnichs regarding what is

effective and’ not effectlve from varrous
stakeholders.”

le _’lnform regulators understandmg about
the unrque operating envrronment for San.

' Francisco cannabis entrepreneurs.,

& This.outreach increases the chances of

pregram:success by recognizing:
opportunities to proactrvely engage
stakeho!ders I | famrhar envrronment

| & Upfront need of program résouices.to: |

perform outreach and respond fo

- Recommenc[aﬁon Create Informal

entitl es .and a :Ia rge stakeholder,gro,utp., that

ifcludes. équity-eligible’community femibers. :

“in goyernment

. fﬁi‘ Creatmg relatlonshrps burlt on tr st 5

"'the: program and for e effectrve regulatron

tecommendation: Cregte- Formal
Reiat/onsh rps Tosk Force Mem bersth

The ley sho uld create formal relatlonshm
hétiween: regulatmg entitiss-aid stakeholders

thateend, the City.should Consrder“amendmg
the Sa Francrsco Can ab"'--S ot 'e‘_gahzatron

1 represen‘fatrvesshou]d ha\fe acannabrs

et | ®  Creating tefationship b
that represent equity eligible communities: To

| Considerations:

& The rélationiships mayhelp ta build trust
" iy government:

it on. st

* between regulatory authorities and the-
commum‘cy fs necessa for the:success of

the’ program and'for effectrve ragalation,

“additional layers of bureaucracy and’the:
more formal nature doesn’t alwayslend
itself to relationishi p:/trust;bmld ihg:.

related ¢onviction historyand/er should werk .
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'Recommendatlon Program Education & Considerationss::
Outredach ; : :
' ® Mltlgatlon of amblgwty around what is:
The C'W ShOUId deploy’ outreach and ' legal s atthe local, state, and federal levels,
;'educaflonal Cam paigns’ ‘that spread ‘awareness s AHOWS for mitigation ¢Fnot k,now:.ng.what
of the Equxty Program across the cnty but a‘uso ' _ opportunities are available.
| & Allows for mitigation of distrust between

law-enforcement and those communities
dlspropor‘ﬂonately affected by cannab|s
] arrests-and convictions,
1 & * This effort would.require Upfront
resources td perform outreach and
~ réspondto questions from the public. -

-»_ The outreach:should:cantemplate conicern |
; from the. comimanity aboutoversaturation |
of canriabis telated mformatlon exposure ]

h!gh concentrations of eligible mdwldua!s.

. . L » to youth
'Recommendation: Culturglly Sensitive | :ConSJderatlons, ''''
Outreach : L . ’

1@ Rebuilds trusts between.equity

Superiisors shouid pa rtxcipate in:creating | .comnunities:and the government,
district specifi ic-community and culturally 1w Surfacas opinions regar diﬁg' what s
>5en5|tlve Outreach strategies; to ensure .effectlve and not EffeCtIVEf om various
robust, thorough ahd mulficultural outreach: . stakeholders
and. engagement througnout San Francisco. | 4 ‘ otitreach ndeases ’che chances of

program success by recognizing,
oppor’tumtles to; proactrvely engage

| Stakeliolders in a-familiar env1ronment
|2 Upfront'need of program resources to:
- | perform outreach and respond to.
L . 4 questions frohy thé public. |

: ﬁeCo’r_ﬁmehdaﬁén: Immediate Outreoch _”CanSIderatlons.

Dutreachto potentlaf applicants should, begln a ~1mm;edi§te-foqitrga‘ch ehsures eqiity-
assoonasa ‘program’is éstablished: and prior - gligible applicants dre not.crowded ot.
| to when Article 16:applications ‘are stcepted, '
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‘The City should incorporate data cellection
requirements into the application and
reporting procésses to track that all
cc>mponen‘cc ofan Equuty Program and to
measure Vs;xmpact on the commupity, .-

The Clty stiould consider incorporating the
following data metries into thie apphcatlon,
‘pertnitting and permit renewal process*

Narmber of equxty appllcants fo apply
= Types of drug related offenses

. (aggregate)
= [ficomestatus (aggregate)

Race:{aggregate) ' ”
% lEthnmty(aggregatE)
- Gender (aggregate

~ Jotal percentage of ownershlp by and

: empioyment of Sah Francisco re51dents S

‘Workferce charac’tenstlcs
«  Total fumber of emp1oyee"s

5 Numberoﬂocal employees: ;

¥ Percent of hotrs of’local employees

' -Fulltire

o Parttime *

= Percent of hoursfrom Biiployees

- placed through FirstSource;

- .« Dther factorsthat align with maridated | -
.or recommended Workfgree guudelmes;._ ;

Further, toensare we élosely.track policing
~associated-with legalization, the City should
track-and report out:on arrestfates, locations
of arrests; gender;,_ ethnicity, race, Gte:

s Data'gathering componeénts should be

builtinto the Equity Program from the.
outset and baselines should be
éstablished early..

’crmcal forestabhshlng the case for pre-

> The source of data, particularly law
: em‘orcernent datd, couild span.varions

. and dceurdoy'and requirinig Coordination.

graphlc data) is.

and postzadult use arialyses.

gystemsand ‘agencies across the: City;
potentially addingrisk to data:religbility.
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; '_Rééornr'ﬁ"’andat‘lon: »Require,lRéyu/or’Réporﬁ/ﬁg‘

The City: shourd r_equrre afollow -up report from
appropnate agon ies mcludmg the Ofﬁce of

. Thase reports should analyze the
implementation and outcomes of the Equity
Program, permitting, ahd-geographic

istributiofi'and make: programmatlc
recommendations for 2019,

Recommendation: Enforcément of GBAs

The City should-ensure that commitments (e.g,,
real estate by incubatorapplicants) made by
permittees must be enforceable by making
compllance wrth communrty bEU:fltS

,M:,”tlmate revocatlon The Clty should regularly

.corpliance.

Recommendation; Course. Correctior

Thie shouldplanto mitigate uninfended
consequences (e:g:, warsenmg of racial
-disparities in cannabis ‘offenses) through: polrcy

mplementatron changes over time and tourse-.

corréction.mechanisms neededto further
equrty goals::

Examples ofcourse—correctlon mechamsms
icliide butare not llmlted to the followmg‘

NS

ensingin phases{e.g., equity, balapce
Initial phases before uhrestricting llcensmg)
‘lmplementatron of: elrgrbrllty re
i phases:to Bnsure eguity. outcomes are
‘being met

udit.community benefit: agreements to‘ensure |

irements’ ', '

}Cb nsiderations:

"% - Status and oufco.me reports will be-

ctitical for colirse correction and
-adjusting the Equity Program tameet
‘community needs.

Considerations:

» Accountabilify mechanisms should be.
clearly identified diiririgthé.licensing
application phase.

i® Equityolitcorigsconld biatied to

fomimunity benefit commxtments-

k3 Theaudmng OFCBAEWill't reguire

significant;staff time and resources.

Considerations;

& [icansingn phasesallows for timie fo

learn and adjust before larger—scaled
Jmplemeritation..

I ‘Forraal relationships Eethen re’g’tilatOry

‘ageficies and-a large stakeholder group

can Uncover key: challenges andnesded

adestments aswell gs'build trustin an
;evolvmg regulatory environment:

& Anevolvinglicensingand regulatory -
. framework.could cause confusion-and/or

mistrust amongst stakehalders.

l'e  Aformal stakeholdar gfou canadd -

“puréaucracy and drowh outsmallet
yoices.
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The ¢reation of formal relationships
between regulatory‘agencies.and a Iarge .
stakeholder group :

& Flexible incubator options or other
incentives to-allow for mote established:
retajlers to maximize their oppartunities
for participation in the Equity Program.

‘@  Theautomatic expitation or reduction of
provisions and the long-term-direction for
_béth governing bodies and réventies,

Recommendation: Eq_ditqblé Distribution

The ity should consider land use controlsthat |

provide for more eqitable distribution of
cannabis storefront retail to mitigate

verconcentration in disenfranchised
neighborhoods

Considerations:

& By reducingthe eligible locations for

businesses, searcity creates further
~challenges for equity-applicants.

Recommendation: Thoughtful Placeriient

The City should tonsider the coricentration of
cannabis; tobacco and alcohol retallers when
siing land-Use approvals,

Considerations: T

te ‘Considering. alcohol ahd tobacco ouﬂet

:densxty is important t6 ensure-ahy one
neighborhood is not oversatirated with
‘itivity associated with poteritial health
;Ija?r'msl

_Rec'dmmehda'ﬁ‘dhi?fasf( Force Membership. _

The City shiould amend the San Francisco
annabis State Legalization Task Force
'e’mb'er's‘hi’p’to pi‘bv‘l‘de‘ mémb'e'fship'te

Overconcéntration are .addressed at-the T ask
Force,

;ommumt_les to ensure that issues related to |

| Considerations:.

| = “Formal relationships. betweenregulatory

“agencies and alarge stakeholder group.
“can uncover key challeriges-and needed
‘adjustments as-well as build trustin an
eyolving, re’g’ul'at‘o%y‘e nviroriment.

& A formal stakeholder- group can add

fbu‘eaucracy and dréwn out:smaller
yoices..

S¥asdefined in Section Il Subsection E. Disadvantaged Commiurilties;
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Appendix A. Center on Juvenile and Criminal lustice D‘rﬁg’ Arrésts Report, 2017
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San E‘ranﬁgce s Dmg Arrests Dmp %% ﬂu:ough 2@16; .
_ DISprepernenaﬁ:e Arresé:s of Afnean Ameneang Permst

Wdham Amxahne Phi

UHRI and. Dept. of: Socmlorry S -
,Milce Males; PL.D CT Senior. Rcsea:ch E el]ow ) . Co

. : October2017
Su i ary’ .

Ovetthe Tast 15 yeats, the Center on- Tuvenile-aid Critninal Justice has- issied a Series 6f Teports detalhng»_ .
the 40+ year pattern of San Francisco’s racially d1sc11mmatory airest practices against African Americans,
particnlarly for dmg offenses. In the last seven years, a major new: development has arisen: policy reforms.
and San Francisco's marmmoth decling in. dru_g Tests Have dramatxcally rediiced; the. impact - ‘of drug:
offense: pohcmg ont all cormunities: The context of today’s racial disparities s that San Francisco appears

1o be rapidly moving away from- arrebt—onented drug, enforcemen’t, with huge.declines in drug atrests over-
the Tast thiee decades (even as the city’s: population’ tose by 150, ,000), capped by a dramatis, 91%.
; plummet n the refoml era Over the last seven year ;:

198& 89 (_p eake years f01 dmg anests) ﬁFelomes 22 500 mlsdemeanors 6 700 total 29 200
2008-09 (peal: years prior to reform): F elonies, 14,500; misdermedtiors, 4 800‘ total, 19,300
2015 16 (most récent years); . F elonies;. 1 7005 mlsdemeanors <1OO tohl 1 800,

f :‘1103.1 trend For
v "s. legahzaﬁon m

Furfhel research is. neoessary fo mvestlgate the causes and 1mpheatlons of thlS sta'
Qmstance if would be reasonable r.o explore the 1016 of emergent recrea’uonal cav_

dlsparate drug 'airests mSan Franmsco Wrﬂi-a partrculaﬂy dlstu;rbmg focus o Aﬁican Amencan glrls and
‘young Women ’ : e : '

Tn i, %hts report offe1s a descnp’aon and inftial an’tlysls of the 1arge drug; arrest declme amld persmtent
racial d1spar1t1es in. felony and misdémeansr drug arrests in“San Francisco. It also:providés domie
guldance o1 Kow these trends m1ght be viewed in the larger context of drug pohcy reforim aceording to an
infernational humsn rights framework. Contemporary drug policy-solutions that employ an. infernational
Thuméad rghts framéwork (1) demand equal profection under fhe ?la., w in forni and effect; (2) smbrace.
pubhc health (vs ciminal Jushoe) approaches to adchessmg problematw forms of drug use; and- (3) favor

1 Accordmg fo Shldl% by the. ACLU marguana arfests represented 52% of all dr[lg arrests in 2010 andthxs pattem seems fo
Eerswt ‘See:more here: htipsi//sivw aclizore/eallery/marii Hoani- '«xrresfs—munbels
“hittpst flvrwrw, aclILorg/ga]]cry/man_puana—aﬂesfs—uumbers




Iega?l regulated drog: marlets.over criminal prohibition. Legahzahon ﬁr st serves 1o ehmmate arrest and
‘incarceration (criminal Justice) as the primary responses to illicit drug use-and sale. Further legalization
can €liminate the profit motive for organized crime—also 1educmg thé violénce necessary fo regulate
illicit markets. Instead, tiew revenies and opportunities emerge that-can be fnvested in commumnities most
negatively 1mpacted by decades of the disproportionate, pubitive, and. 1argu1v ineffective enforcément-of
criminal prohibition. Finally; & major Objectlon to legalization — the purportedly bad effect on young:
people —has been strongly- challenged by California’s: expenence with marijuana and other drug reformis
apphed fo all ages. Declities.of 80% in teenaged marijuand, arrésts $ince 2010 hiave accompanied large,
continiing declines i mcnme gun Tdllings; violence; drug offenses, violent-deaths, trafﬁc deaths, sulc1des
school dropotit, unplanned bregnaney, and related probletns among youth.

Key Findings

= Dmg«-law ISfOJIﬂS} pahcmg changes and, other uniknown Factors have dpparently tédiced drug -
felony arrest rafes drastically in San Francisco (down 92% for African Americans and 85% Tor
other races from their 2008 peal through 2016)

= In 2008, a numbet-equalto 8, 7% of SanI‘ Irancisco’s Afncan American populaﬁon was.arigsted for
drirg felonies. T 2016, the. Tumiberhad dmpped 10 0.7%:

= Arrest rafes of youths in San Francisco ﬁn ﬂmg felomes have dechned by 94% in Iecent yems
. including a.decline of 98% among African American youth. Only: two. San Francisco youfh weré
arfésted for: manjuana offensesin 2016, down frorm 53 in 2008, .

¥ San Franmsco £ explosmn in drug felony #rre

‘periad. did not coout elsewhiere: - the. stafe,. gk for other Facial categones i San FIaIlCISCO
Conversely; the cny s decling . dmg arrests for all races ffom 2008 t0 2016 was larger than
occurred statewide.

& While soie of the- dec]ma fii. felony arrests is due to'» this reclassification of g fefony dmg
joﬁ'sns sas misdemeanors during recent teforms, misdemeanor drug afrests:also-fell by 90%: i
San Francisco-from 2008 to2015, alsoa: rtich la:cger dechne thas statewide.

= Raclal d:tspamles in.2016 have narrowed Fom the. pealc year; 2008, when' Afrlcan Amencans in
. San Francisco #yere '19.2 times:ore likely than non-black San Franciscans; and 4:5 fifnes niofe
.llker thfmAfncan Ameucans elsewhere in Cahfomla, tobe arres’ted fora druo felony.

= 'J"_‘,ven af today ] much “lowel 18vels; however, large xacial. dlspanties persist, Tn 2016, Ai‘ncan
Amiéricans in San Francisco. expenenced felony drug, attest rates- 10 -times higher flian Sin
Franciscans of other races, ind 2.4 times highier than Afiican Americans elsewhere in California.
Among youth (a very: small sample), Latinos are now twice as: likely as African Americans, five
“Hings ore hkely than’ Whltes and iearly 10 times. fiore hkely thian Asidns to be arrested for a
‘drug felony:

= Tn 2007 (the pealc Year for youfh drug ar.rests), Saii Frateisco’s Afdcan Amencan femiale youth
accounted for-40% of the felony’ cfmg arrests of Afijcan Aterican female youths in California and.
had -artest rates 50-times higher than ilieir counterparts-in-other connities. Tn'2014:2016, -only one:
African American female youth was arrested i San Flanolsco fora dmg felony
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" In 2007, 125 of the-city’s 265 youth- driig: fclony anrestees ‘were Tatinos, 112 wete. African.

. Ameéricars, and 12 were Asians. Tn 2016, seven were Latinos, ofie Was Afucan Amencan, two.
were: Asmns and none were White. .

= Radial patterns in drug arrests still do not mateh rac1a1 paftems in’ dlug #buse. Of the 816 people.
“who died from abusing-illicit drugs in San Franciseo dunng the: ﬁvu—ycar 2011—2015 penod, 55%
Were non—Latmo Whltes, 22A; were Aﬁ]can Amemcans 10% WeleLatmos and 9% Were As1ans

Soniieés: DOT (2017); DRU (2&17) '

Backgroma, -

J?JrexzfazlS'Fiﬁdthgs and Repo}i‘s :

Hmtoncally, San’ Francisco’s drug “War has _been W ngorously, dlspropomonately affectmg
comimtinities of ¢olor while falhng 10 address the: city’s:Serions drog abuse problem, Beginning:in 2002,

CICT issued = series of Teports showing San Fraticisco’s drtest rate of Aftican Americans for diug

" offenses:far exceeded that-of othc;r -racial categories; and of African Amencans elsewhere if: Califomia.

(CI1CT; 2002, 200 44, 2005, 2012) Using detailed arrest ﬁgures CICT foimnd staggeting’ racial

N dlsparmes 1L local pohcmg-that far xceeded flis worst of those: found 11 other ¢ities and ‘Counties: Dunng

that time, Sai Prancisco’s “Adfrican tan female youth were arrested for drug offenses ‘at rates 19

- tirnes those. of local female: youth of offier races and at 29 times the. dmg felony rate of African American
female youth elsewhere in California: “The disproportionate policing of African American female youth
for dmg offénses did not s€emi to be dnven by relevant fesearch onlocal ding abuse ‘which showed 60%

} of the thousands of deaths over the Iast decade from 111101t dmg OVerdoses involved. non- Latmo Whites, )

3

3




SJSU momnas

overwhelmingly concentrated In mien and those over. 30 years of age. Research by the: Amerxcan Civil
‘Liberties Union of, Northern ‘Califortiia (2002). produced similar ﬁndmgs on Iamal profiling by San
“Fréncisco guthotities i in drig law enforcément X

CIET’s findings in 2002 led to preséntations to the:San Francisco Board of Supervisors (CICT; 20043
updated 2005: see Appendix A) in an Apiil 2004 hearing called specifically “to consider why'the arrest
:andmcarcelanonrates for young African. American women are the. hlghest of any Califoruia ]unsdlcimn,
‘along with 2 complaitit to the city’s Humati nghts Comiission (CICJ, 2004, séé Appendix A) These:
studies and ‘complaints resulfed in referrals to-various. commﬂtees and depaﬁmenis “but did not result in
concrete action, to our knowledge.

€JCr also submitted the. ﬁndmgs on the hl ghiartest rates of African Arherican femnale youth and women to
the San Francisco Commission and. Departiiient-on the Status of Wamen (2003) g tabhshed tinder United
* Nations covenants, for their report o the, city"s fernale youth. “Yet, the Commission’s 4 Repozl o Girls
-in. San Francisco, failed 1o analyze this critical issue, but tather stated it-was- snnp, y & problem “among
girls™ it depicted as becommgmorecnmmal T

IS foi boys. Sat
commumtles ESiq-]
' 'parts of the

‘An alarming trend. amiong’ giﬂs in San Fiancisco defies hafional and mcal
;Francmco girls, as.well as gitls; coming to San, Francisco fromi nmghbo ihg

petting arrested in higher numbers and for mme serious-crimes: than glrls AN
stdte @. 6)

“The Comlmssmn nioted that, “While African American girls make up 12. 5% of ﬂle 10 7 year old girls i
Qan Francisco, they accounted for over half (57.1%) of the girls being atrested: or'cited for law violations

11120007 (p. 15) It did not examine altemative: explanatmns for thei bemg ; ‘rates nearly 10
times that of other formndle youth it ‘thig city:. Tssties of dlscrmnatorypohcmgf ndp ‘Weére not raised
a8 one: Would expect from an juvestigatory ‘body tharged with enhancing: the: status of Womeu CI( C]’
‘ctitique of the Iep ort in aletter fo the Commlssmn expressed dismay,

.._,,that the Teport states that gitls actually ‘are: cominitting -these Crimes mﬁmut ralsmg “the
alfetiative possxbﬂr’cy of‘a shift ifi police and prograr. aftention. There ae Teasons within-the L
arrest frends. to suggest official policy: change rather than “gils' behavior—eviderce that glrls
assaults charged -as mnisdémeanors elsswhere are. charged a8 feloniés inv SF, the. absolu»ely
unbelievable: "fact" that SE g1rls are; 10’ times: iniore likely to: be srested for drugs and robbeties
than LA gitls; the fact that 1 in4 African-American girls age: 10-17-are arrested every year;.etc: 1
hope that: piess and officials ate Dot 1eft o assume (as they have 56 af) that gitls. (that is, black:
‘gitls) are factually and obviously becomimg more criminal (CIET, 2002, p: 2).

An updated Comm:ssmn (2009) teport; also Failed o address racially dlsproportlonate arrest issnes. Tt the
; sesin which the issue has been discussed, guthorifies did niot.consider alternativé explanations
] *s ‘atiest trends or. ENgAge .4 comprehenswe a.nalyms of pohcmg pohcles As a.xesnlt, San
Franciseo’s pattem of 51gn1ﬁcant racial d1spanmes in. diug Taw enforcement: pers1stec1 t]nough 2009

“+

Since 2009 s noted, the 91% decline in. drug:arrests . "San Franc1sco (dechnes parﬁcularly pronounced
il Aftican Americans and. ;youtt) has. constltuted afiiajor yeform in-and.of itself, Whether the mty 8
h1ghe1 than. average decline in drug arrests. is ‘due to deliberate pohcy and pohcmg ¢hanges ‘or is a.

4
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spontanieous redction by law enforcement to reform mieasures would be IlImmnatmg to detenn:ne In
gither case, it appeats prodctive policy changes will be reqmred o Confiorit persistent racial disparities in
arrest _

Meﬂlod L Pn‘ . .

Dafa for this repott are taken from San Francisco Police- (SFPD) @iid Sheriff’s Department (SFSO). atrést
§tatistics for 1977 through2016'as well as comparable statewide stafistics, pubhshed by the state Criminal
JTustice Statistics Center and posted on the Attorsiey, General’s Open Justice site (DOJ 2017) SFPD data
tiave nurherous. shorfcomings.. Alofie among California’s ‘cotmties, SDPD and SFSO do ‘not separdts.
drrests by Hispanic ethnicity But instead distribute- themn.-arhong: Whité: and Other °
Further; the SFPD: clagsifies 44% of'its felony: arrests in.2016 ag unspemﬁed “other vffenses (not violent,

‘property; drug, sex, of public order ofFenses) These falhngs render San Francisco arrest statistics for
‘Whités, Hispanics; and..Asians largely useless, atiest totals for spécific offenses ‘tnderstated, -4nd Both.
incomparable to state arrests — and ‘also distort state arrest totdls: They also raise the posmbxhty that
none of the racial Statistics released by the SFPD, including for Afifean Ameucans, ‘are accuyate:

Thus, statistics from’ 1he San Fran01sco Juvemle Probanon Depaﬂment (SI"}PD) A2017) tables on

dnphcated Juveénile drug arrest counts in 2016 by gender race/ethmmty, and-offense ate tised 10 estimate .

the correct proportions ‘by‘race for this report. No. gimilar adjustmerits appear possﬂ)le for adult arrestees..

Rates of arrest are: calciilated by dlvldmg totals by state Department of Fmance populatmns for each age

group, gendm andracc _ B e .
i Flgu:t?s for ﬁ*'ug mortahty by county, Tace; ethmclty, gender, and age are’ from the Centels for D1sease

Control’s (CDC), (2017) mortahty ﬁles for 2000 15 Included afe all deaths that 1nvolved remdents of San
. Franclsco » . R :

" Analym T ,;-;g_.-;?}

San. Franczsco a’rug felony afozczment 197 7 -t esem‘

San Francmco 'S pohcmg of drug felonies (manufacture saie -and. Iarge quantlty drug possessmn) falls-k
nito thiee digtinct periods of interest: * the late 1980s, the 1990-2009 pesiod; and the post-2009 period..
The c1ty s drug: law enforcement: dmplayed mgmﬁcant flnctiations, pnmanly involving: Africati Afrerican
arrest rates, mcludmg -siidden: eruptlons ‘m dmg a:rrests that characterized both of these periods.

*®

ial Categories, *




19:17-79 1980«34 1985 89 1990~94 - 1995-99 2003—04 260'5'—09': 2000-14 2015 2016
L e , ) *=-=-='Black Ml\lonblack o
Sources DOT (2017) DRU(?J)I?) N ' .

The 1977:1990°% period. e - ;

From 1980 to- the ,mid-1990s, San. Frenc’sco 5 ramal patterns i - enforcement: 6F drug laws 1ougb15r
resemmbled those-statewide. While the city’s Aficati Americans had}conmderably higher fatés of drug
felory' arrest-than: African-Americans elsewlhieré it Califomnia; §o-did the city’s. other racidl ‘cafegories:
(Figure 2). Much ike Aftican. Ameéricans statewide, those in'SanFrancisco were 4 to 5 imés more. Iﬂcely
. to be afrested for drug’ felomies prior 16 the mid-1990s than their proportiofis of the total population would
predict (DOJ; 2017; DRU, 201.7). Thus, while €videncing tcoub]mg racial disparities, ‘San Francisco’s
drug law enforcement arrests by race'weré ii'the rangé of othef: major ¢ities and patterns statewide, ones
that-also affected 1o amch: lesser degree, San Frangciscans of other races:

"Ulese pattems changed suddenly and Iadicaﬂy after the eaﬂy 1990s: From the:. earlyto the. late 19903 the
rate of San Franciscan African; Ametican drug felony airests Tose: by 549%as that of ofher Fices fell by»

12% (Figure 2) ‘Over thenext decads; the tate of drug felonies among, San Francisco African Americans
conhnued 1o tise fo.a peak in 2009 éven as ’they plummeted: among other races in the city.
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Figire 3, San Franciseo felony drug.arrvests by tace, per 100 0()0 populm:mn, apnual averages, . 1977-2016

6,692 6526 6,597 .é’s’?;'[}z’ L I .

188 %

IS R e g A - I SENT P S R I T

'J.' "1.97’.%79 »-'1';9_8_0;8,4 1985-89 1990-94 1’6‘9'5 08~ 200004 . 20@5;-99 wiods. 05 2016

not-ocour elsewhele ik thc statc Fxom 2 6 tlmes ’(:he state average G713 the early 19905 San Franmsco‘s-'

African American dmg félony arrestrate. abruptly roseto 5,1 tintes higherby the late 1990s 4and 7.6 times

highei- by 2009, Even a8 the clty’s African: American: popiilation - declined precipitously from 88,000
(11% of'the city’s population).in'1990to. 48,000 (6%) in 2010, the:proportion of Afican’ ‘Aimiericar felony

drag atrestees in San Francisco rose:from afound 45%: in ‘the 1990s t0-55% in: the-2000s; with. httle:
 variation over the decade. i :

‘While the c1ty’s African American drug felony tofals had nscn (by around 500 in annual. amasts) from thez
1990s throngh 2009, these for other measired racial tategories declined. (by dbout 1,500 aitests) (DOJ

2017). Tn fact, the-city’s nen-Aftican American résidents’ displayed significant reductions in-drug felony-
rates durmg the penod wh1ch dechned even i‘aster than for non—Afncan Amencans stateW1de Whlle

m ’che eaﬂy 19905 by 2009 ﬂley were I 6 tunes more: anest prone

‘When the city conducteda penodlc crackdown on dmgs, arrest mcreases; nearly always fooused whoﬂy o
overwhelmingly on African Americans—d pﬁttemﬁot found elsewheré:in the: state, CICThasbeen unable
40 find an. émpirical basis for this:sharpincrease.in arrests 6f African. Americans in the city. T city Taw
: ﬁnforcement authonnes Wwere respondmg to ‘3 venerahzed ‘dﬂlg abuse.. GIlSlS - arrests. of other races should

P : )
ugs. mthe 1995 2009 penod compared to-residents o other races amf[ compared'
to Afncan Amencans clsewhere n Callfonna stems. from 1mPerat1ves and/or pohcxes S0 far‘unexplamed

fhe .cli‘y (DO 2017) These dechnes were: much 1argcr than occuzred elsewhere in Cahforma (79% for
: 7



,Aﬁncan Armiericans, 68% for otlier. races) As a result, the ratio, of black zrrests in San Frasicisco o those
of blacks statewide fell from. over 5-1 in 2009. to Z.4-to-1 by 2016. However, San Francisco African
Americans reniained. 10 fiflnes more hlcely than hon-blacks in the. city to Be arrested for drag felomes pist
2016, down from 19 times in 2009 but:still a substantial dJspa):ﬂy

Drug Morfalnj;

“Wihio abirses dmgs inSan Franmsco" This is a more relevant quesﬁon than snnply who uses drugs gwen
‘San. Francisco’s de-emphasxs on pohcmv tuefe-drirg possession (note the city’s generally low level of
~mlsdemeanor dmg alrests shown m Tables 3 and 4 below It is dlso more d]ﬁicuh fo detenmne smce
reportmg surveys In fact, surv‘eys, whwh tend to be dommated by hlgh rates of use of nnlder drugs such
as'marijuand, aré notoriously inaccuate measutes of drug. abuss, Wthh tends to involve more rarely—used
.addw’clve and lethal dtug, pondrug, and, drug/ alcchol use. : :

Although dymg from: overdose or orgamc failure due to abusmg 1111C1t drigs s a Iintited fneasare of drug
abuse, it is an appropriafe -and. ;accessible - index: that iy reasonably and Con51stent1y applied ‘across
demo graphlc groups dnd overtine. Of the miore than 1,000 San Franciséo tesidents and-nonresidents
in the clty who have died ‘from abuse -of illicit drugs (a lazge majonfy of ‘these from: poisoning by
overdose)in the: five-year pevmd from 2 2011 throngh 2015, 57% were non-T:atino Whites, and. 22%
were Alucan Amencan, and “miore than, two-thlms were age. 45 and older (Ta.ble 1.

, Ag_ All races. Whltc Latmo Afrxcan Amencan ASIan All other { ﬂ
<15 49 35 00 48 05 1570 11

| 1524 44 01 27 60 Lo &1 0B
| 2534 81 99 89 221 81 g 98
V3544 2427 327 181 ‘04 Al ;197 .
45254, 403 5.1 3l2 195 81 66 276
-55-64 320 659 420 013 89 B7i7 316
| 85t le2 200 L5 842 36 809, 114
| otal 05 270 124, 760 47 84 1,027
I e osg e 927 g4 5

"Somceq GDC (2017)

’Ihe oity’s. lethal drug abuSmg populauou dxffels ﬁom 1ts dlug Btrestee

of dmg abuse mofrahty, Tﬁough not mong dts teenagers and - young adults .
The second highest:mortality rate is found aniong non-Latino Whites; Ifdrug »;
deaths ptedicted drog arrest.rates, African: Americans would.constifute 22%
(not 42%) of the ity’s drug arresti—still highly dispropomonate to their
‘population {6%) but-at least reflective of- drug dbusing: ‘proportions by race.
Below is-a.miiore i clepth 1¢view of San Franciseo’s:most complete aid TecEnt )
drug arcest data; distinguishing distinct trends in.San Francisco’s policing, —




practices.

Youth Drug F. e'?fbnz‘“f:z,;i 2009-2016

San Francisco’s drirg arrest situafion among; youths chauged so dramatically from 2009 io 2016 thai few .

SJSU s

-racial conclusions ¢an be drawn fiow. Tn 2009, a.San Franciséo Afdican” Amencanyouth Was 9 tlmes more

Tikely; and an Hlspamc youth nearly 4-times more hkely, to be arrested for
drugs ‘than their respective African American and- Hlspamc ‘counterparts: |
statewide (DOI 2017; DRU, 2017). Though léss thian 9% of the city’s youth

populatlou Ain 2009 Aﬁlcan Americans  then. compnsed '56% of San |-
Francisco’s juvenile drug felony arests. Latinos show
_disproportionate felony drug arrest rate. Furthier, San Francisco feniale youth
‘were 6 times: more likély to be airested for dmg felomes than female. youth. .
elsewhere i Callfomia mala youth, 2.5 times fuore. lﬂcely The- cn:y 8 Afncan Am' all femal_ :

wed a. smaller but still

-accounted for oyer 40% of the felony drug arrests of African Amencan female youth m_-vCa]Jfomlévm
2009 and had anest;rates 50 times higher than their countexparts in other ¢ounties, '

) Tnble Z:d uvemIe felony drugarr ests per 100,000 populatlon age 10 17, San Franmsco v.rest of Cahforma, 2016 v2009

: « Male. ' chale

_ LFéIonydrug e . N oaldean e :
AArrest rate . thte ";Hist_ianic_ - -Aéiar‘t Ameércan Whife I—Iispamc ' Asmn
,San,Fraﬁéist : 927 2,4194 ~69.

: versus rest-of 'Ga'l;fo‘rm .

2016

"o n:usdemeanors F:

anda general decline myout crime all Have conmbuted o, masslve drops i yourthful drug arrests among
both sexes and :all races, gspécially in San Francisco. Even the high Tate among Latina females is
produced by just. four-arr ests n the citydn: 2016, while: aII other Tace/sex- categories fiow show Tower rates.
“of drig arrests than cortesponding groups statewide'— 4 situiation very unlike the pre-2010 era. ’

anally, the “yery large drop in San Franeisco’s (and California’s) youthful ﬁmg az:rests mcludmg the _

virtiial disappearance of diug. mlsdemeanors dppeats.to. have had none of the consequences dr ng-war

3 San Fraumsco 5 2009 _]uvemle probatlon rcport s detailed table on duphcatedpetlhons can'be.used to estimate drug-arrests by

racc/ethmmty and gendetfor drug felonies, but niof for. drug nnsdemeanols which-are-foo few topxovxde areliable basis. -

e

=,
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Pl oponents: feared Drug abuse, gun lﬂlhngs violence; other crimes, suicide, sehool dropout, unplan;ﬂed_
pregnancy, and related ills generaﬂy Hhave: contimied to decling i the post-2009 period through'2015-16,

indicating that arresting and incarcerating ‘youths for drug offenses is not riecessary for their-well-being:or
public safety (CJ CJ, 2014)

Adhils Drug Félonies, 2009:2016

. ‘The picture for adult drug arrest ratés in San Francisco is’ conmdelably
| differefit than for: youths In 2009, & riomber’ eqnal to roughly 10% of. San .
Francisco’s Afiican ‘American popidation between the. Aages of 10- 59

‘was arrested for drug felonies (DOJ, 2017; DRU, 2017). This was. 19
times higher than the rate of drag felony arrests for all othier races cornbined
i the city: In addition; San Fiancisco African Americans expenenced,
:.felony drug- arrést: rates. nearly 8 -times higher ‘than Afiican. Arfiericans. in
other areas of California (Figure 2) These trends: were also found in
thisdemeanor- (low-quanhty possessmn) offenses, and gll.:drug offénses,

:,althoughfo valymg degrees

Tn 7016, San Flanmsco African Amerlcans expenenced felony drug ‘arrest fatés 10 Hmes higher: than

- nonblacks in the cityy:and 2.4 times those: of African Amiericans elsewhere in California, With 2.1% ofthe.
stafe’s Aftican Ammerican adult:population, San Francisco arrests4.9% of California’s African. Amencan
adult drug feloris— disproportionate, butmuch less so than the 14:6% fegwtered in 2000. Nonblacks i the
city have.drug arrestrates comparable to nonblacks in the rest of the state..

ﬂ»f sdemeanor Drug Arrests

Th contrastto ifs: lugh rate of felony dmg pohcmg—albe1t Wlth Targe tacial dxscrepancms—Sa Franmsco
gencrally de—emphasmes an‘csts for drug ‘misdemeanors (lovw- quanﬁty Possession); Tn addition, law
changes siiice 2010 have: detrioted several drug felonies fo mlsdemcanors Drog: felonjes and
‘misdemeanors occdsion, artests m’vn‘tua]ly equal numbers: elsewhere in California, bit San Francisco law
anorcement char; ges three-times inore drugatrestees with. felomes than with. mdemeanors

T 2016; fhe eity’s rate of arrests ,fo‘ snnple ‘possession was 66% below the state average fox
m*emles (Table 3): Howeve s though :arrest rates have fallen. substantially, the city’s Aﬁlcan Amgncan‘
,yomh are.atrested for possessmn at Jevels similar to those of African American youth in ofher counties:
The drug @ arrest rafe for San Juvenile females declined particularly shat) ply, though it should be
noted that the city’s rates: and trends are based on very siall numbers.

+

4 This does Botanean ID% of tlie city”s Aﬁ’xcan Amegican, ‘population was arested that-yéat; some. individuals were arcested
“ijore than once and somie wer¢ not, Saii Francigco residénts; offset by San Franciscans amrested in‘6ther jurisdictions:

10
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Table 3. 5T youth mxsdemeanor drug arrestrate, per 100,000 populatmn ape- 10~ 17, by racc,sex, Y. Cahforma, 2609.

| Misdemeanior Drug. Arrest rate Total. Affican-Amencan ALl other Iaces :Ma"lf: - .* Feniglg
2009 e

| ‘San Frandsto . 2195 372
CaJJfomJa outside SE - 5404 '

N Ratio, San l"ranmsco arrestrate Vs
12016 A '
Ban. Francxsco .

] Cahforma outside SE_

‘Sources: DOJ (2017 DRU2017),
DrquneSf I vends by Race and Dr ug T ype

Beﬁveen 1980 and 2009 thc dISp anty betwecn San Franmscc_) Afncan Amcncan am:sts and a]l other races

be anested in 1980 ]O.a “tlmes more. hkely ifi 1995 dnda Staggering 27 5 tiies fHote ]Jkély in, 2009

+

’I‘ab[e4 Raﬁo, San Francxsco Africin Amerxcan drug arrest Fate voall otherraces drug arrest rate, 1980 2015°

Ratro Afncan Amencan versus all otherraccs, drug arrcst_ rates i : ) Change i ratm
Type of drag offense. : 1995 2009 inZO%LS" 1980-2009; 2009 ?QIS ;

76

. All'drig arrests.

|+ Narcotics

: Dangerous/oﬂlerdmgs T I~ U & N - . L +318%,.. LR +49%
Soirees: DOI(ZOI']),DRU(ZOU) " D ' o

nthér racés dm g a;tr.'es{ faté d1spanty fall below 5 50% by 2009

-Over the next six :years (2015 is ﬂlﬁ nost recent year for defa;led staiasﬁcs) the rate of drug dtrests fell
sharply (by 85% o more) for all races. The dlsproportlonaf‘ drug drrest rate for African Amencans fell
from’ 16,9 10" 14.6 .for- all drugs, and- from 27:5 to 13.4 “for. narcofics. The decrease in . black: .
dlsproportmnahty fwas due to the. Targer: reduction in. black than onblack’ drug felony. arfests; drug
misderi¢anors declinéd more for nion-black races. The tesult was fhat fhie dlsproportlonatc lcvel of black»
drug arrests rose substantialty for misdemeanors over the 2009-2015. peuod. L o
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'D’is cus“é’io‘n: Drug Po’lic’y Reform in San Francisco

Deﬁnmg dnid 4 app ivig-an nternational Human, Rzg?zts Framework

“The Glabal Comuission ot Drug: Pohcf formed in 2011 in an aitempt to provoke scieritific, évidence.
“based ref orm to the. global ‘drig-war. Theit first Tepoit. (2011, pg: 2) begins with the admission: “The
global “war-on drugs has failed, with devastating consequences: for iridividuals @nd societies around the
world. Fifiy years after the initiation.of the UN. Single-Convention on Narcotic Drugs, and 40 years after
President Nixon launched the U.S: govérnmient’s war on drigs, fundamental reforms in ‘national and
global drug confrol pohc1es are urgently needed:” - The Commissjon’s mission is to research and. propose
such fundarnental reforins, arguing that “dmg pohmes ‘fimust be, based on huinan nghts and public health
;‘_pnnmples (Global Commission: on Drug Policy, 2011, pg. 5). It is worth ta;kmo a moment 11616 to
examing how hitman Fights principles might guide domestic ‘policy:

Generally Spcakmb, nrtemaﬁonal human nghls appIy o 0.S. pohcy and govemance in two.ways:

(l) Legally Through binding internatiorial freaty law, based on . 3, ratification of human nghfs
instruments; and customaty law, based. on co]lecﬁve long—standmfr respect: for certain
;fundamental hmnan:nghts » - ¢

(2) Ethically: As a set: of interfiational standards deﬁmad by hiiman rights Instruments-atid dec] aranons
“informed. by the: expedence; teseaich, and Tecommmendations of human rights ‘scholars,
NGOs, international legal experts, and UN, over51ght bodies working to 1mplement human
’;:x:lghts prac’nces inthe U S, e

Followmg Woﬂd WatIL the U, S played a 1eachng xole In'the. development of the Umted Naﬁons Chzrter
and the Universal Declaration of Human Riglts [UDHR] By the end. of tlie 20® century the. U.S: had
hélped to aufhor the Inteinational ‘Criminal Court [ICC], and signed -every major- mtemamonal human
rights frstrument. However, 1o dats; the U.S, lias otily mz‘zﬁed" the Convention: Agamst Tothite {CAT] :
the Triternationdl Convenfion on the: Ehmmanon of All Forms, of Racial Discriminiation, JICERD], and the
;Intemahonal Covéndnt-on Civil and; Pohtwal Rights [ICCPR].

Despite: thc legal ambl guities that result from U.S: Teservationsin the fatification of £ fnternational Jminan,
rights instruments,” hitian rights discourse i far from Jrrelevant when it comes fo foreign. and. dornéstic
"U.S, policy. For example; recent 1S, Supreme Coutt’ decisions teferenced: international human rights
1aws and pracﬁces to rule that people Who commfc crimes ds minors should not be subject to_ thc death

ésniga radical orgamzatlon. ft:ds compesed of: former hcads of: stake forrier
U N, Secretaty’ General Koﬁ Arman, formier C‘ of 1 the U.S. Federal Reserve Paul Volcker, relites from the mtematlonal
business’ combumity, . as. well .as. : Tesearchers; : 1p10mats and pohcy experts Find mote: én. the Clonmission here
hdps Thsnve: giobalcomumsmnmdmps om/abmrt—usrmssmn and- lnbtory/

§ Humaii rights instrimenis. enter into foice as legally “binding treafies at-the point: of: ratification. Upon ratxﬁcaﬁon, state
'?ames must“respeof; protect; and Tulfll" their: obligations, accordmg' g the instiument:

‘‘Reseryations” ‘refer-to the legal excepnons and’ specxﬁcatmns that stite: parties may- subrnt as, condltlons of: ramcatxon “The
sriost gommon’ and notorious réservation. apphed by the'U.S. is that- the- instromient i “dot. self~cxecutmg —meaning that fhe
instriment.wonld. only apply as: determmed by U.S. courts' aud Congress

‘SII't shionld Be soted that the Commission is by. ng i
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penalty of life: without the possibility of parole, This reveals how mtema’uonal Timan: rights norms and
practices can mform the interpretation of domestic laws and” Iegulatlons and can prov1de a:.cormmon.
reference pomt 1o ‘evaluate: and inform. local practices.

* . Human iights: offel a powerful, universal framework that prov1des a standard for gavemrnent ageucmsr

and authorities to evaluate ‘existing laws and. pohcms and to deyelop programs that, advance and
stréngthen human nghts furl Tocal communmgs dnd institutions. Many strategies for. Jmplementmg human
rights practices in the-U.S, are based on the raification’ and recognmon of human tights instruments as the
benchmark: for Tocal govemment pohcy and practices. ‘ . o :

:_.Non—Discrhm'naﬁon and FEqual Protection. Underthe Law

,global pohcy model of aggresswe coercwe cnmmal ,prohlbmon. A fundamental prmmple of all human ’
- Tights instr urients is that of “non-discrimination” that undergitds fhe notion of human, umversahty and -
centrally: defines civil and poh‘clcal himan, (ICCPR. Articles 14 and 26) ‘and - Conistititional (111ﬁl

Amendment) nghts to-equal protection under the Iaw .

A This report” and: its. prédetessors ; (CJCJ 2002, 2004, 2004a. 2005 2012) have 0. far illisstrated the
- Persistence of racially: d.spara’cn dmg arrest pattems i 1Sa11 brancmc pamcularly acute for Aﬁman_

‘3)

aﬁﬁmp't to addr'fes
Fequired to 1eg1t11nate ClalI]JS of racnal d1scnn:mat10n Under formal human nghts msimments mcorpmated.
into international Taw: : L e .

“The United States: s1gned (1965) and. ratlﬁed ( 1994) ‘the Intematlonal ConVentiOH ot Hhie Ehmmatton of:'
Racial Discrimingtion ICERD) #nd. has Aot evidenced: the be comphance record sincg: This: in part
fesults from the diffetences in how “racial discrimination” is défined under mtemahonal and, federal
-(U.8)) Jaw and in the apparent problems in getting the U:S. government to “protect, respect and fulfill” its
Tegal obhgatlons accordmg to hutnan tight instrurhents. Policy. researchers Fellner and Mauer (1998 §2
.22) pomted out these legal differences twenty ycars ago S ;

ICERD w1saly does not 1mpose the 1equlrement of 'dlscnnnnatory mtent for a. ﬁ:ndmg of
discrimination, It tequites states’ parties to eliminate laws or practices which.may be race-
neutral -on their face but.which. have * the purpose of eﬁ‘ect” of resmctmg rights. on-the
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‘baisis of race: -Regardless therefore, 6f W]J,ether they ‘were enacted with racal animus.. ey
unnecessarily and unjnstlﬁably create significant racial disparitiesin the curtallmeni of an
impottant right.

The cbnceptualizaﬁon of racial discriminatioh and the: legal measures of non-discrimination- -and equal
profection tnder the law articulated by the ICERD® demonstrate the “wnique characteristic of a human
tights: framework here: “that discrimination is to be:measured by disparate outcomes and. fmpact rather
than proven intent, Further, the- city of San Fraficisco has proactively adop’red the practical, ‘results-based
international definition and has esteblished its own; Hnman Rights Commission to défend hiuman nghts
Ywithin city linnits.
A human nghts framewom ‘would demand that cities like San- Franclseo pay partlcular ajtten’clon fo
‘addiessing the ‘persistence of racial disparities as'drog: pohcy altethatives and their implications emerge.
As we see from this teport; the city failed to dddress its lnghly dlscnmmatO”y tecord of racialized pohcmg
“ptiort0.2010, and though drug arrests haveé been reduced draraticallyin San Francisco across the boatd,
" African Amiericans still find: themselves systema‘ucally targeted for drug arrests dt-a dlsproporuonate rate
of approximately- 10 to I, '

A S]iiff 'ftom Cnmmal Justii‘:e‘ to Public Health .

One-overatching theme in the interiational global dmg policy reform moyerient has been to:define and
address problematic forms of drug vise (addiction, overdose death, etc.) through the-prism of public health
father than critninal justice. The international human rights- connnumty has been relatively consistent-oi
‘this-issue-for over 207years, pomtmg to the systematic vidlation of drugusers® fundamental liuman rights
fo Tife: (ICCPR Arhcle 6), equal protection under the law: (ICCPR Atticles 14 and 26), protection against
arbitrary arrest, detention, ot exile (ICCPR Atrticle 9), health (ICESCR 12); and hamane fréatment when.
- deprived of hT)eﬁy (ICCPR Axticle 10) under aggressive criminal prohibition, .Aspointed out by former.
- High Corhiissioner for Hupuan Rights, Navi' Pﬂlay (2009) “Individuals Who vise drugs do not forfeit their .
human‘rights.” A human: ughts framework Tecognizes the: tendency for the criminalization of drug us ers
to resultin the derogation of themhuman and Conshmhonal rights,

Intertiational hiifiar rights frameworks also fenid to be ‘grounded i resemcm enicouraging ‘fhe;
development ofeffective solutiors bised in defmonstrated best: -practices rather than political interest of:
expedlencye The Global -‘Comniission -on Driig Policy (201I ) iltustrates this tendency in their:
definifion of drug addietion asa social problem:

T Ieahty dmg dependence is:a complex lealth coridition that hes a 'mixture of catises—soeial,
‘psychalogical and physical (including; for example; harsh living:- conditions, or a history of
persorial ‘traumi or ‘emotional problems). Trymg 1o ananage this complex Gonditio. ﬂarough
punishment s meffective—much greater success tan be achieved by providing -2 range of
‘vidence-based drug; tréatiiént Services. Counfries that have treated citizens dépendent on drugs
4% patients; in fieed of treatment, instéad of ctiminals descrving pumshment haye ‘demonstrated
exhemely positive resalts in crithe rediiction, health Jmprovement, and overcoming dependence

See speciﬁcaHyICERD General Recommeudatmn X1V (42), AtticleT, paraglaph 1.
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,Counmos that have. recently ambraced a public health approach inclnde. Portugal® Tn 2001 as fhe: US

hardened s drug wai-stance at liome i in conjunction-with the building of a néw pohce and sirveillance

state post-9/11, Portugal went in"the oppos1te direction; decriminalizing vearly all forms of drug nse and
: devotmg Tesources to outteach: and treatment for dlugusers Asa result (Knstof 201’7) 4

e OVe1dose death m Portugal sank 85% since. drugv pohcy reform, and now has the' lowest rate in
' Westem Burope and about;one fifteenth ‘that of the U.S., Where overdose death. has been on the
A:nse in part due to theper31stent opioid. cp1demlc :
-@. . The: Portuguese. Heilth, M:mlstry estlmates ragular herom TSeis at 25, 000 down 75% Smce
. implementing drugpohcy reform; .- 7 . T

e Portugnese harm teduction programs (such as: needle exchanges) hclpcd to brmg drug relaied HIV
tases down 90% since their height i m 1999 when Portugal had the h1ghest rate of dmg related

infecHion in Bt ope:
e Portugal illustrates: the cost efﬁmency of treatment ovér mcarcelahon for drug use, ?Ortugal’
* .drug programs ‘cost approximately- $10 per citizen annually, ‘while the U.S: has spent over $1
. trl]hon (about $10kper Amencan household) annmmalprohlbmon e L

:Even though .the advantages of pubhc heal’ch approaches A unconhoversml in the research commumty,
criminal Plohlbltlon persists.in. places: like the-U.S. @nd the: Phihppmes ‘wherg: “tough ‘on diugs/crime?

discorjrses: confinuerto dominate politics; - Legal-experishave explicitly argued for California o pave the‘-

way for progressive Us S drug Teform™ (Whtelaw 2017, p. 83) and adopt the Portugnese ‘model.  Tn ¢ities

like San Francisco, shifts in-policing; drug policy teform. (mcludmg the: legahzatlon of cannabis), anda

dedication: to-international human..nghts ‘standards present opporfunities to. realize a shift from failed
criminal prohlbmon to-riote effective. and cost efficient formis of drug treatment, harm reduction, :and

‘community mves‘anent :t0 -address problema‘w forms. of drug: use, -~ While decriminalization s -an -

obligatory first stép-in Stich 4. iransition; 1cga1 regula’ced drug markets-provide: ddditional 1880ufces for
. public health and drug war dltetnatives through savings in law enforcement Gosts and 11101eased pubhc
Ievenues ﬁom hcensmg and rcgulated sales (Global Commlssmn on Dmg Policy; 2016)

.Levahzahon and Sustainable Development

Otie of ‘the miost useﬁﬂ features of a human, iights Fraraework as” it ‘applies to drug pohcy teform is an.

einphasis- ofn producmg desired ‘outcomes—=less. crime, better "health; and-more econormie and social.

development?—rather: than excluswely focusitg; on’ process or prooedural jushce i defermmmg whether

‘or niot-actions ‘are taken according to-the law (Global Commission on Drug Policy: 2011. g 5). Inthis .

sense, the internafional himan rights community: and'thé Global Commission-on Drug Policy see, benefits
- fo: legahzaflon beyond the potential pivot from criminal justice to pubhc health solutibns;, or the pot&ntlal
fo. undercut arganized criminal activity in‘the illicit:market. Indeed, ‘curhing drug rélated violence .and.
“gorruption is- exttaordinatily dmportant for realizing-human tights practice and a- sense of justice for
‘cormimities most deeply affected by the:fatled drug wat. The:ilficit drug, trade-still represents. the; largest

: 1oba1 soutce-of revenue for organized ciime- (Global Coxtimission on Drug Policy; 2016; McFarland

'Sanchez—Moreno 2015), But légalization presents-an: opportumty to-do-more than sm)ply rednce the flow

9 For thorough :eportmg and. anaIysxs on Portugal s (Irug pohcy reforms,-sees Greenwald, G (2009) Ding decnmmahzatlon
iri Portugal Lessons’ for creating fair and successful drug policies. The CATO Institute. Retrievied on- 09/29/1/ from:
.hmﬂsﬂw\wv cato or: g/pubhcmons/whuc uaporfdmmdgcnmumhzahon pomwal lcssons cr’i _Ar~fmr-suc<:ﬁs\ful dmg ubhcn.s




of arrests or illegal contraband. It prowdes - figw Tesoyrce emvironment to address the structured.
;mequahhes resulting from. and exacerbated by i'he failed war on dmgs

I its 2016 report; the Global Commxssion on Drug Pohcy takes special care to ca]l for nations to go
beyond decrintinalization to ereate. legal, fegulated markets de51gned -agcording. to UN, Sustajniable
Development: Goals [SDG]. 0 That i, legal markets should be designed in, order create solutions ‘to
related social problems, specifically- mcludmg systetnic poverty; strictured ihequality (along lines:of race
and genderiin particular), and the need for economically and ecolo glcally sustaitiable cities/communities,
The Commission encourages legalization inodels ‘where the benefits “must apply fo-: “Every. individual,
mcluqmg people who tse dmgs (Global Commission on: Drug Policy;: 2016 Pp-27). Put simply, & huntan -
rights framework: suggests that: ‘legal; miarkets-and ‘drug policy alternatives should be designed {n order to
serve and fe-invest in the communities and mdmdudls systema,tlcally disenfranchised. by 50. years of
aggresswe ¢riminal prohlbmon,

‘No’ced in prekus reports. (CICJ’ 2002, 2004, 2004a, 2005 2012) and established in at least 40 years of
gritical criminological researc:h the most disastrous effects of the drug War—itcluditig: vastly disparate
-enforcernent/sanction, numtwe sentencing, civil penalfies; subjection to drug -abuse/addiction (and
associated threats to public. health) subjection to drug rélated violence, loss of property valué/community
degrada.ﬁon Toss of educaimnal/emplovment opportunities, .and. geogiaphlc ‘dislocation—have been
'+ shouldered by the poor-and; peaple. of color, African American and Latink populations in'particuldr. As:
W haVe attempted to; pomt ot m,San r:rancxsco Aﬁman Amencans and to 4 lesser extent (W1th Therecent

. w]nte (CJ (&A) 2012) In addmon, Afnca_n Amenca.u guls and young Wom_e_n Were untll recenﬂy targeted

for criminal lavy enforcemetit-at stapgeting ates ih. San Francisco, suggesting their paying of-a heewy
pnce for fa1led enforcement pohelesm compatison fo all other demo graphlc groups in the city,

Bemg targeted for dmg alIest and sanction can. result in any’ number of .sho*t and Tong: term effects on
individuals targeted; as well as their families and communities. The Global Cornmission on Drug Pohcy
(2016, . 17; seealso Chin, 2002, pgs. 260-265) also recogtiize that,
In the US, for example, felony corvictions for lrugs, which inchude possessmn of certain
*Substanees- Gan lead 'fos exclusion. from: juries; voter: disenfranchiserment in. & fumber: of states:
. eviction or exclusion from public: tHousitig; refiisal of financial 4id for ]ngher education; revocation
ot suspension of a driver’s Ticense; deportaﬁon and-in some cases permanent separation from: their
‘ ‘falmhes ot thgse ‘considersd “non-citizens;” exchision from dertain ]obs, and deniai of ‘welfare,

In addmon, sﬁ]dles of San Francisco and other proglesswe” US. ¢ifies - demonstrate hlstoncal a_nd
contemporarv connections between, racially -disparate drug law enforcement (and additional forms of

“order maintenance’’ pohcmg) and politics of - spaoe—moludmg genmﬁca’aon (Lynch M., M. Omori; A..
Roussell, and M. Valasik, 2013) The systematic: targeting. of working' ¢lass: people of -color: for dmg
‘arrests o one- of the most brutally: expenswe Thousing markets in the country serves-as a straciural barrier

g

10 See theUN Sustamable Development Goals from 2015 here http liwmx . orvfsm(?mabled evelopmentlsusfa lmb[e-

i For ﬂlushatlons seei Ostertag and Armaline; 2011; Johnson and Bennett, 2016 ; Jensen, Gerber and Mosher, 2004. Lt
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to the: sustainability: of Work.ng class communities of ¢olor 1n the cify. . The finpacts of criminal . ;
plohﬂalfion shiould ‘be understood beyond the individial to encompass eﬂ’eots or commumﬁes 4nd the
broader racial poh‘ucs of place in-San Francisco, i :

A Iniman nghts framework suggests that the- resources,;. oppor‘umtles and cost savmgs made avaﬂable
through legal, regulated markets—like-the: Iegal cannabis market emergent.in Cahfoml&—be re-mvested
in the fidividuals and cormimtinities Most: mpacted by the 1egac1es of a failed drig war. From research?
we kiiow that thése tend to be: -POOr communities of color—African. Americans and Tatinx. ‘populations, it
‘particular, with.a special focus.on Aftican American woren and girls. Research on the effects of the drug
var and onl interfiational ‘best Practices fot reform. suggest that the new resource environment created via:
‘cannabis and -ofher forms of legalization in cifies like San.Francisco should be employed to addless the
poverty, unemployment, housmg instability, . mental/physmal ‘health ploblems ‘and - geographic
=d:tsp1acement of these: heavﬂy 1mpactcdmdm els and conimunities. .. B

. ConcIusmn

In 1ecent d“cades as San Franmsco § popu]atmn has grown and beoome somewha’c oIder and wealthler

‘the'city’s African American population has declinéd sharply and become pooier and more concentrated in

“solated districts. One: afiscdotal e;xplanatxon for. the racial: dmpannes has been- the ease of frequent and

{ 'multlple anests of drug dealers 1 m open~a1r malkets in- the pooterareas of the city as opposed fo the niore
i etworks servmg a‘ﬂuent argas. B

jBy CI CJ’s repeated analyses, durmg thefZOOOs San FrancI 0 authonﬁes have zot responded to apparent,: -
-serious and uhiquely extremie racial disparities. mpohomg of drog: offerises and ‘have not provided rational
explanation for the disparifies’or policies-to ameliorate:them. Nor have authorities explaified why the-
city’s drug pohomg, already racially: dJscnmmatory, becaime-radically more:so ﬁom-; e ealy, 1990s o
alolmd 2009, JIf ob_)ectwe criminal justice goals and: standards to- Jus’ofy San. Francisco’s:arrest ‘trends

exist, then local autherifies would seem. obligated to prowde detailed explananon “In parficular, what’
chanoed in the 19908,.and-only in-San.Francisco, 1o’ dramaucally ‘boost.the. ﬁlahon oI Aﬁlcan Amencans
a5 the city’s drug: crnnmals? fe : R T :

/Thé: analyms suggest' fhiat pnor {02010 the San Francisco Pohce Depamnent might. have: been TE
feirrestiﬁg’i.‘-the’:fs_ame African-Ariiericans ‘oye aver; then: Ieleasmg the: large majority; and're—arrestmg;
Fhem again within & short périod of time. ~The overall result ofthis policy was to:combine the worst.of:
both. worlds: mgusnce and. meffectoahty Con'ang African American drug dealers produced: lmpressne'
grrestnunibers but-was not effective pohcy to-prevent drug abuse. San Francisco’s. already excessive drug-
overdese/abuse death, rate continnedto elib throngh2009; fhough ini fattness, drirg tolls have been rising
elsewhére in the sfate and. nation as. well. Moreover; “whﬂe it may- have: pamuoned drig faarketing
violenee to. certain’ areas-of the city; levels of violence-in th reas remmain. concentrated and Tigh. The
‘policy did- appear effective at, cicating 4 n1u1’c1ple—felony popu]ahon with-no employment prospects. and.
31gn1ﬁcant ohallenges and bamers to.: success in: the: commumty These barriers atose ever though San,
“Francisco senf drng offenders to state prison at: atate lessthan half the stafe average :

Whatever its underlymg imperatives, the olty s drig; an‘est pohoy prior o recent, reforms has: yJeIded to g
 dramatic new situation affer-reforms ameliorated drug policing:in malor ways from 2010 to the presént.
Drug arrests have fallen sq dramatically that an African American in San Francisco ismiow less likely to
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be atrested fordrugs than & nor-black resident was- 10 years ago. However, despite the impressive
rediction of 90% ermore in: thmmpact of drug arrests.on local communities since 2009, teform has hot
mriach Teduced the tacial dispanhes in drug policing. African Anfericans arg’ ‘still 15 times tiiore hkely to
be arrested for-a felony or misdeimeanor drug offenss in San Frandisco than -other races, and neither the
:proportlons ofblagks in the city’s populaﬁon (6%) ot dmg mortahty 1011 (22%). oven begms to Jusnfy such
a huge dlspanty

Whether intentional of fiot, such Gonsistent dispamles in dmg war policing in San Francisco shoulﬂ e
vmwed as @ hmnan Ilgh‘fs Vlolauon As noted prevmusly, foz:mal human nghts dlsoourse deﬁnes raclal
1s subject to. na‘aonal state, and ]ocal requlrements to enforce laws ina non~dlscrnmnat01y fashlon and is
signatory: to infernational human rights accords Jmpomng even stricter non-discrimination standards. San
TFrancisco’s. diigoing, exireine racial dlspantlns in dmg law enforcement -and anthorifies’ paralysis in
addressmg them conﬂlct 'mth the: c1ty ] commmnent to the egahtanan 1deals it cha.mpions Furtb.er an
'_beyond haltmg r'tc1ally dJspamte and ]ﬁrgely meffec‘tlve cnmual Justlce mude]s to models focusmg an
"pubhc healﬂl and. sustamable commumty re—mvestment

-

DU

Tn hght of these observaﬁons, we resp ectﬁﬂl‘y‘reccmmend the San Francmco B0a1 d of Sup ervisors:

1. Imtxate a mulh—agency mvestrgatmn info ‘San, F1 AAISCO’S pohcmg poh es and :Bxg,ct;cgs o
explore policy decmlons that contnbute to these tr en&s.

2 Reqmre the San Fraricisco Police Department and: all other arr estmg '1genc1es to -conform to
state standards observed by all other agencies ii. Califoxnia id, 1eportmg arrests by race and
Tatinxg ethn1c1ty and by 3 'peaﬁc offense Father: than class:tfylng excesswe arrest numbers a8
“other” offenses: e :

3. Develop and. adopt a concrete plan fo address these gacial diécrepanci'es in San.jl?"ra'.npis:}:b’s
Adrug-arrestpr aCﬁCES, monitored through. per; lodlc, results-based evaluations: .

4; Reaffirm San Francisco’s’ comnutment to uplmldmg its obligations wnder the Tnternational
© Convention o End Racial Discrimination '(_ICERD) and the anti-discriminatory elaiise of the
Internatmnal Covenant on. le and Poh’acal Rlvhts (ICCPR) :

5. Assess the trends m .drug abuse, drug related crlme, apd. other drug-rélated health and
safety i lssues in Sfm Francisco. by demographlc and other varxables

6. Include 4 xobust “Eqmty Platform” i the -design - of Adult Use of Maujuan;a TAUM].
regulations such that oppor mmues, savings, and revenue from the Iegal €annabis market
serve to benefit those systemaﬁcally erimitialized and lmpacted by the drug war in San’
Tratcisco: kamg class: people of colox; African Awmerican’ women: in particular.

s

18



'Réfefen‘ces‘ B

Alexander M. (2010) _The New sz C}ow New Yo_k, NY: The New Pl"SS

Amencan Civil Eiberties Umon of Northern California. (; (2002), San. Franmsco Police Depaﬂment Fails to
* Address Racial Profilinig-- ‘Rampaiit !Jnderreportmg of ‘Stops and Searches. October 7, 2002, At:
http:/Rvww.achmc.org/news/press_teleases/san francisco police . depafcment fails_to address ta
cxal _Proﬁhng - Iampant underreportmg of - §tops_anid searohes shtml?ht——

'Bureau of Lhe Census (20 12). 2010 Census Data, Washmgton, DC US Depariment of Commerce At
http: /[2010 Census. gov/ZOlocensus/data/

+

Centers for Dlsease ControI’s (CDC) (2017) WONDER Compleqsed Mortahty Flle 2000—2015 AT:
hﬂps ://wonder.cdc: gov/mortsql Iitpnl o N

Centﬁr on Juvenile:and Criminal Justicé: (CJCJ) (2002) Tétter of San Francisco: Comnnssmnon the Statuis
of Woimen, Mike Males, Center on.Juvenile:and Criminal .TUSHCB : R :
Chm, G,ZL (’7002) Race; Thc War-on Dru gs, and the:Collateral Consequences off Cmmnal Corw:lcuon.
+ The Journal of Gerder, Race & Justzce 2002(6) 255262, L

CIET (2004) - Testimony to'San. Franclsco Boald of Super\nsors on Dlspr portionate Alresf/Conﬁneménf
- of Amcan—Amencan Young, Women for Drug Offenses Mﬂce Males Center on Juvemle and
Crxmmal]usnce  Tuly 8, 2004. T Do

cjcy (20044). Complaifit to Human nghts Commissioi, Tom Delgado Secrctary Mike: Males Céntei:
’ on Juvenile ard, CmmnalJustlce Janmary. 4 2004, - s 3 T,

cicy (2005). Sari Fraticisco Black: Gitls: Mass: Cnmmals of Mass: 'Iartre’fs? Mﬂce Males Ccuter on
Juvemle and Cnmmal Jushcc Novem’oer 11 2005 S . .

CICT (2014) Rcformmg manjqana laws W}uch approach best reduces the harms of cnmmahzatlon? At

Couniy and StateWJde (annual, 1980~200, )A
hﬂpwfaa& R gLovig_cmubs Open Justiee; AIrests A’r h‘rtps //opf:njustlce do_] c&gov/cnme—
Stailsucslanests . ; e

Demographlo Reseaich, nit (DRU) (20 17) Populdtmn pmJectmns Cahfonua Depa:rtment of Fmance
At hﬁp*//www dof ca. gov/research/demo graphm/reports/prq; e,ctwns/ o

Feﬂner & Mauer (1998) Loszng the Vote:; The Impact ofFeZony Dwenﬁ'anc sementLaw.S' mthe United
States. Washington D.C.: Joint. Report from Human Rights Watch and The Sentencing. Project.
Retneved o11.03/30/12 from. http //WWW scntencmgpro i ect org/doc/F _le/FVR/fd losmgthevote pdf.

15



Giobal COII]BT.ISSIOH on Diuig Policy: (2011). War on drugs: Repuu on the global conmmission ox. drog:
policy. Retrieved on: 09/25/ 17 ﬁom https Jarww globalcommissionondrites. orJlenorq/fh&wax-
on-druy csi : . ,

. (2016) Advancmg drug: pchcyrefomL A nEw approach to dectiminialization. Retriéved on.
09/25] 17 from  hitp/feww, zlobalcommbs_ononmws;m gfxm-con*enmnloads&o}fi/ 1IJGCD“—,
chort~?016—ENGLISITpdf ' :

Eternational Convention fo Bnd Ramal Discrimination [ICERD] 660 UNTS 195, entered into force Jat.
4, 1969, The United States ratified ICERD' on October 21, 1994,

Taternational Covenanf on Civil and Political nghts G:A. res, 2200A (XX[) 21U.N. GAOR. Supp (Wo.
16) at 52, UN. Do¢. A/6316 (1966), 999 UN.T.S, 171, entered into: force March 23, 1976 At
25. The U.S. ratified the TCCPR. on: June 8 1992. -

fcnsen B., J. Getber, ahd"C. Mosher. (2004). SOCIaI consequences of {he ' War'on Drugs: The 1egacyof
faﬂed polwy Criminal Justice-Policy Review, ¢5(1) 100-121.

Johnson; T. & J. Bennett. (2016) -Drug:markets, violence, and. the need to mcorp01ate the role oflace
Sociology Compass 612411, DOT 10.111/s6¢4.12441.

Kristof;. N (09/22/2017) Howto Wina War on "Drugs: Portucral treats addufron asa dlseasu nota
‘crimé. - The - New York  Tiies. Retrieved -~ on. ~ 09/25/17  Fom
nttps r’x’mvw mrmnes com/’?_O17/09[27/0pm01ﬁsun@3y/pom1gq1 druo—aecnnu]ahzanonhtml

Lynch M., ML -Omord, A, Roussell & M., Valasik: (2013). Pohcmg the “propiessive’ eltyr Tharacmhzed
geoglaphy of dmg law enforcement. Theorelical Criminology, 17(3)- 335-357. i

McFarland Sanchez—Mor_eno, . {2015). Wmdmg Dow,n the ‘War on Drugs: Reevaluatmg Glob al’ Drug
Polmy, Haryerd 7hte; national - Review, 36 (4) Retrieved onm 092917 from.
hﬁ:p /]}nr hﬁrvaﬂ edwmﬂdmszvdown—ﬂlw’ar—on—druvs»reevaluaunwGlobcl dmtr-pohcy}

Office of tlie’ Um’ced Nations High Comnnsmoner for Hnmaanghts (2009) H1gh Commissioner calls
for focus on humau nghts and hanm reduction in infernational drug: policy: Geneva: Uhnited:
Natious. « o .. Tetfieved ol .. - 09/25/17 . from.
ht‘p /[www ohchr DTQ/{dOGDInGDtS!PIBSbﬁC human nfrhts and hann IeducUon dz' o 'Doh'cv pdf

Ostertag, S: & W.T. Armalme 2011). Image isn’t’ evelythmg" Confeniporary systermc rac1sm ainid airti-
Iaolsm mﬂle age of Obama:: szmamty and. Soclety, 35 (3)

San. I‘lanclsco Cem:msswn and Depalment on'the Status ofWomem (2003 2009) A Report on Gzﬂs in.
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Tonry, M: and M, Melewsh (2008). The malign effects of- drug and. cnme control pehcles on black
Amencans Crime and. Justice, 37(1):1-44.

Whitelaw, M. Q017). A path 10 peace ifi the U.S. Drig War: Why California should nnplement the.
- Portiguese imodel for drug decriminalization. Loyola LA. Int’l & Comp. L. Revzew, .40(1) 81-
113.

Please note: Each year, eve;y .county subiits lheu daia -to. the dfficial Stareivide dafabases mam/amed by appouztea’
govar ‘nmetiial bodies. While everg effort is made: 10 véview data for accuracy, CICT et be responisible for: dala Teporting
vory nidde atihé county level,

Mike A. Males, Ph D Semor Research I‘ellow, Cenfer onJ uvemle and Clunmal J ustme

Mike A. Males s T‘a‘:Semor Research Fellow at the Center on. Juyenile and Criminal Fostice and contént:divéctor at
Srvw, YouthFacts;otg. Heé has contributed résearchi and wiiting to tinmerons CT [CT teports, mcludmg the "Thie. CaloF
of Tustice, an Analyms of Iuvenile- AduIt CourtTransfers in California," YDrug Use and Justice:: An Examination of
Cahforma Drug Pohcy Enforcsment " and-"The Tmpact of California's Three Str].kes Law on Crime Rafes."

Dr. Males has a Ph.D: in:social ‘ecology from U.C. Trvine and Lormelly Laugnt soc'olog reat U.C. Santa Crinz: With
ovcn 12 years of experlcnce Woﬂmg m youth Jprograms, Ins 1esearch mterests are focused on vouth 1ssues Ilke“

thch are Teenage Séx ana’Pregnancy, Modcm Myths Unsexy Reafztles (Pmeger 2010), aud Azds and Gis: How
Polificians, Experis;-and the Press Fabricate Fear of Youth (Common Courage Press, 2000). Recent articles and
op-eds have-appeared in the: New Yoﬂc Times, The Los Angeles Times, The. Amerzcan Jorirnal qf,Publlc Healih, The
Lagncef,. Jourrial of Sehool Heulth, and Scrzbne; 's Encyclopedia: af P jolence in America;

w7 -

Wil Armiling, R, Aicfute Profesior Sari José State ﬁmsrters‘it‘y'

San To ose State Umvmsfc;c H1s formal trammg aid: proi‘cssmnal expenence spans socmlogy, educatlon, and human
nghts Asan mtercﬁsmp]mary sch01a1 and pubhc mte]lectual D1 Armalme s mtelests apphed woxk, and scholaxly-‘

dmcr pohcy ISfOl'IIL Follow hlS Work and e SISU Human nghts Insuiuie and Mmor Plogram on
TW1tte1 (B‘IJSUHummRm;htb .

'.oppormmnes In, Sharmon ‘;D and J' GaHe (Eds), it wcmﬁrun zium oacrhea 1o Pedaaoev and Place. Basad’
_Ea’zicaﬂan "(2017 Palgrave Macmﬂlan) (2) W., Armalme D Glasberg, andB Purkayastha_ leHunzan Rig hfs

Justice: Rewew)
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,-Appendix,A;

Testimony to San Francised Board. of Supeunsors on Dlspropm tmnate Arrest/Conﬁnement ef
Aﬁman—Amencau Young Wamen for DI ug Offenses C o -

MlkeMales 8Ju1y2004 T . L

‘The: attached charts. show the arrest rates of San Franéisco Aﬁ’loan—Amencan Juvemle gzﬂs ages
10:17 for several offeiises- compared to Afncan—Amenca,n glrls elsewhere m- Cahfoxma, as. well- as to San.
Frincisco. gils of other races. ‘They indicate that San Franeisco: has v'xstly dispr opor(mnate arrests of
young black women even compared to the rest of the state:, .
_ The ﬁgmes formmg thic basis of these calculatlons ate ﬂle latest fo1 Cahforma and, Sau Francisco
from ‘the stafe Department of Justice’s Criminal: Just1ce Statistics Center, (Cdlifornia. Criminal Justice
Prof les a’t http WL caagsfate. cams/q sc/)- 'and San Tranc1sco IHVemle Probanon Department (annual

Callibmla ouis1de San Framnsco black glrls, are 3, 5 .ﬁmes ‘more. 11kely to be arresteu for fulomcs 4 6
-Himes, more: hlcely i0.bé arfested for assaul, and 1.8 hmes more lilcely to be arrested for felony drug

offenses thari California girls of other races.. L
Racial arrest.discrepancies. are, stfar “enougt vqllele San Francmco’s aye m'asswely
‘Fyorse. In San ann‘ isco, black girls ar 11, A times: mor hkmy tohe: arrested for: felomes, 10.6 timés
" mo¥e likely fo be arrested for assault, and 18.9 times more. hkely to be arrested-for felony urug
offenses than are San Francisco girls- of othier races..

San Francisco white, Latina, -Asian, and. other/mmed«race (’that is, fofi: blaclc) girls dlsplay 4
varied, though' relatively niormal pattern of tirban arrests for felomes-about 30% higher than the statewide
average. for non-black c!1rls mcludmg fates slightly Higher for assanlt, shghtly Tower for propérty off‘enses
2.8 times-higher for- drug felonies; and comlderably lower for drug, mlsdcmeanors ;

This is not the case-for San Francisco black girls; who dlsplay arrest Iates 4
Felonies, 2.5 times higher :Eor asqaul’c and 29.2" times }ugher foit d:rug felonies than, BLACK glr]s
‘elsewhere in California. L e

Looked at ‘anothér way, San Fraucisto has 1.8% ‘of ‘the state’s ymmg black Women biit
accounts for 35.2% of the arrests of young black Women for drug, felumes, and 7.5% foi: all. felomes, ‘
in thestate. =~

Within the c1ty, Blacks comprise 12.2% of San Franmsco s populatmn of guls but compnse
61:4% of San Francisco girls’ arrests fox felonies, 66.7% for xobbery, and 72.3% for drug felonies,

Blacks account for 57% of total-arrests; tio-thirds of the felony petmons sustamed and three in
five fricarcerations of juvenile g]:cls in the €ity. :

, San Franc1sco s pattern forms & gigantic anomaly foiind nowhere, elss.
boys of all taces, (b) San Francisco giils. of other'races, (© Califorria black gifls, and (d) Callfor_ma_

and gn:ls of all. races ALL shovwe declining tates of arrest and mprlsonment over the Tast decade, () San
Francisco black guls are the ONLY youth populatlon iu the state showmg skyrockeﬁng rates of
arrest and incarceration.

F mally, ‘there 1s 1io"evidefice:of a: senous drug abuse problem among Saii Francisco blacL gnls ’fhat
would explain their. masswely excessive ariest rafe. The.city’s drug abusing popnlatlon is mostly white.
and over Whelmmgly over age 30. The: drugs thiey abuse are-exactly the Sane Ones ‘implicated inViolence:
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dmong druf dealers: heroin, Gocaine, inethamphetitine, illicit diug combinations, and ditigs mixed with
:alcohol.

Tn the last seven years (1997 through 2002), federal Drug Abuse Wammg thWork show 2,260
deaths in the city were directly related to illegal-druf abhse. Of these, 1,486 wére wlites (66%), and 1,793
{(79%) were over age- 35. DAWN reports also show a Staggermg 52,400 San Franciscans' treated in
ihospltal emergency rooms for illegal-drug abuse over the Tast seven years. Ofthése, 65% weré. white, arid
88% were over age 30.

Meamwhile, none of the. city’s drug abuse deaths and fewer than 2% of the city’s hospltal
emergency treatments for drug abuse were younger black womnien (age 10-24), Exnotional anecdotes

gracing the city’s media aside, there is little evidence of a serious drug abuse problem among -

younger: African Ainericans in San Francisco,and" especxally not among young black swouen: There
has not been a. dmg overdose death of ary kind invelving an. Afucan—Amencan female UJldeI‘ age 25 in
San Francisco since 1996 (figures throngh 2002).
Conipared to their contribution to.the- c1ty’s drug. abnse problem, ‘ymmg I)Iacks (ages 15:29)
are 60 times moxe likely to be arrested for drugs that whites over age 30. ,
San Francisco may-pride ifself on ifs: enhghtencd policies toward drugs, but in pomt of fact this
cﬂy s drug. sittation 1 very distiabing. “This: city is failing to. addr essy TBoth its JInassive . drug abuse

problem among older. whites (three times the rate of other ecities . Cahforma) and its: masswely-

excessive drug -over-arrest problem of younger black ‘women (29 itimesthe xate glsewliere in
‘California).. I am certainly fiot suggesting arresting more: people’ of any race for dmgs the city’s felony
drug arrestrate is already substantialfy higher than the state’s as-a whole. T am suggesting a majot revision
in the way we. confront drug. abuse and law enforcemerit in light of San Francisco’s extrems: d‘SCI’E:paDCl&S
“with regard torace; gender, and age. - ' . :

- »Anests, SanFlanCISco vs Cahfomla g1rIS, 2000 02

AAIrests per 100 000 popula’uon agc 0:17

African Ametican girls, 2000-02:

Rate - San Frapcisco Restof CA .

Felony 6715 < 1,546

Assault 1,042 401

Robbery - 926 138

Property 1,598 - 796

Fel drug 2,362 81 i
Misddrug® 93 o 143 - '
All drug - 2455 224

.Arrests glr]s of othierraces
Riate: SanFranmsco Restof CA. -

__Feiony 587 440
"Assault- 98 87
. Robbeiy 64 12
Property 219 244
Feldmg 125 44
‘Misddmg 35 153
Alldrug 161 197
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Atresfs, all gitls

Rate Sai Francisco Rest of CA.
Felony 1,334 525
Agsault, 213 111
Robbery -~ 169 21,
‘Property 387 287
Fel ding:. 398 47
‘Misd drug: 42 . 152
Al drug 441 199

Thank you foryour consideration. ,

Mike Males

Socmlogy Department, 214 Caollege Elght
 University of California, Santa Criz, CA 95064
6l 831-426-7099

-email mmalecharlhhnk net .

' _Item 040470 will be heard at: appiommately 10:45 am at thc Board of Supennsors spemal heanmz o )
lssue of the ovex—anest of A.ﬁ'lCﬁIl Ame icail. glﬂs 111 San Franc1sco The heanng Wlll be at the Clty

. Ma.i
Héating ‘to dlSCU.SS the: ]uvenﬂe justice system w1th regard to ﬂle arre:ﬁ: aﬂ& mcalceratxon. e's ‘éf
adolescent g;];rls to con31der ’rhe cmmnal juSthG programs servmg ﬂns poptﬂailon, and to conmder Why'

_]unSdlCﬁOIl. L i
4/13/04, RECEIVED AND ASSIGNED to Clty SﬁI“VIGCS Commﬁ:tec ,

4/20/04, REFERRED TO DEPARTMENT. Referred to Youth Commlssmn for comment

and re¢ommendation.” - - e B
h@ //WWW sfgov Org/SLte/bdsupws _page asp‘71dﬁ26009 ' -
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) 4 Tanviary 2004
‘Commission Secretary
Human Rights Commission.
25 Van Néss Avernue, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033
Phone: 415:252.2500
‘Fax: 415:431.5764
TDD: 800.735.2922
E-mieil; hre.info@sfgov.org

Deas Commissioners:

T atii: Wﬂtmg th .ask for Commmssion investigation of the excessive amest and mca:cceratmn of African=
Anderi¢an juvenile females in San Francisco, specifically for ding offenses. I believe: the extreme pattern
documented below constitutes age~ba5ed, racidl and sexual discrimination. .

1. San Francisco law enforcement authorities afrest juvenﬂe black females for felony drug offenses-at-a-
rate fat excgeding that of California as-a whole, and. comparable California cities.

The 2000 Census shows 3,016 black: femalcs ages 10-17 in San Francisco, 2 1% of the slafe’s t{}w
;populatlon of 146,012 black. females ages 10-17.

In ZGOZ California Critriinal Iustlce Statistics Ceiiter (Department. of Jus’uce) fignres show thiete Were 56
‘black Juvemle ferales arrested for dmg Felonies in San Francisco,: 35 7% of the 157 black Juvemle
females arrested for drug: felonies in all of Cahfor:ma

At 1,857 per 100,000 populatmn, the arrest fate for blaclk: Juvemle females in San Francisco is 26 times
the rate of amrest of black Juvemle gitls for drug felonies elsewhere m thig state. Nor is 2002 -an jsclated
‘year, In 2001, San Francisco black g]ﬂg compised.69 of the 191 an:ests of black. girls: sta’cemde for, drug
felonies; also 36%:0f thetotaI

San Prancisco black girls:comprise 12.5% of the 24,119 juvenile females ages 10-17 in Saui Francisco, but

“10% -of the ‘afrests of juvenile females for drug felonies-and 77% of the petitions stistainied for dmg
felonies (San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department annual Teport,. 2000), The: drug felony artest fAte
for-San Francisco black girls i is 15 times the rate.for other girls in the cify (123.2:-per 100,000 populatlon)

The dmg felony conviction (petition sustained) rate for Black girls is 23 nmes that of other girls in-San
Francisco:

2. Thete is ho evidénice of a drug abusg problem ? among Sair Franc;lsco black gitls that: Would Jusufy stch
a: dmg arrest and incarceration excess. =

B

2001, black javenile girls. compnsed none-of the-city’s 104 drig overdose :deaths; and 1 of* ihe city’s

517 1llega1—dmg related hospital emergency treatments--less than one-fifth of 1% of the-city’s drug abuse - 3

total (Cahfon:na Center for Health Statistics; and Ep1demlology and IJl_]UI‘V ControL Department of Health
Services). .
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3. Bvety measiue:of drg abuse shows the city’s drug abuse nmblem, over\xfhelmmgly, is W]me and over
age 30., . :

’In 2001 Wlntes over age 30. compﬂsed 81 of ﬂle crty s 104 dmg ovardose deaths and 302 of the cﬁ?y’
517 111cga1 dingelated. haspltal emergency freatments--60% to 80%. of the city’s drug abuse total. *
Federal Dru,g Abuse Wammg ’Ne’rw01k. ﬁoures show the saing pattem for all deaths and hosp1ta1
emergency room freatments (whetheL acmdent, suicide; or undetermiried) classlﬁed as directly related to
" abuse ofillegal drucs In. 2002 persons over age 35, compnsed 84%, and whites 64%,- ot the mty’ s 273
drug abuse fata]mes S , P

Yet deSpltc their oveiwhelting contribution fo San Francisco’s drug abuse toll, ity whites ovét age-30 .
comprise just 19.6% (1,577 of 8,035) of felony arrests for drug offenses, and 24.8% (373 of 1,504) of
misdemeanor dmg arrests. Meanwhile, blacks under age 30, who account for just 1% of the city’s drug
abuse deaths, comprise 22:7% (1; 82’7 of 8,035)of felony, and 12:6% (190.0f 1;504) of mlsdemeanor drug

foen ses;

Whltes gverage 30 Ate arrested for drigs at 4 rafe- one—'thrrd of what their contribu to 'San Franmsco §
drug dbuse toll ‘would predict, while blacks -ages 15-29 are arrested af 4 rate: 22 times higher ‘than their
drug - abtise. propormon would predlc:t Thus, cofipared to-theiy level of dmg abuse,- younger. blacks are
more than 60 times more-likely to'be anested for: drugs than older whites. .

4, This racial disparity in arrest’ éxists for adult Afncan Amencan ‘Women, though not to the extreme
extent as-for juvenile females. Lo e et

Comprising 2.7% of the black female population statewide; San’ Franc1sco black females compnse the:
following proportions of arrests for :drug felomes of females in their age groups stateWIde ages 18- 19,
42%; ages 20: 29 , 34%; dpes 30 39 12%, and agf:s 40-older, 12%

‘Comprising 8% to 10% of San Francisco’s female ‘population; blacks age 18-19 comprise 73% of the:
arrests, 18-19 year—old women citywide for drug felonies; 66% for age 20-29 56%.for ages 30= 39 -and
70% for thosé ages 40 and: older .

5 San Franmsco $: law enfoj:cement pohcy toward dmgs cannof be ]ustlﬁed On 1he grounds of pracucallty
ﬁbﬁlatmns ‘Sén Franmsco 'S 1ate of dmg—related morfah‘cy (37 2 per 100 000 populahon in 2001) is thrae
tinies higher than for Tos Angeles (12.2) and San Diego (12.8),. and its rate of drug-elated hospital
efergency: treatments (1,121.9 per 100,000 population in 2002) is 4.5 times higher-than for Tos Angeles
(250.7)y and 4.8, titnes hlghel than for: SaJlDlego (12:2).

6. This ‘complaint does niot allege a violation of eivil’ rlghts in any: md1v1dua1 case. Rather, it aileges that
the extreme nature of thes statistics clearly shows that-Sani Franeisco’s paftern. of drug law-enforcermerit
résults in discrimination against younger blackpeople partlcularly younger black women, and €XCEssive
Iemency toward-older-whites whose drug abuse is- dnvmg the crty s:illicit drug iis8 and distribution. These:
are, by far, the mosf racially extreme figures Thave seen for & any city- staterde .

i

27




SJSU | sommnrs

Although ‘precise race-by-age figures ‘are not available forcities, San Prancisco arrested more ]mzehﬂe
girls by number in 2002 for drug felonies (83) than the city of Los Angelés (74) oF all jurisdictions in
Alameda County (32); the latter of which have. youth populatiors six and three times higher than San
Francisco, respecﬁvely As; seen, San Francisco’s arrests are dlspropor’uonately of black&

7. 1 belieye Sgn Francfsco’s method of enforcmg drug laws constitutes a race-; gendm— and age-baged
Ivmnan rights yiolation thatis unfairon ifs face and which damages the lives of young people while-failing.
" fo addréss the city’s serious drug abuse problem among older age groups. L ask that these racial disparities

‘he examined and that the city plrsue. policies that ate fmore equitable and effective in. light: of the age,
race, and gender: cha1acte>nstlcs of its' drug-abuse problem 3 »

thanleyou for-your attention,

‘Milke Malss, PhD.
‘Sociology Department:

. 214 College Eight -
“Univetsity of Califofnia
“Santa Cruz, CA95064

tel 831-426-7099
email - :mmales@earthlinknet :
homepagc hittp://bome. earthlinle et/ ~mmales
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Appendix B: Fulf Tist of €annabis Specific Statutes Reviewed

Y

(Class | Statute | Description

| Felony | Possession of concentrated canriabis

| 11358 AS/F | Cultivatiod of marijuana

11358(d) HS/F { Cultivation of marfjuana with priors.

I T1359HS/F .| Pessession of marijuana for.sale

’

11353(c) HSJF | Posséssion ﬁd);maﬁjda‘né forsale with priors

C

" | 11359(d) HS/F ; .ﬁﬁsgessilé h of marijuanafor s'éﬂ,_e invelving.a.person age:20 oryounget ;

11360{8) HS/F

11360( )(3) HS/F |

41361(a) HS/F

r 14 - ",v:'».'._::. v . . )

11361{(BYHS/F | Furnishing arijian to inior o

| 11362. S(a) ) HS/E’ f Manufacturmg concentrated cannabns usinga voJatiJe solvent: wrthouta
: llcense

£

Misderieanor | 11357(a) HS/M® - Possession of concentrated cannabls ¢

| -11357(B) HS/M - | Possessit of Fiafiiisna 285 gramS oETES

:11357(b)(2) HS/M | Possessioniof manjuana more than28.5" grams of cenr:entrated o
‘ = 7 | motethan four grams. : ;

11357(C)HS/M Yo Possesswn 'of matijuaha ; 28 5 grams or: less or concentrated cannabls
EER o lesg’at school

o

| 13357(d) HS/M. fP.osSgéion,-oﬁmarﬁjungq‘gs'..s,gréms-ar:!eﬁg atischoof




' 11357(e) HS/M

{ Possession 6fmar'ijuana:ﬂp.or'\'zg'rciu,nds of k= 1‘2{'5'&!1'06“1-

1} 11357.5(3) HS/Mm

1 11857.5(b) HS/M

| Use ofpossession of & synthetic cannabiriold compotrid with prior
| offense

11358(c) HS/M

Cultivation of farijuana

41359(6) HS/M.

Possession-of marijuana forsale

RN

| 44360a)(2) Hs/M

Transportation, sale'and giving away'of marijuana

| 236051 Hs/ M

1 Transportation of not more than 28:5 grams of marijuana ofher than

concentrated cannabis-

11362.3(2)(5) HS/M

Possession of marijuana tipon schosl grounds

23222(b)VE/M

| Passession of marijuana while driving

| 34014(a) RT/M

| Operating a business.in cultivation-and retail of marijuaha products
" without'a permit ‘

| Infraction

11357(a) HS/l -

‘| Possession of marijuana 28.5.grams or less or cafigenttated cannabis
* | four grams or less

ﬂ357(b)Fsz[

| Passession of marijuana 28.5 grams or less

| 21357y fsyr

=1 Minorin possession of matijuana more than-28,5-grams of concentrated -
| cannabis more than four grams '

{ 1izs7i) sy

{ Minorn possession cifmé'rileana»f28.5'-’g'r»ams:6]"'.1&55vof-cth;eht‘fated
{ €ahinabisfour gramsorlessat school

| 11357.5(6) Hs/

: Use or possession.of a synthetic cannabinoid compound

|ammsspnsr

“Cultivation of matijtana t

inorufider 18,

| 11358{b) Hsjt

| Eultivation of marijuana bys;perso'h.betiNeen 18-and 20'years of age




i 11'359(a)‘HS/{ .

Possession ofmarijuana forsale by a‘minor under 18,

1’ii-3'50j(a)‘(1v)v :HS_/I

’Tlraqsportatio_ni.sa[e and giving away of marijuanaby a minor u'nder, 18

| 113600) K/l

“Trahsportation of not more thari 285 arams of ma'ri}uaha.othet than

concehtrated cannabis

11362:3{a)(1) HS/L.

_Smoking marijuaria‘in a prohibitéd pu'B’li’cprace‘

| 113623(2)(2) Hs/t

1-Smoking marijuana where tobacco is prohibited

| 11362.3(a)E) HS/.

Smoki ng”m‘aﬁj y’anafw}thiniooo feet-of aschaool )

: ‘:11362‘."31(:@)(4)'?45:/_:'12

i

‘Phissession of ah-open container of marijuana while in-a-vehicle-

| 2322206 Vet

- Possession of marijuana.while driving
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Appendii D, Existing ‘R'esourr:es '

S4n Francisco has humerous existing resources thatcan-serveas lmportanttools for Equrty Apphcants
and‘the: exrstmg induostry. While this isTiot. meantto serve as-an-exhatstive mventory, this section
provrdes background for- exrstmg programs- referenced in the report. Theseare a few ofthe’ r\rograms
‘that tan be Ieveraged to help create amore’ mclusu/e 1ndustry and ¢ ensur e the:siiccess of Equrry
Applicants. o ‘ ' '

General Support from the Oﬁ" ice omea/l Bugmess .

;assnstance for smali bUSmesses and entrepreneurs [ocated Jn San Francrsco and provrdes one-to -one;

| case managcment assrstance rncludmg rnformatlon on requlred llcense and permlts technical
“assistance, and other busmess resources " ¢

‘THe OSB:specializes.in: Servicing business clients that are unfamiliar or challenged by languiage in
-understandlng the business regulatory-énviroriment and can felp. navrgate Business to techmca{ Services
“managed by. other portrons of OFWD. and:service providers:. SRR

BusmessAssrstance e i L B
Office of Srhall Busmess services: mdude provrdmg potentla! operators wrth a customlzed checkllst for
startinga busness Blsiness Reglstratron Requirements; Business: Licenseé-and: Permit Info; ZonmrI &
{and Use Info & Assistance;’ Technical Assistance Providers.& Busmess Support; ADA Peqwrements/ and
Assessments; Business Classes and Workshops; Legal Resources for Entrepréneurs; Employer. Mandates -
Hiring Employees, Buﬂd rng Permit.Process’ Overvrew Various other: Business Resources ahd Programs

legaIASSIStcmce ' . corpo T Lmie o e B L L

“The Office of Small Busmess can-alse. referto programs such as the San Francrsco Bar Assocratlon Lawyer

. Referral andlnformatlonalSerwcestThrscosts approxrmately$3ffor30mmutes Paln et

Human Resources Assrstance B IR : e
The. Office of Smmiall. Busmess canalsg’ refer to résources suc‘h as the Cahforma Employers Assocratron,
notfor proﬂt employers dssociatior : - - -

A

ne

Gpen ’“ 5F L
Mayor Lee. has created Open m SFia”
the care. of San Francrsco 's ldentrty, economy, and workforce, and to make lt easrer for San Francrscans

set:a prrorrty to support t: :e 80, OOO smaﬁ busmesses that are at’

~d1rec:t SETVICGS 1o assrst rndrvrduals in San Francrsco who are’ workmg thro ugh the perrmttmg process to

open asmall busmess

‘F/rst Source | } S BT, » )
" “This pregram requrres cannabls busmesses to post any ne entry Tevel posrtlons Wlth San Francrsco s
workforce system before postmg posrtrons publldy through ather platforms The Clty 5 workforce




-system Ts a:robust network of community based 6tganizations, Jobrdevelopment providers, and
‘vocationial training programs working primarily with unemployed, uhderemployed, afid low-income San
Ft‘aﬁ(:iét:éhs ‘Pé'i‘tioipé'nts 'in the wbrkforce System oftéh ac'ceés 'th'ié‘ SVStem becadsé’théy’ représént

37% of Whlch were Afncan Amern:an The wUrkforce sysiem targe’ts speetﬁr: opu!atlons that ha\le

£ ’Umque barrigrsto emplayment, mdudmg formierly incarcérated ftidividuals; veterans,and newlyarrived -
immigrants, These-are the' individuals that the cannabis lndustry 1as made @ pnorlty and by
‘incorporating Flr,stsource mr,mgpractrces,.mto__cannabzs *;:,uslnevs,ses, b_uAsmesses hiave a {ilregt connection
to the job séekers that it is looking for. In San Francisco's tight labot arket, FirstSource offersan
invaluable pool of qualified entry-levél talent that small businesses can struggle to find.

;AlerghborhoodAccess Pomt'; ,

San Francisco funds several Nerghborhood and Specialized Access Pomts in order ig <onnect warkforce
sérvices'to spétific communities with a disproportiofiate fate of Unefiploymént-and/or poverty and for
targeted populafions who face barriers to employment, The Neigh‘borhood Adcess Pointsare:
¢ommunity-Hiased workforce centers that offet par’clctpants support Tri seekmg . €ohnecting to
“employment. They also partner with nerghbonng businesses withina commumty in orderto.conhect
local businesses fo local jobseekers, The Specialized Access Points deliver customized workforce services
for popilations who' often face barriérs in finding employment, Ticluding a Re-Enitry Access point, t5"
address the s pecificjob.readiness needs for individuals who Kave interfaced with the criminal justice
-system, including thosé-with cannabis-related convictions: Collectively, these workforce services flirther
nxpand plpellnes of quahﬂed candldates fortrammg and employment opportumtles and. supportmg

¥

Skill Bu:ld/ng Programs- - ; : ;
Hospitality-Academy:- “The. Hosprtah’cy Academy is desrgned fa.coordinate trammgwafh emp]oyment
obportunities in order to:supportthe growth of a diverse and well-qualified hospitality sectorworkforce ™
ifiSan Fraficisto. it makes targefed trainings availablé to prepare Sai Francisco-résidents for
employment opporturiities in the hospitality sector~ from food preparation and guest services to the
rpaintenance and security needs that hospitality businesses. fequire; The Hospita lity Academy:serves to:
fulfill the hiringneeds of hosprtallty sector employers with qualified candidates: that are jobready,

' possess the skills and abilities t6 be ah gttribute to the: workforce, and hold kniowledge and passion for

“the mdustry Partlmpants successfully cormpléting programiming “from the Hospxtahty Academy would be
-ﬂauura! candxdates for retail positions, cannabls food busmesses as'well as security guard positions..

“Cltwa . -

CityBuild Academy:aims to meetthe demands of the construction industry and-our dynarmc economy by
“providing gomprehenslve‘ pre—apprentlceshlp and construction adminfstration ,ramng;toSan Francisco:
Fesidents. CityBuiild began’in'2006 as-aneffort to codrdinate City-wide construction training énd
employment programs and is administered by OEWD in partriershipwith City Colfege of San frangisco;




‘yarioiis commidnity non-pfofit organfzations, labor unions, and fndustry employers. CityBuild furthers
the City's sacial justice-and émploymerit.equity goals by recruiting disadvantaged Jobseekers who face or
‘have overcome.barriers to employment; including formerly fncarcerated workers in‘communities-
‘negativelyimpacted by the failed waron drugs. CityBulld graduates would be atural candidates for
machine operator-positiofis within the cannabis industry as well asthe aricillary jobs:with construction
firms:building out new cannalis businesses and at HVAC companies serving these businesses, Takifig’
fhto:accolint efnetging cannabis apprenticestip programs sich asthelaborers' [ocal 261 Canriabis -
Horticultural Apprentlceshlo‘, with some time.and resources CityBuild has the potential to expand : and
Create new: partnersh|p ’prowde pre- apprentlcesh|p and‘a proven pathwayto emiployment: for
workers in the cultivation side ofthe lndustry aswell, helplng to ensure dlversrty and: reduce bamers to

equrtable opportunity.in the growing cannabis mdustrv
Health Care Academy ’ .
The Health Care Academy IS deSIgned to, lmprove the responsweness 5 the workforce system to meet
the: demands of the growmg health care. indysty. The health care industry | has been identified both
Tiationally and locally asa pnonty for workforce Jnvestment due'to,stable and/or increasing demmand for
,new workers replace A'ent of ret(rees, and the ne,d for sk‘ 's d: lopment in responseto new .
chnologles and treatment optrons Because the health caresector encompasses occupatrons m sucha
fise ttm i and requmng various levels of eclucatlon and sktll it presents excellent
‘ _' , Vith the Ac ad yv.offermg both clinical and ‘
non—cllmcal training. opportunltles, partnercmp Wlth the emerging marijuana sectorwould enhance B
wgrkfo_r__ce efforts for em plovment 0.plpo,r~tun,1tles as through pharmacy technlcran (fill and refill .

marfjuana prescfiptions) and patient adccess reps. I inical customer- sérvice representatlves thatare
tramed with pro\ndlng service'to ’éhose with: medlcal condltlons) e :

Apprentlceshm Pfograms e hren e O wesh a0 e S
Apprenﬂceshlp isa means: of addressmg the workforce needs of our- dynamlc economy’s Core- and

adVancement Partlciparrts in state-certlf‘ ed apprentlceshjp programs earn spemﬁc wages and benefrts
£t ncredse as’ ‘enfiploymierit hours dre accumiulated, fesulting in'the attaininent of joumey—level status
" pyer-a period-that typlcally ranges fiom two-fo:four years. Apprentlceshlp isa keyfoundatlon ofthe -

. City’s'workfort ei development strategy, partlcularly with respect-to the construction and chnology
segtors: By inivesting i in pre~apprent|cesh1p programsstich: asCxtyBunld and TechSF -the Office of ‘
Econoniic.and Workforce. DeVelopment prowdes an opportunity for economrcally dJsadvantaged
jobseekers and workers thatface or have-overcome bafriers to employment to-becomie. ]ob ready and
secure life. Sl(llls before they become an apprent:ce Partnermg with: employers and labor orgamzatlons

’trer n.mg pr,ograms mayane.ed to be eyaluat.e.d d.Ependmg oft how;-thlsamodE.l e-yolvest Pohc:y-.ﬁ amework ‘
for.suchan apprenticeship program should be fobust enoughto scale; bt should also recognize the - .
niaissance of this industry and lack of data for accirate predictions related to job creation:



Clear Siate ; : :

Clean Slate-{s:a:program of the San Franusc:o Public Defender s Officethat can he:p people clean up”’
their criminal records. Thetype of gases the Public Defender handles through this program fncludes:
Expungements {misdemeanor & felony convictions mcludmg, bu_t ot Timited ‘to-drunk driving, theft,
prostitution; burglary, drug offenses, domestic viclence, tobbery, dnd assault and battery) and -
Certificates of Réhabilitation siich as State Prison Cases.

Fmr -Chance Drdinance (FCO) ) }

airChance Ordihance (FCO ) Went into effect on:August 13, 2014 and regulates the use of arrest
and:canviction records in employment decxsaons for certain: employers, affordable. housmg prowders
,and Clty con’clactors The ECO applles to pnvate employers that are located of cxomg busmess in San
Francnsco -and that employ 20.0f more persons worldwide. This 20-person threshold includes owner(s),
maniagement,and supervisorial employees: Job placément, referral agenicies; and other employment
‘agenciesiare considered emiployers. You can fearh mofe-abotit the Fair Chance Ordinance Here;
“https: //sfgov orﬂ!olse/sxtes/dcfault/r1le</FwleCenter/Documents]lZlBS FCO%ZDFAQS%ZDFmal pdf.

Financial Empowerment : :

The Office of Fifiantial Epowerment (OFE), housed within:the Office of the Treasurer, desngns pllets
‘ahd expandsprograms-and policies that help low.iicome fatnilies Build economic.security and Triohility.
Programs such-as Smart Money Coaching: which provide arie-on-one finandial coaching; could be:
expanded to-specifically serve the heeds of employées in the canitiabis | industry.

Sniart Money Coaching providesfree financia) coachmg to low incomie San’ Franciscaris at. 27 sites in-
paij_. ersmp with the Buman Services Agency; the Mayor’s Office of Housing & Community

~ Devielo pment, ‘the Offfce of Econontic and Workforce Developnieritand the Housing Authority,
lntegratmg coachlng into existing social service'delivery can finprove both financial and: ‘programimatic:

alpscaled hlgh totich coachmg service:

Otfier programs availak blé toassiit efipioyees 1 i, il i distry-include:

. ‘Saverlife, an en'llne program fhéfriaWal‘ds"lrifdlvldué'lS for consistently: s‘:’a'vih'g” at ledst:$20 each:
© morith. The: program lasts' for 6 mdnths and savers’ can garn g maximum ofSGO
_ @ ‘Bank Ori San Francisco Hel ps’ remdents dccess safe, afforclable accolints at responsnble banks and,
‘ credit unions. o e .
Communlty Busmess Prlonty Processl‘ng Program ' . S

,system to get help you out.thedoor,uaster and qpe.n your busx_nessvsooner. PI‘QJ ects th_at-. quall_fy, f_or and,



‘enrollin thie CB3P afe guaranteed a Planning Commission hearing date within 90 days of filinga
comiplete a’bpﬁ‘éé’tidﬁ and. placerment of'the Consent Calendar. Applicants for the CB3P must a)
complete s checklist documenting eligibility for participation; b) complete the. Condltlonal Usé
apphcatlon and pmwde Fssocjated matenals, c} conduct & Pre—Apphcatuon Meeting prior. to i ling; and d)
provide interior and exterior photos, pér ‘Resolution #19323:that estahlished the prograni. Certain
limitations do- apply; and CB3P applications are'subject to the'same level of feighborhood notice, the
same’ Plannmg Code pm\nsmnS, and: thé same (if- apphcablej CEQA review requirements;:and may:still be
shiffed from ‘Consent-to Regular Cajendar, iFrequested by a Planning Commissioner or memberofthe
public. '
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Appendix E. Tasation: 5tate Structiire & Review of Other Jurisdictions’ Tax Structures

New cannabis taxés have also beeriauthorized under Proposition 64: All Garinabis is subject to a 15
percent state excise tax-and focal governments may also levy their own excise taxes. Standard sales
taxes apply as well, although: medxcmal cannabis s exempt from sales taxes. Further, the state will
collecttaxes frim cultivqtors ata rate of" 59 25/ oz for cannabls flowérs and’ $2 75/oz for leaves, State tax
reyenue will fu.n,d.ganinab,is;—_r.elate.d ddrhinistrative:and zenforcemejtvactgyu ties'as well a5 new programs to
support [aiw enforcement; environmental impact mitigation of cannabis cultivation, university research,
-and commiunity, feinvestment grants, a

;Aﬁfi};iﬁp‘étiﬁgiﬁé pdssage’ of Prop. 64; ©OVr30 ities and counties i California put cannabis tax measties
before voters [ast November; and nearly all of these:measures passed. The average local fax rafe on
cannabfs fs around 10 percent, which {s In addition to the state’s taxof 15 percent.

Tn some cities; the tax is variable.In San Diego, for.instance, the raté starts at5 percent, increasesto 8
p'efcéh't in‘ 101’9 ahd City cou‘ncfi'fs‘amho"rized %a increase the ‘tax" by ordina“ﬁé'é:'td a 'maxiﬁm’fﬁ 15'
stores,._a 5 p,,er;ce_nt_tax»on, m_ed ;c.ua,l,.cannablsl and lesser tax_es: on.,non—retali cannabt_s. busmess_._es! such
a§tésting and manu ifacturing: All iew lotal taxes that havé pa’sséd‘sinc’é’ November 2016 are general

“fund taxes;, meanhing tax revenue will support general services. m each city or county; rather than a
dedicated rundwrth specific spendmg requlrements :

Locaily, the citieg of San. Jose, Oakl‘and and Berke]ey Have Iewed taxes an cannabls saléssince 2010,
aIthough priorto Proposition 64, ’caxes ohly-applied to medicinak cannabns Fach ofthese cities will tak
adu]t— use ¢annabis at 10 percent. ifOakland and Berkeley, medlcmai cannab|s ds'taxed at: lower rates;.

While San‘Francisco does ot currently tax cannabis beyond the standard sales fax, Jocd] official
the publicare: beginnmg to conhvene todecide ofi atax Measure to put before VOters inan

members ¢
upcommg eiectnon



City & County of San Francisco

Cannabis Medical Access Report.

- w
- a3y (@]

. o -
! PR Vs pe
T
ie' -&3 el

B e pran i
= i e = [
g ) T
X

Office of Cannabis & Department of Public Health

November 1, 2017






Table of Contents

Hl.

Executive Summary

Introduction

8.

b.
c.

d.

Medical Matijuana ldentification Card Program
Application Process
County Level Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program Data

Medical MarijuaAn_a Identification Card Holder Data

Focus Group Narratlves

a.
b.

C.

d.

e.

Methodology

Medical Cannabis Community reactions and Concerns: Focus Group Responses
State Medical Cannabis Identification Card - Focus Group-Réspdhses
Ideas and Suggestions - Focus Group Responses

A Successful Cormpassion Care Framework in San Francisco - Focus Group Responses

Findinhgs & Recommendations

Figures

1.
2.

3.

Number of MMIC Cards Issued in San Francisco by Fiscal Year
California Medi-Cal Income Eligibility ‘ ‘
Proportion of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal °

Eligibllity



I, Executive Summary

On September 5, 2017, the Board of Supervisors ungnimously passed Ordinance No, 170859, creating the
Office of Cannabis and defining the Office’s responsibilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabis, the Department of Public Health and the Controller’s
Office deliverto them and the Mayor no later than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unique needs
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy
options that would (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure
medical cannabis patients continue to receive high-guality, appropriate care and (C) providing
uninterrupted access to medical cannabis patients.

This report studies the current state of medical access in San Francisco, provides background on the
Medical Marijuana ldentificatlon Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community,
and provides feedback given to.the City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health.
Finally, the report makes various recommendations for the City’s consideration,

" I Introduction

California Medical Cannabis Palicy

In 1996, California became the first state in the U.S. to legallze medical cannabls. Legalization resulted
from passage of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into California’s
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 11362.5), Its purpose was to a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the
fight to obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person's health would benefit from
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma,
arthritis, migraine, ar any other illness for which marijuana provides relief; and b) ensure that patients
and their primary caregivers who obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes upon the
recommendation of a physician ate not subject to criminal prosecution or sanction.

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and
establish the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful
cultivation and distribution of cannabls among members., These laws allewed for medical cannabis access
and created city and county-based systems across the State.

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn’t
unti! 2015 and-the passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marljuana dispensaries (“AB-243, Medical Matijuana” 2015).
Originally set to take effect on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was
amended via the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act In June 2016. This updated piece‘ of
legislature aimed to incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive
licensing system (“SB-643, Medical Marijuana” 2016),



On November 8, 2015, California voters passed Proposition 64; the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA),
legalizing the distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical
Marljuaha Regulation and Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the
Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the
differences between AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crucial step towards developing a regulatory
framework to facilitate a for-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use.

San Francisco

In 1991, San Francisco voters passed Proposition P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San
Franéisco would recommend that the State of California and the California Medical Assoclation restore
“hemp medical preparations” to. California’s official list of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters
1991), There were three paid arguments in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which prox)ided quotes
from physicians and cited scientific Institutions in arguing for cannabis’ medical benefits (Office of the
Registrar of Voters 1991), Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco
Public Library 2017). ’

[n 1999, San Francisco’s Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99, “Supporting the Development
and |mplementatian of a Voluhtary Medical Cannabls Identification Card Program” (San. Francisco
Department of Public Health 2000). This resolution supported the development of an identification card
program for medical cannabis for individuals who qualified underthe Compassionate Use Act as patients
or primary caregivers, In 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created -San Francisco’s current
identification program for medical marfjuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000),

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01-2006, declaring San Francisco to
be a “Sanctuary for Medical Cannabis (San Francisco- Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urged:
California law enforcement and regulatory agencies to avoid harassing, arresting and prosecuting
physicians, dispensarles, patients or caregivers who complied with the Compassionate Use Act.

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors placed Proposition §, titled “Medical Marijuana,” on the ballot. The
proposition was a declaratioh of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City
Attorney, and Department of Public:Health to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition § passed with approximately
62% of the vote (Sah Francisco Public Library 2017).

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance Na. 64-05, “Zoning — Interim Moratorium on
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries” (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The ordinance expressed
concern over the significant increase in the number-of individuals enrolled in the city’s voluntary medical
cannabis identification program, “In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 individuals registered...and

3



there are now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enrolled” (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The
ordinance acknowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis
dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries.

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisco
Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis
dispensaties (San Francisco Department.of Public Health 2005).

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco.
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been responsible for the dispensary permitting

* process. Following the. passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco’s “Budget and Appropriation Ordinance”
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established the Office of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating
various city departments and state agencies efforts to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use
commercial cannabis activity in 2018, '

* I, Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program

The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program
(MMICP)? creates a State-authorized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry
database. for card holders {i.e. qualified patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card program is
voluntary, meaning not everyone who uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one.
Individuals and/or primary careglvers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of
residency, and the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages
this process at the county level, ‘

A. Application Process ,

It is important to note that the State program is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH

retains any personal, demographic, or medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders.

" The identifying and medical Information that applicants provide as part of the State application process is
returned to the applicant at the time the card is issued. The only information maintained at the county

- level are the unique identifier that the State assigns to every card holder and the card’s expiration date.

,B. County-Level Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program Data

Interms of number of cards issued by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health
report notes that, from July 2005 through September 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards—one of the highest amounts across participating counties. This is
not to say that there are currently 22,740 patients using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card

1 See CDPH Medical Marljuana:ldentification Card Program report, available at
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CHSI/CDPH%20Document%20Library/MMPCounty%20Card%20Count%205ep
tember%zo2017~18revADA,pdf. -




must be re-issued on.an annual basls. [t is also important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders
over time, with 3,975 cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year
2016, and 580 cards in fiscal year 2017.

Figure 1. Number of MMIC Cards Issued In San Francisco by Fiscal Year
- Flgure 1: Number OF MMIC Cards Issued IN San Francisco County BY Fiscal Year

2173

1751

F¥-2005- FY 2006- F¥ 2007- FY 2008- FY 2008~ FY 2010- FY 2011- £Y 2012- FY 2013 FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016- FY 2017~
6 7 8 9 10 11 iz 13 14 15 16 17 18%

*Fiscal Year 2017-18 reflects the number of car'ds issued through September 2017,

C. Medical Marijuana.identification Card Holder Data

As mentioned earlier, the county does not retain general demographic Information of applicants or card-
holders. One data point that is available to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a
card fee reduction as a Medi-Cal program beneficiary. Per State law, Medi-Cal beneficiaries recelve a 50%
reduction in the fee for the State identification card.2 The current amount is X, '

This information is useful because it provides insight Into affordability questions for medical cannabis

patients in San Francisco, since the Medi-Cal program serves low-income individuals and families. In

general, individuals and families with annual incomes at of below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level

qualify for the program. Figure 2 below? provides more information about income levels at 138 percent
* of the Federal Poverty Level.

2 The full fee for each cardin San Francisco County is currently $100, with MedI-Cal beneficiary fee reduction
bringing the cost down to $50 dollars. See alsa California Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755.

3 California Department of Health Care Services website, avallable at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/medi-
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cal.aspx.
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Figure 2. california Medi-Cal Income Eligibility

Family Size 138% Poverty Level

1 16,395
2 22,108
2 Adults , 22,108
3 - 27,821
4 33,534
5 39,248
6 ' 44,961,
7 ' 50,688
8 56,429
9 _ 62,169
U 67,910
11 . 173,651
12 ’ 79,392
Each Additional Person Add 5,741

Figure 3 below® shows the proportion of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee
reduction based on Medi-cal eligibility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017, The figure shows
that over the past few fiscal years, over half of all card holders in San Francisco made such requests.

Figure 3. Proportion of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility

FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL
ELIGIBILITY
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IV. Focus Group Narratives

A. Methodology

[n order to provide the City's policymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a comprehensive view of the
medical cannabis cost and affordability landscapes, the Department of Public Health conducted three
separate focus groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to
alleviate those concerns. Where Individuals were unable to participate in person, the Department
collected responses via phone and email. Over three focus group sessions, the Department interviewed
sixteen mdivuduals ’

. The focus groups included representatives from the below stakeholdér categories, and Department of
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orientation within each focus group.

Medical cannabis patients

Medical cannabis patient advocates

Medical cannabis business owners — storefront and delivery only
Public policy experts

® 2 ¢ 9

As part of the discussiohs, focus group participants also noted their experiences with homelessness, living
with HIV, behavioral health issues, living with a disability, and past military service. It is also important to
note that many focus group participants felt they represented more than one category above,

Each focus group discussed the following questions:

1. Inyour experiente, how is the medical cannabls patient community reacting to State and local
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework?

2. What Is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis In the new
medical cannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into
the discussion? ;

3." What is the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis identification
card? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated
with obtaining it?

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address concerns you've
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Francisco?

The following information, in no particular order, Is a compilation of the main discussion points from all
focus groups, and where there was general consensus or agreement acrass focus groups, it is noted,



B. Medical .Canna.bi; Community Reactions and Concerns: Focus Group Responses

1.. Inyour experience, how is the medical cannabls patient community reacting to State and local
‘changes to the medical caniabis regulatory framework?

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis.in the new regulatory
market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion?

Responses to the above questions are noted below,

Preserving San Francisco’s Compassionate Care Model, Focus group participants affirmed that patients
use cannabis-as an alternative to prescription drugs, a harmreduction tool, and as an important treatment
option for a wide variety of conditions, and that the State and City needed to appropriately recognize this
as a significant benefit to individuals with medical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical
cannabis structure and future adult use system would ot have been possible without the steadfast
dedication of the cutrent medical cannabls community, and, for that reason, the City should elevate those
heeds,’ :

1

With regard to the current and future landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently
benefitting fram an increase in available products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and
lowered prices due to increased market competition, further noting that in the newly regulated market,
patients can also expect to benefit further frot ‘guidelines designed to make cannabis and cannablis
products safer, This participant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also
apprehensive and uncertain about how the medical and adult use markets will affect one another and
how new regulations will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically. This indlvidual believed that
these feelings would remain until State and local medical and adult use legislation and regulations are
finalized, and that the longer that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will
experience.

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law® does not allow for
compassionate care'to continte in San Francisco in the way that patlents have accessed it In the past,
access it currently, and envision it for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue is not
addressed, the City runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether. One meeting particlpant
noted that, though the pending State medical and adult use cannabis regulatory systems should be
streamlined wherever possible for efficlency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical
cannahis markets should differ significantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were
as follows:

e  (ost for Patients. Participants in each focus group highlighted the Issue of cost for patients in
the newly regulated medical carinabis market, especially for low-income and indigent patients,
immobile patients, and those experiencing homelessness, To some participants, the cost of

- 5 These concerns would also apply to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the
relevant State law provisions.
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medical cannabis Is already at unaffordable levels for many, and patlents and patient
advocates in each focus group were coneerned about the abllity for them to access the market
in the face of new State and {ocal regulations, where the regu'ta‘cory cost would likely be passed
on to consumers. There was also concern about the added burden of State and (possible) local
taxatlon structures, According to some, patients generally prefer regulated, lab-tested medical
cannabls, but one serious consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit
market, where medical cannabis would likely be cheaper, State law does exempt medical
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-issued card from State sales tax,® but there
was consensus across focus groups that this exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost
. barrlers for patients,

Prohibition against Sarples, Free und Discounted Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the
giving away of cannabis and cannabis products as paft of a business promotion or commercial
activity” This has been interpreted to disallow the giving of cannabis samples and
cannabis/cannabis products at discounted or no cost to individual consumers and/or other
businesses, which are current practices in San Francisca’s medical cannabis market.
- Participants across the focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since,
according to-them, such practices are critical for maintaining a functional compassionate care
pragram. For example, patients rely on samples to test products In hopes of finding one that
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase
each item at full price at the outset.

Further, State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis products be tagged with a
unique Identifier, known as a “track and trace” system.® There was a concern that this could
conflict with any local policy allowing for donations or samples, sifice those cannabis items
would not be moving through the commercial system the way State law currently envisions,
For example, some medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and
cannabis product donations that they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace
system would deter those donors from continuing a practice that, in thelr view, facilitates
continued and affordable access for low-income patients,

Phased Elimination of the Collective/Cooperative Model. In establishing a State-regulated
medical cannabls market, State law . also eventually phases out the curfent
collective/cooparative. medical cannabis model® Accarding to focus group participants, this
would eliminate a critical community-sharing element of San Francisco’s current
compassionate care practices.

5The Adult Use of Marijuana Act - Proposition 64, Section 34011,

7 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety Act {MAUCRSA) Section 26153
8The Adult Use of Marljuana Act - Proposition 64, Section 26170.

9 Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 11362,775
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e " Product Type and Dosage. Inflexibility. Current State law limits-edible cannabis product THC
content to- 10 milligrams per serving size in both the medical and adult use markets® and
previously proposed State regulations™ limited the total THC amount per package to 100
milligrams. The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milligram THC limit on non-
edible cannabis products .in both markets.” Focus group participants identified two main
problems ‘with this approach. First; there is often a need for patients to consume higher
dosages than individuals in the adult use market because medical condition treatment plans
and cannabis metabolism rates differ per individual, -and, since State law does not currently
allow:for patients to obtain cannabls at little to no cost, this limitation would require patients
to purchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive.
Second, some participants noted that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit
the types of edible cannabis products that can be produced, which they felt would provide
_p‘r‘imariiy'for_prese’rvati\iEJheavy and sugar-laden products, lead to high caloric intake among
patients if they must consume multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result.

e Canngbis License Fees. Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local cannabis
permit fees™ as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care- husinesses that wish to
continue providing cannhabls and services to low-income patlents in San Francisco.

e ,Medi_cal Cannabis for Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of
cannabis products that are considered appealing to children,* Focus group participants noted
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed
to make consumption palatable for them.

Lack of Dedicated Consumption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabis
patients, cohsuming their medicine is often a social experience that Is important for the healing
process, and that there were not enough existing spaces in San Francisco for this purpose.

Driving Undeér the Influence De'ferminhti'ons.vThere was concern in one focus group about the process
the State and City will undertake in determining Whether an individual is driving under the influence.
A process that considers only whether THC is present {n the system, ahd not whether driving is actually

19 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c}.
* See California Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at
hitps://www.cdph.ca.gov/Prograins/CEH/DEDCS/CDPH%20D0cument%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20(Fir
al%200n%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf.
12 5ee California Department of Public Health Propased Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20D0cument%20Library/Cannabis%20Camments%20{Fin
al%200n%20CDPH%20  etterhead).npdf;
3| ocal cannabls permit fees have not yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would likely
be & cost barrier once established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee,
1 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Sectlon 26130 (c).
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impaired as-a result, will negatively affect patients, especlally those who require relatively high THC
doses as part of their treatment plans.

Safe Consumption Information for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe consumption
information currently varied across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe
patient consutmption practices.

C. State'Medical Cannabis ldentificatlon Card — Focus Group Responses

3. Whatis the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people

generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it?

Responses fo the above guiestions are noted below.

There was general consensus across focus groups that many patients in San Francisco are currently
unaware of the State card program and/or how to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current
businesses were not approptiately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients
who possess the card, and that this would likely continue without widespread education about the
program for business owners, their employees and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested
that the Health Department lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating
providers that do not commonly interact with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with
prog;arh guidelines, and developing informational materials for display at dispensaries and doctors’
offices.

With the onset of adult use commercial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical
cannabis patients may bypass the medical market and Instead obtain cannabis in the adult use market
due to public stigma surrounding medical cannabls use, as well as misconceptions about the type of
infarmation that Is stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may
affect current/future employment opportunities and the ability to purchase a firearm.X®

In contrast, one participant no‘téd,‘chat it was difficult to predict the effect of the adult use market on the
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxatlon leve)s for medical cannabis and a possible lack of
san Francisco-based adult use retailers in eafly January, 2018, may.significantly increase State card
utilization. Others felt that adult use legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the
medical market and card utilization, since more people would be comfortable with cannabls use in
general. '

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearnis and Explosives issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees In 2011
clarifying that federal law prohibits-unlawful users of controlled substances, as defined by the federal Controlled
Substances Act, from recelving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, avallable at
http://71.11.3.134/share/PDF/ATFOpenLetier092111 . pdf.
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D. }deas and Sﬂggesti'pn_s - Fodus Group Responses

4. Do you have Ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Francisco?

Responses to the above quéstiéns are noted below.

City Advocacy. at the State Level to-Preserve Current Compassionate Care Programs. Each focus group
highlighted the need for the City to advocate at the State level to allow: .
& . businesses to provide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted
cost to medical cannabis patients
e anorymous donations to compassionate care locations
e businesses to produce high dosage products for medical cannabis patients

Focus group patticipants felt that such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City
in its current férm,

Establish a Citywlde. Cornpassibnate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level -
advocacy, focus group patticipants thought the City. could create a program with the following possible
‘characteristics; '

Program.Eligibility Critetia. Using income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with
medical cannabis need who are enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income
seniors (i.e. individuals ovér 50), immobile patients, and veterans weuld qualify for the City
~ program. To capture as many individuals as possible, the City could also consider enrollment in
other existing programs serving low-income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care
program.eligibility. To limit the risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients
Who feceive federal assistance, the City could use the, current MMIC application process as a
record retention model. Focus group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion
and preserving the confidéhtiality of those accessing the program.
‘Program Elements. Focus groups: put forth the following possibilities:

o Prograin participants would be able to purchase medical cannabis and any medical
cannabis product at cost of production.

o Program participants would be able to access current compassionate care services at
individual medical cannabis dispensaries, e.g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at
Iittle to no cost, ,

o San Francisco could create event permits for compassionate care events across the City,
where patients and businesses could provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis
products, and provide free or discounted cannabis to program participants.
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6 San Francisco could allow current medical cannabis collective/cooperative businesses to
continue their operations as they currently exist.
o Any reduced cost policies the City establishes for patients would also apply-to adult use
carinabis and cannabis products,
o Some participants specifically referenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supetvisors
-resolution™ that ‘encoyraged canhabis. dispensaties to establish compassionate care
programs, noting that it already includes many principles that the City could codify
.Cit\,’lwide (e.g. prioritizing-seniors and veterans).

Citywide. Compassionate Care Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis
identification card, a county-based card could be issued to individuals who qualify for the
* prograim, Some focus group participants referenced a previous San Francisco county medical
cannabis identification ¢akd program that was deactivated with the establishment 6f the State-
issued card, suggesting that the City’s card program could be reactivated for this purpose. Focus
group members:also-felt the card should be issued at little t6 no cost to program participants,

Program Funding Méchanisms, Focus groug participants suggested that a fund be established to
suppott the Clty’s Compassionate Care progfam in whatever form{s) it eventually takes. Due to
the inability for many cannabis businesses to access banking services, it was advised that the City
createthe fund and thata stakeholder group that.includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund’s
revenue allocation process. Some focus group participants suggested that the fund also be used
to subsidize-the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a’
compassionate care community - center- suggested elsewhere in this report. Focus groups
suggested three main funding mechanisms:

o R-ound?Up Methanism. At the point of sale in either the medical or adult use markets,
consumers could choose to denate to the fund by “rounding-up” the cost of their purchase.
For example, if a consumer purchased a canhabis product at 47 dollars, the total price

" could be roundéd. up to 50 dollars, With the remaining three dollars donated to the
* program.

o Business contributions. Under this model, cannabis businesses wouild be required to set
aside a portion of their profits to fund the program, orthe City could instead make such
'contnbutlons voluntary. Some participants preferred a voluntary optlon to a mandated
contmbutlon

o . Business Program Start. Up Funds. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute
immediate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for
continued funding after the initial contribution. '

6 See San Franclsco Boatd of Superyisors 2007 Resolution urgihg'Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to !mplement
. Compasslonate Care Programs to Serve Low and No Income Patients, avallable at.
http*//sfbos or;,/ftp/upfoadedﬂles/bdsupvrs/resolutlons()7/n 0623-07.pdf.
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City Advocacy at the State Level to Support Additional Compassiondte Care Aspects. In the course of
discussion, focus group. participants highlighted other areas where advocacy would be needed to
further support compassionate.care goals.

o . Exempt Medical Cannahis Cultivators frony Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax
exemption for médical cannabis cultivators would incentivize them to donate to
compassionate care programs and increase cannhabis availability for patients.

o Donate Seized Cannabls and. Cannabls Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When
cahnabis is :seized as a result of law enforcement intervention, some focus group

. participants felt it should not be destroyed. Rather, it could be donated to the City’s
compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients.

o Create Cannab'ls Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City
should allow caiinahls products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those
with medical heed.

o Expandthe types of cannabis products to include healthier options.

o Discourage the narrowing of gualifying. conditions. The City should view individual

' ifiteractions: between patients and physicians as the primary mechanism for determmmg
whether medical cannabis use is warranted.

o Create employment protections for medical cannabis card-holders and compuassionate care
program participants.

Establish a Municipal Growing Framework. Some focus group participants felt the City should consider
m’unicipal' cultivation as & way to provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed

- Proposition S-1n 2002,% which urged the City to explare this option, and the aforementioned focus
group participants would support further discussion and action on this issue.

Create Additional Consumption Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for
additional medical cannabis consumption (i.e. smoking; vaping and product ingestion/use) locations
in the City, especially if federal law continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some
participants advocated for separate medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-based
environmment forlpa‘tients,'.adding that such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in ~
order to access fhe consumption area. Others underscored the need for community centers where
patients can both consume their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities,
suggesting that the City reserve spaces in the City where such community centers can thrive and
subs;dlze operatlonal costs for those centers.

17 See Propositlon-S language and ballot results at https://sfpl.org/ndf/main/gic/elections/Novembers 2002 pdf
and https://sfpl.org/index.php?pp=2000027201&propid=1683.
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Prioritize DeliveryServices. Formany immobile:patients, medical cannabis delivery services are crltical
and should he pr‘ioritii;edwithin the City’s cannabis regulatory framework,

Reinstate’ Historical Compassionate Care. Locations: According to some focus group participants, a
number of compassionate care locations were closed in the past due to. federal intervention or an
inability to thrive withiin the City’s Medical Cannabis Act {Article 33} framework. Those participants
felt the City should assist these businesses In re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to
strengthen ‘the compassmnate care network,

Reduce Fee for State Medical Cafinabis Identification Card. To Increase affordability, the City should
lowerthe curfent cost of the-State-issued medical cannabis identification card.

_Establish 'Pdtlérif Adw‘sery Committee. The City should establish an advisory committee, consisting
primarily ofa diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and possibly businesses, to oversee the process
of establishing and maintaining a compassionate care program.

‘Education for Patlents -and Recommending Physlc:ans, Safe- consumption infermation should be
distributed to patients, and this- information should be standardized across dispensaries and
compas»sidnate care locations In ‘the: City, Physicians must also be properly educated about how to
provide cannabis recommendétionsthat allew dispensariesto provide the cerrect cannablis treatment.
options.

A Successful Compassionate Care Framework in San Francisco — Focus Group Responses
Focus groups: also disclissed the heed to ensure that San Francisco’s compassionate care framework is
successful, and made the following suggestions for how success could be defined:

® Patients with Real Medical Need are Able to Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost. Here, focus
group participants advised ‘the City to establish a robust educational campaign for the
compassionate care program that uses a variety of communieation outlets, including television,
radio, and hewsprint, to promote the program and ensure that there Is widespréad and far-
reaching patient: participation, Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that
would provide useful fegdback for the City as to medical cannabis accessibility; Finally, it was
suggested that the City | consider mechanisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure
that patients with actual need are able to easily participate.

e Connabis Businesses of Varying Size are Able to Participate in the Program. In this regard, one
participant encouraged the City to consider the impact of any compassionate care program
requirements on businesses of varying 5|ze and avoid creating a system that rewards non-
cempliance or places an ndue bufden on smaller businesses that will find it mare difficult to
absorb the cost of new State and Iocal ‘medical canriahis business regulations. That individual
went on to note that establishlng a compassfonate care program would likely be an iterative
process, since there is uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in
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San Franclsco, sotransparency-about the program and how businesses can comply will be critical,
especially during the infttal Implehienitation period.

Sofne focus grotip participants felt that the aforementioned patient advisory committee could he tasked
with providing ongoing guidance to the City inthis area. |

V. Findings & Recormmendations .
Based on Focys Groupr.commehts and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds
the following; and makes associated recommendations:

Finding 1~ Continued Access ta Medical Cannabis: The City has a long history of providing medical
cannabis to patients, and this-access to should continue in 2018 and beyond.

Recommendation:
A. The City should require all retailers to maintain médical use as a condition of their permit.
B. The City should further prioritize permit processing for medical only applicants.

Finding 2 - Cost Concerns; There are concerns that patients, particularly low income and indigent
patients, will not be able to afford medical cannabis.

Recommendatlon

A. Compassion programs. should be targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans,
and patient pepulations who can identify need.

B. The City should remain thoughtful about the tax.burden on the medical cannabis supply chain
and patient consumers when crafting a local tax structure.

C. The City should allow samples in certain circumstances, to allew patient consumers to test
products before having to purchase products at full or reduced cost.

D. The<City should advocate for dosage flexibility for medical products at the State level if higher
dosage levels ara not addressed In emergency regulations this November,

Finding 3 ~ Clarity énd Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisco’s values.

Recommendation:
A. The City should advocate to the State-to allow counties to maintain compassion programs, and
provide clear regulations related to compassion programs within the M-Type supply chain.

Finding 4 — Preservation of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has provided
patients with access to medicinal cannabis, is an important hatm reduction tool, and these programs.
should be maintained.
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Recom mendation: :
A. Similar to the mandate passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors in File No, 071505

(2007),** the City should create a compassjon program-or allow for retailers to establish their
own compassion prografiv. Descriptions of these programs and how the program will meet track
and trace requirements should be detailed in thelr application for an Article 16 permit.

B. The City should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care programs in
2048. This could include contemplating a lower license fee.

“C. The City should allow for flexibility in implementing a Compassion Program. An example of this
is the Cityf,couid create a Compassion Fund administered by the City. In lieu of creating an onsite
program, retailers could provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset
licensing fees for future nonprofit permit parmits and costs of products.

Finding 5 — Determine Eligibility: Theré is a need to create ellglbliity criteria that is discrete and
confidential to ensure patlent privacy. .

Recommendation:
A. The City should’ leverage should !everage its ex;stmg programs; such as the Medical Marfjuana

identtf;cation, Card (MIVHC)V program, as a pathway to a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a
‘method by which patients can prove their eligibility to retailers or potential nonprofits, This
resource should be provided at little to no cost to the patient. -

Finding 6 — Consurmption Space; Consumption of medical cannabis can be a social experience,
therefore, patients:would like spaces to be provided that allow for social consumption.

Recommendation _
A. The City should encourage the retention of existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumptlon Space.

B. The City should disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased in
order to access the onslte smoking/vaping/consumption Jounge.

Finding 7 ~ Safe Cansumption Information: Patient consumers would benefit from having access to
consistent éducation refated to safe consumption,

Recommendation: _
A. The Depattment of Public Health should create fact based information to be provided to all
conhsumers including patients at the point of sale.

Finding 8 — ~ Advocacy for Patient Community: The Clty would benefit from continued advice from .
patients, patient advocates, and businesses.

18 ¢any Francisco Board of Supervisors, File No. 071508, 2007.
http://stbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions07/r0623-07.pdf.
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Recomm’endation:-
A. The Clty should amend the Cannabis State Legalization Task Force membership to ensure a

broad set of stakeholders representing patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the
hody, and can further inform and advise future task force recommendations, notably abouit the
eVOlutiqh of policy related to compassion prograims. One of these members should have
exper‘iencein running a non-profit compassion program:

Finding 9 — Data & Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to
ensure we are itérating our policies and meeting our goals.

Recommendatlon
A. The Ofﬁce of Cannabis and the Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of

C.

cannabis .legah;atlon.on medical cannabis use in San Francisco.
Data collection should be consistent with- patient privacy guidelines,-and should be incorporated
into the Office of Cannabls’ overall data management strategy.

The Office of Cannabis in collaboration with the Department of Public Health should provide a

report and recommendations to-further inform the City’s path forward with medical cannabls by
December 31, 2018,
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I. Executive Summary

On September 5, 2017, the Board of Supetvisors unammously passed Ordinance No, 170859, creating the
Office of Cannabjs and defining the Office’s responsibilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabis, the Department.of Public Health and the Controller’s
Office-deliver to them and the Mayor no later than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unique needs
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy
options that would (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure
medical cah‘nabis patients continue to receive high-quality, appropriate care and (C) providing
uninterrupted access to medical cannablis patients.

This report studies the current state of medical -access in San Francisco, provides background on the
Medical Marijuania Identification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community,
and provides féedback given to the City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health,
Finally, the report makesvarious recormmendations for the City’s consideration.

Il Introduction

California Medical Cannabis Policy

in 1996, California becamé the fifst state in the U.S.'to legalize medical cannabis. Legalization tesulted
from passage"o“f-. Prqpositio_ﬁ' 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into California’s
Health and Saféty Code {Sec. 11362.5). It purpose wasto a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the
right ta obtaln and use marijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person's health would benefit from
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma,
arthritis, migrailne,‘ or any other liiness for which marijuana provides rellef; and b) ensure that patienits
and thelr pil mary caregivers. who obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes upon the
recommendatlon ofa physician are not subject to criminal prosecution or sanction.

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and
establish the right of qualified patlents and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful

cultivationand d;stnbutaon of cannabls among members. These laws allowed for medical cannabls access
and created clty and county-based systems across the State,

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cahnabis Industry grew with few rules and regulations, It wasn’t
until 2015 ahd the passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries {“AB-243, Medical Marijuana” 2015},
Originally set to take effect on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and-Safety Act was
amended via the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016. This updated piece of
legislature aimed to incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive
licensing system {“$B-643, Medjcal Marijuana” 2016).




On November 8, 2016, California voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act {AUMA),
legalizing the distribution, sale, and possession of marfjuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical
Marijuana Régulatien and Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the
Meditinal, and Adult Use Cahnabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the
differences betweéeén AUMA and MMRSA, a taking -a crucial step towards developing a regulatory
frameworlc to-facilitate a for-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use.

San Francisco -

Iri 1991, San Francisco voters passed Proposition P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether of not San
Francisco would recommend that the State of California and the California Medical Association restore
"hemp medical preparations” to California’s official list of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters
1991). There were three pa'iﬂ‘airguments in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes
from physicians and cited scientific institutions in arguing for cannabis’ me_dfcal benefits (Office of the
Registrar of Voters 1991). Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco
Public Library 2017). - :

In 1998, San Francisco’s Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99, “Supporting the Development
and [mplementation. of a Voluhtary Medical Cannabis Identification Card Program” (San Francisco
Department of Public Health 2000). This resolution.supported the development of an identification card
© program for medical cannabis for Individuals who qualified under the Compassionate Use Act-as patlents
or- primary .caregivers. In 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created San Francisco’s current
identification program for medical matijuana (San Francisco Bepartment of Public Health 2000),

On Deceimber 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01»2006' declaring San Francisco to
be a “Sanctuary- for Medical Cannhabls {San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urged
Cahforma law enforcement and regulatory agenc;es to avoid harassing, arresting and prosecuting
physicians, dispensanes, pa'ments ot caregivers who complled with the Compassionate Use Act.

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors placed Proposition S, titled “Medical Marijuana,” on the ballot, The
proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City
Attorney, and Department of Public Health to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and ‘
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition S passed with approxnmately

62% of the vm:e (San Francisco Public Library 2017).

In March 2005, the Board of Su;ﬁieryisors passed Ordinance No. 64-05, “Zoning — Interim Moratorium on
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries” (San Francisco Board of Supervisdrs 2005). The ordinance expressed
concetn over the significant increase in the number of individuals enrolled in the city’s voluntary medical
cannabis Identification 'prcgram', “In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 Individuals registered...and

3



there are now over 5,000 or‘7;000'lndividuals enrolled” {San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005), The
ordinance ackhowledged that there were ne mechanisms to regulate or monitor medlcal cannabis
dispensarles and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries.

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisca
Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis
dispensaries (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2005). '

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco.
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been responsible for the dispensary permitting
process; Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco’s “Budget-and Appropriation Ordinance”
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established the Office-of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating
various city departments and state agencies efforts to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use
commercial cannabis activ'ity in2018. :

u, Medical Maruuana Identmcation Card Program

The Caﬁforma Department of Public. Health (CDPH) Medical Marljuana ldentification Card Program
(MMICP)* creatés a State-authorized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry
database for card holders (i.e. gualified-patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card program is
voluntary, meaning.net everyone who uses cannabls for medical purposes is required to obtain one.
Individuals and/or primary.caregivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of
residency, and the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages
this process at‘.the_county level, '

A, Applicatlon Process :

It is important’ to note that the Sta’ce program is also confidential, meaning nelther CDPH nor SFDPH
retains ahy personal, demographic, or medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders,
The iqentifyihg-*a_nd medical information that applicants provide as part of the State application processis
returned to the applicant at the time the card is issued. The only information maintained at the county
level are the unique idenfifier that the State assigns to every card holder and the card’s expiration date.

B. County-Level Médi.ca[ Marijuana Identification.Card Program Data

In'terms of niumber of cards isstied by county, a recently published Californla Department of Public Health
réport notes that, from July 2005 through Septembir 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards——one of the highest amounts across participating counties. This is
not to say that there are currently 22,740 patients Using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card

1.See COPH Medical Méruuana [dentification Card Program repott, available at

https://www.cdph.ca, gov/ProgramsJCHSJCDPH%ZODocumen'r%ZOLibrarv/MMPCountv%ZOCa:d%MunMZOSep
tember%202017-18revADA.pdf.




must be re~lssued on an annual basis. It is also importéntto note the fluctuation in number of card holders
over time, with 3,975 cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year
2016, and 580 cards in fiscal year 2017.

Figure 1. Number of MIMIC Cards Issued in San Francisca by Fiscal Year
Figu}'é 11 Number OF MMIC Cards Issued IN San Francisco County BY Fiscal Year
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*Fiscal Year 2017-18 reflects the number.of cards issued through September 2017.

C. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Holder Data

As mentioned eatlier, the’:i:pu,n,ty does not retain general demographic information of applicants or card-
holders. One data. poirit- that-is available to SEDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a
card fee reduction as a Medi-Cal program beneficiary. Per State law, Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50%
reduction in the fee for the State identiflsatloh card,2 The current amount.is X,

This information is useful because it provides ins_ight,into affordability questions for medical cannabis
patients in San Francisco, since:the Medi-Cal program serves low-income individuals and families. In
general, individuals and families with dnnual incomes at or below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level
qualify forthe program Figure 2- below3 provides more information abotit income levels at 138 percent
of the Federal Pcverty Level. .

% Thefull fee for each card in San Francisco County Is currently $100, with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction
bringing the cost down to $50 dallars, See also California Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755.

3 california Department of Health Care Services website, avallable at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/medi-
cal/Pages/DaYouQualifyFarMedi-Cal.aspx.
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Figure 2. Callfornia Medi-Cal Income Eligibifity

Family'Size 138% Poverty Level
1 ' ) 16,395

2 _ 22,108

2 Adults 22,108

3 ' 27,821

4 33,534

5 39,248

6 44,961
7 ‘ 50,688

8 56,429

9 62,169

10 B 67,910
11 73,651
12 79,392
Each-Additional Person Add 5,741

Figure 3 beiéw" shows th;e‘pr'dportio'h of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee
reduction.based on Médi‘reg,l‘eligjb‘ility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017. The figure shows
that over the past few fiscal years, over half of all card holders in San Francisco made such requests.

Figure 3, Proportion of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility

FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL
- ELIGIBILITY
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IV. Focus Group Narratives -~

A. Methodology :

In order to provide the City's -pb!icymakers-and the Office of Cannhabis with a comprehensive view of the
miedical cannahis cost and affordabllity landscapes, the Department of Public Health conducted three
separate focus groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to
alleviate _’chdsé concerns. Where Individuals were unable to participate in person, the Department
collected res:pohéejs} via phone ahd email. Over three focus group sessions, the Department inter\/iewed
sixteen individuals. '

Thie focus groups ificluded representatives from the below stakeholder categoties, and Department of
Publlc Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual onen’catlon within each foeus group.

Medical cannablis pat!en’cs

Medical cannabis patient-advbcates

Medical cannabis business owners ~storefront and delivery only.
Public:palicy experts

°® ¢ a e

- As part of the discussions, foeus group participants alsb noted their experienices. with homelessness, living
with HIV, behavioral health lssues, living'with a disability, and past military service. It is-also important to
note that many focus group participants felt they represented more than one category above.

Each focus group discussed the folléwing guestions:

1. Inyour.experience, how is the- medical cannabis patlent community reacting to State and Iocal
changes to the medical cannabxs regulatory framework?

2. What is'the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new
medical cannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into
‘the d!SCUSSIOh? ‘

3. What Is thie general feeling among patients: -about the State medical cannabis identification

. card? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated
with obtaining it? ‘
" 4. Do you have ideas and suggéstions about how the City could address concerns you've

mentiohed? For. example, what would the elements of a compassnonate care program be in San
Francisco?

The followmg mformatlon, in-ng particular order, is a compllatlon of the main discussion points from all
focus groups, and where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted.



B. Medical Cannabis Community Reactions and Concerns: Focus Group Responses

i lfﬁ'your exp‘eri‘eﬁc‘,e, hbw Is the medical cannabls patient community reacting to State and local
changes to the medical éanﬁabis? regulatory framework?

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new regulatory
matket? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion?

Responseés to the above questions ate noted below.

Preserving San Francisco’s Compassionatée Care Model. Focus group patticipants affirined that patients
use cannabls asan alternative to prescription drugs, a harin reduction tool, and as an important treatment
optionfor a wide variety of conditions, and that the State and City needed to appropriately recognize this
as a significant bienefit to.iridividuals with medical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical
cannabis structure and futtre adult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast
dedication of the current médical cannabis community, and, for that reason, the City should elevate those
needs, ' ‘ o :

With regard, to the. current and future landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently
henefitiing from an increase in available products as new dispensaries. enter the medical market and
lowered prices due to incréased market.compétition, further noting that in the newly regulated market,
patients can-also expett to henefit further from guldelines designed to make cannabis and cannabis
products safer. This participant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also
apprehensive and uncertain about how the medical and adult use matkets will affect one another and
how new regulations will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically, This individual believed that
these feelings would remaip until-State and local medical-and adult use legislation and regulations are
finalized, and that the !o’nge:r that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will
experience, .

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law® does not allow for
compassionate ¢are to continue in San Francisco in the way that patients have accessed it in the past,
access It currently, and.envision it for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue Is not
addressed, the City runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether, One meeting participant
noted that, though the pending State medical and adult use canhabis regulatory systems should be -
streamilined Wherever possible for efficiency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical
cannabls markets should differ sighificantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were
as follows: ’

. & . Cost for Patients. Participants in each focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patlents in
the newly regulated medical cannabis market, especfally for low-Income and indigent patients,
immobile patients, and thosg experiencing homelessness. To some participants, the cost of

5 These concerns would alsa apply to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the
relevant State Jaw provisions.

g




medical cannabis is. already at unaffordable levels for many, and. patlents and . patient
advocates In-each-focus group were concerned about the abl lity for them to access the market
_ In the face of new State and local regulatiors, where the regulatoery cost would likely be passed
on to consumers. There was alsa concern.about the added burden of State and (possible) local
taxation structures. According to some, patients generally prefer regulatéd, lab-tested medical
cafinabis, but one setjous consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit
market, where medical cannabis would likely be cheaper. State law does exempt medical
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-issued card from State sales tax,® but there
wds cohsensus across focus groups that this exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost
barriers for patnen’cs‘

Prohtb/tlon against Samples, Free and Discounted. Cannab/s. State Law currently prohibits the
giving: away of cannal;ns and cannabis products as part of a business promotion or commercial
actrvrty7 This. has been interpreted to- dlsallow the giving of cannabis samples and
cannabns/cannab:s products at discounted or no cost to individual consumers and/or other
busifiesses, ‘which @re ciirrent practices in San Francisca’s medical canhabis market.
Participants across the focus groups were strengly opposed to these State law provisions since,
according to them such practlces are critical for maintalning a functional compassionate care
program. For example, patignts rely on samples to test products in hopes of finding one that.
alleviates symptomis, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase
each ltem at full price at the outset.

Further, State law-‘a'l'so requires that all cannabis -and cannabis. products be tagged with a
unique identifier, known as a “track and trace” system.® There was a concern that this could
conflict with any local palicy allowing for donations or samples, since those cannabis items
would not be-moving through the commercial system the way State-Jaw currently envisions.
For éxample, some medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and
cannabis product donations that they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace
system. would deter those donors from contmumg a practice that, in their view, facilitates .
continued and affordable access for Jow-income patients.

Phased Elimination of the :Collective/Cooperative Model, In establishing a State-regulated
medical cahnabis- market; State law also eventually phases out the current
coilectiv@/cooperafive ‘medical cannabis model # Accerding to focus group participants, this
would . eliminate a. critical. commumty—sharmg element of San Fraricisco’s current
~c9mpassionate care pract;ces

§ The Adult Use of Marijuana Act — Prqpbsiiidn 64, Section 34011.

7 Medicinal and Adult-Use CarinahlsRegulation and Safety Act. (MAUCRSA) Section 26153,

8 The.Adult Use of Marijtiana Act — Proposition 64, Section 26170,

¥ Medical and Adult-Use-Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUERSA) Section 11362.775

9



Product Type and Dosage Inflexibility, Current State law limits edible cannabis product THC
content to 10 milligrams per serving size In both the medical and adult use markets,"® and
previously proposed State regulations™ limited the total THC amount per package to 100
milligrams. The proposed State regulations also-placed a 1,000-milligram THC Jimit on non-
edible cannabis products in both markets.”> Focus group participants identified two main
prabléms. with this approach. First, there is often a need for patients to copsume higher

dosages than individuals’in the adult use market because medical condition treatment plans

and cannabis metapelism rates differ per individual, and, since State law does not currently
allow for patients to obtain cannabis at little to.no cost, this limitation would require patients

" to purchase multiple products to reach thelr required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive.

Seeond, sbme participants noted that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit
the. types &f edible. cannabls products that can be produced, which they felt would provide

' -prlmarily for preservative-heavy and sugar-laden products, lead to high caloric intake among

patients if they must consume multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result.

Cana,db}'s 'I;Igcensé.{-‘ees. Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local cannabis
permit fees™ ds a potentlal cost barrief for true compassionate care businesses that wish to
contihue providing cannabls and services to low-income patients in San Francisco.

Medical Cannabis for Patlients Under 18, State law currently prohibits the production of
cannabis products that are considered appealing to children.* Focus group participants noted
that some children who use medical cannabls would benefit from products that are designed
to make consumption palatable for them,

Lack of Dedicated Constimption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabis
patients, consuming their medicina Is often a social experience that is important for the healing -
~ pracess, and that there were not enough exlstmg spaces in San Francisco for this purpose.

Driving Under the Influence Determinations. There was cancern in one focuis group about the process

the State and City will undeftake in determining whether an individual is driving under the influence.
A process that-considers only whether THCis present in‘the system, and not whether driving is actually

1 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation arid Safety-Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
see California Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at

hitps:/fwww.cdph.ca, gpv/Plograms/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%ZODocument%zoubrary/Cannabis%ZOComments%ZO[Fin
aI%ZOon%ZOLDPH%ZDLetterhead) pdf. ‘

12 see Callfornia Department of Public-Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at
bitps: f{www.cdiph.ca.gov/Prograris/CEH/DFDCS/COPH%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20{Fin

alLOonmZOCDPH%ZOLetterhead) pdf.

3 Local cannabls permit fees have ot yet been determined, but focus group participants thought theéy would likely
be a cost barrier once established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee.
¥ Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
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impaired as‘a result, will:negatively affect patients, especially those who require relatively high THC
doses as part of their treatment plans.

Safe Consumption Information for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe consumption
Information. currently varied across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe
patient.consumption-practices.

C. State Medical Cannabis ld'entifica‘cion Card ~Focus Graup Responses

3. What is the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people

generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it?

Responses to the above questions are:noted below;

There was general cohsensus :across focus groups that many patients in San Francisco are currently
unaware of the State card program and/or how to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current
businesses were not appropnately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients
who possess the ¢ard, and, tha‘c this would likely continue without widespread education about the
program for husiness. owners, theit employees-and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested
that the Health Department lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating
praviders that do not. commonly Interact with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with
program guzdehnes, and developtng mformatxonal materials for display at dispensarles and doctors’
offices.

With the opset of adult use commercial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical
cénnabis patients may bypass the medical market and instead obtain.cannabis in the adult use market
due to publiz stigma surrounding medical cannabis use, as well as misconceptions about the type of
information that Is stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may
affect current/future employment opportunities and the ability to purchase a firearm,**

[n contrast, one partmlpant noted that it was difficult to predict the effect of the addlt use market on the
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of
San Francisco-based adult use retailers in -early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card
utilization, Others felt that adultwus'e legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the
medical markét’ﬁahd ‘card atilization, .sinée more people would be comfortable with cannabis use in
general, ' o '

8 Tha Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives Issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees in 2011
clarifying that féderallaw proh!bits unlawful users of controlled substarices, as defined by the federal Controlled
Substanees Act, from recelving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, available at
htip://71.11.3.134/share/PDF/ATFOpentetter092111.pdf.
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D. Ideas and Suggestions — Focus Group Responses

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've
mentioned? Far exam’plé, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be.in San
Francisco? -

Responses to the above guiestions are noted below.

City AdVocaéy at ihe’Stafe-Levél. to.Preserve Current Compussionate. Care Programs. Each focus group
highlighted the need for the City to-advocate at the State level to allow:
e businesses to.provide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted
cost to medical cannabis.patients
e anonymous donations to compassionate care locations
e businesses to produce high dosage products for medical cannabis-patients

Focus group participants felt: that.such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City
in its current form. '

Establish a Citywide Compassionate Care Program, Within the context of the aforementioned State level
advocacy, focus group participaints thought the City could create a program with the following possible
characteristicsy’ '

Program.Eligibility-Criteria, Using income as the overarching criterion, San Fraficisco residents with
medicél cantiabisneed who ate enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income
~ seniors (Le. individuals over 50), immobile patierits, and veterans would qualify for the City
pngrém.'To capture as many individuals as-possible, the City could also consider enrollment in
other existing programs serving low-income San. Franciscans as proof of compassionate care
program eligibility. To limitthe tisk-of federal intervention and adverse consequerices for patients
who receive federal assistance, the City could use the current MMIC application process as a
recotd retention model. Focs gioup participants also highlighted the importance of discretion
and preserving the confidentiality of those accessing the program.
Program Elements. Focis groups put forth the following possibilities:

© Program participants. would be able to:purchase medical cannabis and any medical
_cannabis pro‘dué._tl at cost of production.

o Progratm pérticipants.wou!d-b,e‘ able to access current compassionate care services at
individual rﬁgdica,l cannabis dispensaries; e.g. samples, cannabls and cannabis products at
Jittle to no cost,

o . 8anFrancisco could ereate event. permits for compassionate care everits across the City,
where patients and businesses could. provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis
products, and provide free or discounted cannabis to program participants. .
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o -San Francisco could allow current medical cannabis collective/cooperative businesses to
continue their operations as they currently exist,

o Any-reduced cost pélicies the City establishes for patients would also apply to adult use

o .cannab:s and.cannabis products.

6 . Same partucnpants specxﬁcaliy referénced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors
resolutlon”" that encouraged c:annabs dispensaries to establish compassionate care
programs, noting that it already includes many principles that the Clty could codify
Citywide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans).

Citywide Compassionate Care ‘Card, Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis
- identification card; -a county-basad card’ could be issued to individuals who qualify for the
program. Some foeus group ‘participants referenced a previous: San Francisco county medical
cannabis identification ¢ard program that was deactivated with the establishment of the State-
issued card, suggesting that the City’s card program could be reactivated for this purpose, Focus
group members also felt the card should be issued at little to no cost to program participants.

. Program Funding Mechanisms, Focus group participants suggested that a fund be-established to
support the City's Compassionate Care program in whatever form(s) it eventually takes. Due to
the mability for many cannabis businesses to access hanking services, it was advised that the City
create thefund and that a stakeholder group that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund’s
revenue allocation process. Some focus group participants suggested that the fund also be used

© to subsidize the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a

o z‘cqmp'as,'sidnate care’ community center suggested elsewhere in this report. Focus groups

‘suggested ttiree main funding mechanisms: :

.o Round-Up Mechanism. At the point of sale in either the medical or adult use markets, .
consumers could choose ta donate to the fund by “rounding up” the cost of their purchase.
For_e;{amble,: if 'a consumer purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price
could he rounded up to.50 dollars, with the remaining three dollars donated to the
program. '

o -Business cqn_trjibt}iions. Under this model, cannabis businesses wauld be required to set

‘ aside a portfon of 'th‘eir profits to-fund the program, or the City could instead make such
.contnbunons vo!untary Some participants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated
' contnbutlon

o . Business Program Start Up Funds. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute
immedqate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for
continued funding after the initial contribution.

15 5pa San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2007 Resolution urging Meédical Cannabls Dispensaries to. Implement
Compasslonate Care Programs to Serve Low and No Income Patients, available at
http: //sfbos org/ftg/uproadedflles/bdsupw s/resolutions07/r0623-07.pdf.
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City Advocacy at-the State Level to Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of
discussion, focus. group participants highlighted other areas wheré advocacy would he needed to
further support compassionate care goals,

o Exempt Medical Cannabis Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax
' exemptuon for medtcal cannabis cultivators would Incentivize them to donate to
compassionate caré programs-and increase caninabis availability for patients.

o Donate Seized Cannabls and Canndbis Products to Compasslonate Care Programs. When
cannabis is seized as a result of law enforcement ‘intervention, some focus group
pakticipants felt it should not be destroyed. Rather, it could be donated to the City’s

' ’ compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients.

o' Creaté Cannabis Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City
‘S.hbu!d;-alxlgw canhabis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those
with medlical need.

o -‘Ex'pand the types of cannabis products to include healthler options.

o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions. The City should view individual
interactions between patients and physiclans-as the primary mechamsm for determining
whether medical cafinabls use Is warranted, A

o Create employrient protections for medical cannabis card holders and compasslonate care

- prograim participants. ‘

Establish-a Municipal Growing Framework. Some focus group participants feft the City should consider
municipal cultivation as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed
Proposition,$in 2002, which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus
group participants would support further discussion and action on this | issue,

Create Additlonul Consumpt:on Locations for Patients. Each focus group hughhghted a need for
additional medical cannab:s consumption (i.e, smoking, vaping and product ingestion/use) locations
in the City, ‘especially if federal law- continues to prohibit consumption In public housing. Some
participants advocated for separate medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-based
environment for patlents, adding that such spaces should not require & minimum purchase level in
order to- access the consumption-area, Others underscored the need for community centers where
patients can both consume'their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and actlvities,
suggesting that the City.reserve spaces. in the City where such community centers can thrive and
subsidize operational costs for those centers.

17 SeeProposition § language-and baliot results at https://sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/Novembers 2002.pdf
and hitps://stpl.org/index.php?pg=2000027201&propid=1633.
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Prioritize. Delivéry.Servlcés. For many immobile patients, medical cannabis delivery services are critical
“and should be prioritized within the. City’s cahnabis regulatory framework.

. Reinstate His'tarical Compassionate Care Locations, According to some focus group participants, a
number of compassionaté.care locations were-closed in the past-due to federal intervention or an
Inahility to tbﬁve within the City’s Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework. Those participants
feltthe City-should assist these busihesses in re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to

: strenéth,eh the compassionate care network, :

Reduce Fee for: State Medical Cannabis Identification Card. To Increase affordability, the City should
lower. the current cost of the State—tssued medical-cannabis identification card.

Establish Patzent Advisory Comm;ttee The City-should establish an advisory commxttee, consisting
primarily of a.diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and possibly businesses, to oversee the process
of establishing and maintaining a compassionate care pragram.

Education fopPatiefits and Recommending Physicians, Safe cohsumption informatlon should be

distributed to patients, and ‘this. information -should be standardized across dispensaries and

compassaonate care-locations ini the City. Physicians must also be properly educated about how to

provide cannabls recommendattons that allow dispensaries to provide the correct cannabis treatment
ptlons

A Successful Corpassionate Carée Franiework.in San Francisco — Focus Group Responses
Focis groups also discussed the-need to ensure that.San Frangisco’s compassionate care framework is
sticcessful, and made the-following suggestions for how success could be defined:

e Patients with Real Medical Need are. Able to- Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost. Here, focus

© graup par%,icipants advised the City -to establish a robust educational campalgn for the
compassionate care.program that uses a variety of communication outlets, including television,
radio, and newsprint, to promote the program and ensure that there is widespread and far- -
reaching patient partigipation. Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that
would provide useful feedback for the City as to medical cannabis accessibility. Finally, it was
suggested that the City consider mechanisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure
that patients with actual need are able to easily participate.

® Canndbis Businesses of Varying Size ar‘é'Ab’l'e to Participate in the Program. In this regard, one
' .partlcxpant encouraged-the City to con51der the impact of -any compassionate care program
requlrements on busmesses of varying size and avold creating a system that rewards non-
comphance of places. an uridue burden on smaller businesses that will find It more difficult to
absorh the. cost of new State and local medical cannabis business regufations. That individual
went.on to note that, egtablishmg a compassionate care program would likely be an iterative
process, since there is Uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in
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San Franmsco, so transparency aboutthe program and how businesses can comply will be critical,
especially during the initial Implementation peried.

Some focus group participants felt that the aforementioned patient advisory committee could be tasked
with providing ongéing guidance to the City in this area.

V. Findings & Recommendations
Based.on Focus Group comments and concerns raised in the sesstons by participants, the report finds
the following, and malkes associated recommendations:

Finding 1 —"Continued Access to Medical Cannabis: The City has a long history of providing medical
¢annabis to patients, and this access to should continue in 2018 and beyond.

Recommendation:
_A. TheCity should requlre all. retailers to maintain med:ca! use as a condition of their permit.
B, The Gity should further prioritize permit processing for medical only applicants.

Finding 2 — Cost ConCerns There are concernsthat patients, particularly low income and Indigent
patients, WIll not- be able to afford medical canhabis.

Recommendation: 4

A. Compassior programs shqu!'d be targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans,
and patient populations who can identify need.

B. The. Cityshould remain thoughtful about the tax burden-on'the medical cannahis supply chain -
and patient consumers:when cfafting a local tax'structure.

C. The City should allow samples in certain cireumstances, to allow patient consumers to test
products before having to purchase produgts at full or reduced cost.

D. The City should advocate for dosage flexibility for medical products at the State level if higher
dosage levels are not.addressed in emergency regulations this November,

Finding 3 f—-Clariiy and Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion-Programs: Stakeholders would like
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisca’s values.

Recommendation:. ,
A. The City-should advocate to the State to allow counties to'maintain compassion programs, and
provide clear regulat:ons related to compassion programs within the M-Type supply chain.

Finding 4 — Pi"esérvat'io‘n of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has provided
patients with access to medicinal cannabls, isan nmportant hatm reduction tool, and these programs.
should bé maintéined.
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Recommendation: A

A, Similarto the mandate passed unanimolisly by the Board of Supervisors in File.-No. 071505
(2007),%¥the City should create a compassion program or-allow for retailers to establish their
own cjor'np.as_si_'on program. Descriptions of these programs and how the program will meet track
and ’_crace*re"q_uirements*shod[d be detalled in thelr application foran Article 16 permit.

B. The City should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care-programs in
2018; This'could include contemplating a lower license fee.

C. The City should allow for flexibility in implementing a Cornpassion Program. An example of this
is the City could create a Compassion Fund administered by the City. In lieu of creating an onsite
program, retailers could"provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset
.Iic,ensi’n‘_gi;fees"fo-r future n'onp‘r”ofit permit permifs»and costs of products.

Finding 5 — Determine Elxgibihty There is a need to create ehgibmty criteria that is discrete and
confidential to ensure patlent prlvacy

Reccmmendatlon*

A. The City.should leverage should leverage its existinig programs, such as the Medical Marijuana
Identification Card (MMIC) program, as a pathway-to a) determine eligibility-and 2) provide a
method by which patients can prove their eligibility to retailers or potential nonprofits. This
resource should be provided at little to no cost to the patient.

Firiding 6 —~ Consumption. Space: Consumption of medical cannahis can be a social-expertence,
therefore, patients would kae spaces to he provwled that. allow for social consumption.

)

Recommendation -

A. The City-shiould encourage the retention.of existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumpt:on Space.

B. The City.shiould disallow fetailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased in
order to-access the onsite smoking/vaping/consumption lounge.

Finding 7 — Safe Consumption Information: Patierit consymers would benefit from having access to
con-sistenteduoa,’,tibn related to safe consumption,

Recommendatlen
A The Department of Publlc Health should create fact based information to be provided to all
consumers including patients at the polnt of sale. -

Finding 8 — Advocacy for Patient Community: The City would benefit from continued advice from
patients, patient-advocates,.and businesses.

*8 San Francisgo Board of Supervisars, File No. 071505, 2007
http://stbos.org/ftp/uploadedfites/bdsupvrs/resolutions07/r0623-07.pdf.
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Recommendatlon
A. The City should amend the Cannabis State Legallzation Task Force membership to ensiira a

broad set of ;takeholders representing patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the
body, and.can further inform and advise future task force recommendations, notably about the
evolution of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have
expetfence in funning a non-profit compassion prograr.

Finding 9 ~ Data & Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to
ensure we ar’e’iterating out policies.and meeting our goals,

Recommendaticn' ,
A. The Office of Cannabis and the Health Department should continue to monitorthe effects of

o cannabts legahzatlon on medical cannabis use {n San Francisco.
B.. .Data col!ectron should be cansistent with patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated
_ into the Office of Cannabis’ overall data management strategy,
C. “The Office of Cannabis in collaboration with the Departmerit of Public Health should provide a
reportand recammendations to further inform the City's path forward with medical cannabls by
December 31, 2018, )
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Number of non-retail uses operating in the City is unknown.

OOC has opened up a registration process for existing non-retail businesses
which closes in late November.

Only those non-retail businesses that have registered would be eligible for a
license to operate in 2018.




Growing

Falls under “Industrial
Agriculture.” Allows indoor
growing only, and limited to

22,000 sq. ft. of canopy.
Allowed in PDR , C-2, C-3-S
and some Eastern
Neighborhood and SoMa
Districts.

R Testing

Falls under “Laboratory.” Allows
for testing of cannabis and.
cannabis products. Allowed in
most Downtown, PDR, Eastern
Neighborhood and SoMa
Districts.



Zoning Provisions: Cannabis Retail

Clustering

New Cannabis Retail
establishments would be
prohibited within 300’ of an
MCD or another Cannabis
Retail.

District-Level Controls:

* Residential and NC-1:
Prohibited.

» RC Districts: Permitted on
the ground floor, CU above.

* NC & Chinatown: 2nd floor
and below with CU

* PDR: Microbusiness only

+ Eastern-Neigh.: Notice
required; CU is required in
SPD and MUG Districts.

» C-2, Downtown, and SoMa:
Permitted as of right.
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ispensaries

Zoning Provisions: Medical Cannabis D

The Planning Department proposes that the MCD definition be maintained
for the following four reasons:

= Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a
- clear path for conversion.

lLess Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for medical-
cannabis will be more stringent. |

= Medical Cannabis Community. The community would like to maintain
San Francisco’s unique medical cannabis industry and culture.

= The Unknown: It is far from clear as to What the adult use cannabis
market will look like and how it will impact the medical cannabis industry.



1saries

Sensitive Uses
MCDs would be prohibited

within 600’ of Schools.
(Previously 1000")

Expanded Area

MCDs would be allowed in
SoMa Districts where they
are currently prohibited,
and on the second floor in
NC Districts where typically
they are prohibited.
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Planning Commission Action: Approval with

NC-1DISTRICTS

_ = The Commission voted
to include NC-1 District
in Sup. District 4.

The Commission voted
to remove the 300’
anti-clustering rule and
replace it with the Orbit
Option.

The Commission voted | =
to keep the 1000’ buffer §
around Schools. The |
Ordinance proposed a

600’ buffer.

This will allow retail
cannabis locations west 2}

Increasing the buffer
significantly reduces the
number of store fronts
and neighborhoods
where MCDs and CRs
can locate.

The Orbit Option allows

a new retail cannabis
location if there are no
more than two others
within 1000".

of Sunset Blvd.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 2, 2017
File No. 171041
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 .

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation:
File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning Not defined as a project under CEQA

Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)
(2) because it does not result in a physical
change in the environment.

REVIEWED

By Joy Navarrete at 11:06 am, Oct 04, 2017
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5 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
October 26, 2017 e
CA 94103-2479
Ms. Angela Calville, Clerk . -
. Recepfion:
Honerable Mayor Edwin Lee 415.558.6378
Honorable Supervisor Jeff Sheehy o
Board of Supervisors i
City and County of San Francisco #15.556 6409
City Hall, Room 244 Planning
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place ' Information:
San Prancisco, CA 94102 415.658.6377
Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017-010365PCA:
- Cannabis Regulations A
Board File No. 171041

Planning Commission’s Action: Approval with Modification

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy,

~ On October 19; 2014, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at
regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by Mayor Lee and
Supervisor ‘Sheehy that would amend the Planning Code to include land use regulations for
various cannabis related activities. At the hearing the Planning Commission voted to approve the
ordinance with modifications.

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission voted to add to the
ordinance by a single vote: : : '

1. Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4.

2, Change “Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery” to “Industrial Agriculture” in Code
Section 846.87, the SALI district zoning control table.

3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed
ordinance: '

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabls Dlspensary Use located Wlthm J.-GQQLGOO }
feet of a School pubhc or pnvate,

ge-is not permitted.

4. Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCD:s.

“Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of
Cannabis and Department of Public Health, as applicable”

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes:

5. Increase the 600 buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against);

wyaw.sfplanning.org




Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
Cannabis Regulations

6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the “Orbit Option” outlined in in the staff
report, +5 -1 (Hillis against); and

7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 (Hillis
against).

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)
and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment.

Sponsors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the changes added by the Commission.

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Ji

Aaron D. Starr
Manage of Legislative Affairs

cc

Victoria Wong; Deputy City Attorney

Bill Barnes, Aide to Supervisor Sheehy

Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Liaison to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor’s Office
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board

Attachments :
Planning Commission Resolution
Planning Department Executive Summary

SAN FRARCISCO
PLANMING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Executive Summary e g ons
Planning Code Text Amendment o Fancica,
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 19, 2017 .
§ ; peeption:
90- DAY EXPIRATION DATE: JANUARY 1, 2018 415,558,678
. . . : Fax
Project Name: Cannabis Regulations 4155586400
Case Number: 2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] -~
Initiated by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 {ng?g‘;iom
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 415.558.6377
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewed by: Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Spec:lal Pro]ects

dan.sider@sfgov.org; (415) 558-6697
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) establish regulations for land uses associated with the adult
use (i.e. nonmedical) cannabis industry, including Carmabis Retailers, cannabis delivery -services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) modify existing
regulations for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to allow them in additional locations throughout the City;
and 3) establish a process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaties to Cannabis Retail
establishments. )

The Way It Is Now:

1. San Francisco Department of Public Health oversees the licensing and operations of Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs).

2. MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, and South of Market
Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street Neighborhood
Commercial Districts (NCDs); and the Regional Commercial District.

3. Inmost Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Districts and NCDs, MCDs are allowed on the
first floor subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review or Conditional Use (CU) authorization,
depending on the zoning district; however, they are generally not allowed on the second floor.

4. MCDs must be located more than a 1,000 from a school or a youth-serving Public or Community
Facility.

5. City law is silent on the retail sale of non-medical cannabis.

6. City law is silent on the commercial growing, manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis.

7. The Planning Code does not have a provision that allows for the conversion of MCD to a facility
that sells adult use cannabis.

8. MCDs are not subject to Formula Retail Controls, but they are subject transparency requirements.

9. There is a limit of three MCDs in Supervisorial District 11.

www.sfplanning.org




Executive Summary CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
Hearing Date: Gctober 19, 2018 Cannabis Regulations

The Way It Would Be:

1.

The newly formed Office of Cannabis would regulate the cannabis industry in San Francisco,
including MCDs and adult use cannabis facilities, by issuing licenses and setting operating
conditions specific to the cannabis industry. The Department of Public Health would still
perform its inspection and regulatory functions outside of licensing and the operating conditions
of cannabis facilities. k
MCDs would now be allowed in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, South of Market
Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street NCDs; and the

‘Regional Commercial District. In PDR Districts, MCDs would be subject to the size limits for

other retail uses. : _
MCDs would be allowed on both the first and second floor in NC Districts, subject to either
Mandatory Discretionary Review or CU authorization, deepening on what the current
regulations are for the subject zoning district.
The 1000 foot buffer around sensitive uses would be reduced to 600 feet, which is the state
standard. In addition, the definition of sensitive uses would be revised to only include Schools;
however other sensitive uses would be considered as part of conditional use findings.
A new land use definition would be created, Cannabis Retail, which would allow the retail sale of
cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and may also include the sale or provision
of cannabis for medicinal use and on-site consumption. Cannabis Retail establishments would be
prohibited within 600 feet of a School (as defined by the Planning Code), and would not be
permitted within 300 feet of another Cannabis Retail or MCD. Cannabis Retailers would be
allowed as follows:
a. Residential (RH, RM, RTO) Districts: Prohibited.
b. Industrial (PDR) Districts: Allowed only in conjunction with a State Microbusiness
License; 23 of the premises must be dedicated to cannabis-related PDR.
¢. Neighborhood Commercial (NC) & Chinatown Districts: Allowed on 2nd floor and
below with Conditional Use (“CU") excepting (1) a prohibition in the NC-1 and NCT-1
Districts and (2) a prohibition above the ground floor in the CR-NC District.
d. Residential-Commercial (RC) Districts: Permitted as of right on the ground floor; CU
required above the ground floor. ‘
e. Eastern Neighborhoods Districts: Neighborhood notice required, except that CU required
in SPD and MUG Districts.
f.  Community Business (C-2), Downtown (C-3; DTR) and SoMa Districts: Permitted as of
right. '
Existing PDR land uses would be amended to explicitly allow for cannabis related activity. In
addition, Neighborhood Agriculture and Large Scale Urban Agriculture definitions would be
amended to explicitly prohibit the growing of cannabis for commercial or personal use. Uses that
would be amended to include cannabis commercial activity are as follows:
a. Industrial Agriculture (currently named Greenhouse) for the growing of cannabis. This
use requires that cannabis be grown inside and limits the overall canopy to 22,000 sq. ft.
b. Light Manufacturing for the manufacturing of cannabis produced without the use of
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 6);
. ¢ Agricultural and Beverage Processing 2 for the manufacture of carmabis products using
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 7);
Wholesale for the wholesale distribution of cannabis products (State License Type 11);
e. Laboratory for the testing of cannabis and cannabis products (State License Type 8);

SAK FRANGISCD 2
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Executive Summary : CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 Cannabis Regulations

f.  Parcel Delivery Service for retail cannabis delivery where there is no on site cannabis
retail.

7. Section 190 would be added to the Planning Code, which would allow existing MCDs to convert
to Cannabis Retail with only a change of use application. Also, existing MCDs that wish to
convert to sell adult use cannabis would not be subject to the location restrictions for Cannabis
Retail. .

8. MCDs and Cannabis Retail would be subject to Formula Retail Controls and transparency
requirements.

9. The limit on three MCDs in Supervisor District 11 would be removed from the Code.

BACKGROUND

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act
("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state licensing and regulatory
framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution, transportation, dispensing, and
delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or
impose additional restrictions on commercial activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later
renamed the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA").

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control, Regulate, and Tax
Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults
21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory, licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal
cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties for marijuana-related crimes. San Franciscans overwhelming
approved of legalized adult use cannabis with 74.3% voting yes on Proposition 64.

On November 9, 2016, the Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05, "Implementing Prop 64: Adult Use of
Marijuana Act," directing the Department of Public Health and the Planning Department, in consultation
with other departments, to move forward with legislation for the Board of Supervisors' consideration that
would address land use, licensing, safety, and youth access issues related to adult use cannabis under
Proposition 64. Pursuant to that Executive Directive, the City developed this comprehensive legislation
that will establish a complete regulatory framework for a broad range of cannabis businesses, and that
will identify where, and under what conditions, they may operate.

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulations
and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and established a unified
state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both medicinal and adult use cannabis.
Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial cannabis activities will be required to obtain a
state cannabis license and comply with strict operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state
agencies begin issuing state cannabis business licenses by January 1, 2018. Under MAUCRSA, local
jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate cannabis businesses, including but not
limited to zoning and permitting requirements.

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS
Office of Cannabis

Sl FRANCISCO 3
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The Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City
Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the OOC to issue permits to cannabis-related businesses,
and to collect permit application and annual license fees following the enactment of a subsequent
ordinance establishing the amounts of those fees. The new office is responsible for developing and
managing a permitting process for all cannabis-related businesses, dealing with complaints, providing
~ policy analysis and development, and serving as a single point of contact for businesses, the public and
state regulators. The offices’ budged for its first fiscal year is $700,000, which would include three
positions and $225,000 for web site development, public outreach and overhead. The office is expected to
recover at least some of its expenses through permitting fees.

First Year of Adult Use Cannabis Sales

During 2018, only social equity applicants and businesses that have been operating in San Francisco prior
to September of 2017 will qualify for a license from the OOC. Further, no permit will be issued until the
City establishes an equity program. To that end, the City is in the process of developing an equity
program that prioritizes communities that have been unfairly targeted by the war on drugs so that they
can be the first to take advantage of legalization. A social equity report on which the equity program will
be developed is expected on November 1 of this year.

There are around 40 approved MCDs in the city, all of which will be eligible to convert to Cannabis Retail
the first year if they submit an application to the Planning Department prior to June 30, 2018. The number
of non-retail uses operating in the City right now is harder to account for. Some businesses have already
received planning approval for their operations, but are not.registered as cannabis businesses. To ensure
that the City captures all existing non-retail businesses, the OOC has opened up a registration process for
existing non-retail businesses — those operating both with and without benefit or permit - which closes in
late November. Only those non-retail businesses that have registered would be eligible for a-license to
operate in 2018, ‘

Non-Retail Cannabis-related Uses

San Francisco already has a very robust regulatory structure for Production, Distribution and Repair
(PDR) uses, which were minimally amended in the proposed ordinance to explicitly include cannabis
related activities. A chart showing what uses are allowed in the various zoning districts is included in
Exhibit C. The Ordinance also restricts cannabis cultivation to state license types that allow for indoor
and/or mixed-light cultivation with up to 22,000 sq. ft. of canopy. This provision basically limits cannabis
growing to indoor facilities and to medium size growing operation per the State’s licensing categories.

Cannabis Retail :

The proposed ordinance creates a new Retail Sales and Service use called Cannabis Retail, which allows
for the sale of cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of
cannabis for medicinal use. The definition allows for cannabis to be consumed on-site; however only
upon the authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis and Department of Public Health. Cannabis
Retail is also included in the list of uses considered to be Formula Retail and Cannabis Retail will also be
subject to the Planning Code’s transparency requirements. The ordinance prohibits Cannabis Retail from
being established within 600 of a School, and within 300 feet of an existing MCD or another Cannabis
Retail establishment. :

SAl FRANGISED 4
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Future of MCDs _ : :

The question of whether or not to keep the MCD land use definition in the Planning Code was internally
debated and fully considered by Planning Staff. Staff wanted to balance the desire to avoid over
complicating the land use categories for retail cannabis, while at the same time acknowledging that
MCDs had the potential to persist as a discrete land use with unique - and likely less notable —
externalities. The current legislative proposal maintains the separate land use category for medical
cannabis at least until the City has a better understanding of how the cannabis industry will take shape.
Staff's main reasons for maintaining the MCD definition include:

1. Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a clear path for existing
MCDs to convert to Cannabis Retail. If we do not keep MCDs as a separate land use, it's not clear
how we could control for the conversion from an MCD to a Cannabis Retail use. Nor is it clear
how we would treat those that decide not to convert to Cannabis Retail. The problem isn’t
insurmountable, but maintaining the MCD definition makes the conversion process more
straightforward and easier to implement. ’

2. Less Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for doctors that recommend cannabis will
change in three significant ways: 1) The doctor recommending cannabis must be the patient’s
attending physician; 2) the doctor recommending cannabis cannot have a financial interest in a
dispensary or be an employee of a dispensary; and 3) the doctor recommending cannabis has to
perform a proper examination before recommending cannabis, lest issuance of the
recommendation be deemed unprofessional conduct. Further, the law also has a provision
directing the Medical Board of California to consult with the California Marijuana Research
Program in order to develop and adopt medical guidelines for the appropriate administration
and use of medical cannabis. Presumably, when these guidelines are adopted there will be a set
list of medical conditions for which doctors can recommend cannabis. These changes are highly
likely to significantly reduce the number of customers for conventional medical-only
establishments, making them a less intensive land use. Cannabis Retail, on the other hand, will
not only be used by medical users, but also by a range of adult users, both locals and tourists.
Further, since Medical Cannabis Dispensaries are likely to be a less impactful land use, a less
rigorous approval process wasfelt to be appropriate.

3. Medical Cannabis Community. An ongoing dialogue with those involved in the cannabis
community, including through the City’s Cannabis Legalization Task Force, suégests a desire to
maintain the San Francisco’s leading medical cannabis industry and culture. Local MCDs employ
experts familiar with what types of cannabis aré best for various ailments, have compassionate
care programs that provide free cannabis to lower income patients, and provide cannabis
products more oriented toward the medical market than the adult use market.

4. The Unknown: It is far from clear as to what the adult use cannabis market will look like and
how it will impact the medical cannabis industry, or to fully understand its future interaction
with our neighborhoods. Keeping the medical use allows the City to take a more measured
‘approach. If, in a few years, it turns out that we no longer need a separate land use category, then
the City can reexamine the need for two definitions.

SRl FRANCISCO 5
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* “Buffering” Alternatives

At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed a dissatisfaction with
the proposed 300" minimum distance between various retail cannabis uses. In response, Staff has
developed the following three alternatives to the proposed 300 foot buffering provision in the proposed
ordinance:

The “District Concentration” Option. Rather than requiring a 300 foot radius around existing
Cannabis Retail and MCDs, this option would examine the overall concentration of Cannabis
Retailers and MCDs within a given Neighborhood Commercial District when deciding whether
or not a new establishment should move forward. This option is similar to how the Department
examines Restaurant and Formula Retail concentration; however those two options only look at
the immediate 300 foot radius or ¥ mile radius to determine concenftration, not the entire
Neighborhood Commercial District.

‘For Restaurants, the concentration is not allowed to exceed 25 percent of the total commercial
frontage within 300’ of the subject property (and also located within the same zoning district). For
Formal Retail, no specific concentration limit is established in the Code. The Department's review
includes all parcels that are wholly or partially located within the 300-foot radius or quarter-mile
radius. For each property, the total linear frontage of the lot facing a public right-of-way is
divided by the number of storefronts. Those numbers are then used to calculate the percentage of
the total linear frontage for Formula Retail and non-Formula Retail uses within the immediate
area. ‘

Staff has some concerns with this approach, the first being: What is the appropriate percentage
for a neighborhood commercial district? The second is implementation. Some districts are very
large (e.g. several miles long), while others are fairly small, encompassing only a few blocks.
Evaluating the composition of an entire NCD every time there is a proposed MCD or Cannabis
Retailer will require a significant amount of time and efforts — not just for City Staff but also for
prospective applicants and concerned members of the public. Further, while the City’s Zoning
Maps present clear boundaries for neighborhood commercdial district, members of the public
fairly perceive neighborhoods to be less rigid and unencumbered by seemingly arbitrary lines on
a map. It would also be difficult to apply to those zoning district that do not require CU
authorization for cannabis businesses since this approach would require a level of analysis not
typical for as-of-right permits.

The “Clustering-As-Finding” Option. This option would remove the mandatory buffering in
neighborhoods that require CU authorization, and instead make the 300" buffer a finding as part
of the CU evaluation process. In neighborhoods that do not require CU authorization, a retail
cannabis business would be principally permitted unless it was within 300 feet of another retail
cannabis business, in which case CU would be required. This option provides more flexibility for
retail cannabis business in neighborhoods where CU authorization is required, and also helps
ensure that neighborhoods where retail cannabis business are permitted as-of-right don’t become
over-concentrated. It's also fairly straightforward to implement. This criterion would be weighed
against existing CU criteria in the Code along with other new CU criteria established by this
ordinahce.

The “Orbit” Option. This option would establish a more general, yet easily understood
clustering rule, by allowing a new retail cannabis business only if there were no more than two
other existing retail cannabis businesses within a 1,000 foot radius of the proposed site. In other
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words, a maximum of three retail cannabis businesses would be permitted within a 1,000 foot
radius. Two variants of this option exist, either (1) a “hard cap” that would prohibit more than
three retail cannabis establishments within 1,000 feet or (2) a “soft cap” that would trigger CU,
with clustering as a finding, if that trigger was met. As above, this latter option allows for more
flexibility, while the former is a clearer bright-line regulation. The Orbit Option — or either variant
— could theoretically be applied citywide or in certain Zoning Districts. The 1,000 foot radius and
number of cannabis retailer could also be adjusted based on further analysis and research.

On-site Consumption
At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed an interest in allowing
at-least some level of on-site adult use cannabis consumption at Cannabis Retailers.

Omn-site consumption can include, but is not limited to, applying salves or balms, vaporizing or smoking
the cannabis flower, or ingesting edibles made with cannabis extracts. As currently written, The Planning
Code allows Cannabis Retailer and MCDs to have on-site consumption so long as they get authonzahon
from the OOC and Department of Public Health, as applicable.

Currently, there are eight MCDs in the City that allow onssite vaporizing or smoking. The proposed
Ordinance would limit onsite vaporizing or smoking to those eight existing MCDs, and should those
MCDs convert to Cannabis Retail they would forfeit their permit to have on-site vaporizing or smoking.
The intention, based on the Department of Public Health's highly successful anti-tobacco campaign, is to
maintain indoor air quality for the health of the establishment’s employees and customers. A concern has
also been expressed regarding mixed messages with regards to smoking tobacco and smoking cannabis
by allowing later, but prohibiting the former.

Department Staff has significant concerns that if the City fails to allow at least some on-site vaporizing or
smoking, patrons will undoubtedly vaporize and smoke cannabis on streets, sidewalks, parks, plazas,

“and other public places. In these places, it is not only prohibited by state law, but where the likelihood of
youth exposure to cannabis is dramatically higher. While the Department understands concerns about
sending mixed messages, tobacco and cannabis are not analogous. One can smoke tobacco on the
sidewalk if you are walking and at the curb if one is not. One can also smoke tobacco in a car, on an
outdoor patio at a bar, and at various other places. However, state law categorically prohibits the
smoking cannabis in public, leaving no place to consume the product legally for those who are not able to
smoke cannabis within their home or for tourists. Itis instructional to note that the city of Denver did not
provide for a place to consume via smoking or vaporizing and subsequently amended their laws to allow
for consumption areas upon an increase in unwanted public smoking of cannabis. Department Staff is
concerned that not allowing on-site vaporizing or smoking will lead to the same issues that Denver
experienced, and result in more people smoking cannabis in places that will impact a greater number of
individuals, particulazly youth.

Accessory Use Provisions

The Planning Code allows for the accessory sale of cannabis products contingent upon the approval or
the OOC; however accessory level sales are not contemplated to be allowed in the first few years of adult
use cannabis sales. The Planning Department believes that allowing accessory level sales will reduce the
need for cannabis-only businesses thought the city, and helps to normalize the sale of cannabis along the
same lines as alcohol and tobacco sales. It also provides a way for small existing business that many not
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have the funds to invest in an entirely new enterprise to befit from this emerging industry. However,
accessory cannabis sales are currently impractical both due to (1) the State’s prohibition on the sale of
alcohol and/or tobacco along with cannabis at the same premises and (2) the absence of nuanced controls
necessary to ensure the sale of adult use cannabis as a genuinely subordinate and incidental accessory.
The state prohibits cannabis sales in stores that also sale alcohol or tobacco, and requires that the
premises be only open to adults 21 years or older.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the
attached Draft Resolution to that effect. Should the Commission wish to seek amendments to the
proposed Ordinance, the foregoing discussion is intended to provide useful options to do so.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Depariment supports the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair
regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use cannabis sales, and the supporting PDR activities
in San Francisco. The ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate PDR activities,
avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses. The proposed separation from sensitive uses and from
other retail canniabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city
that are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods. »

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Department has determined that this Ordinance will impact our current implementation procedures;
however the proposed changes can be implemented without increasing permit costs or review time.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and
15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Planning Department has participated in hearings at the Small Business Commission, and the Health
Commission. It has also been involved with various outreach meetings including meetings with the
cannabis growers and manufacturer, and existing MCD operators. The Small Business Commission has
not officially taken an action on the proposed ordinance, but was generally in support of the proposed
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ordnance and appreciated the 300 foot buffering provision. The Health Commission has also not taken an
official action on the ordinance, but expressed concern about allowing on-site consumption. It was also
concerned that the proximity to mental health dlinics to future retail cannabis operations, or- the
saturation of alcohol and tobacco establishments wasn’t given consideration in the land use evaluation
process. Members of the cannabis industry have indicated that they would like an easier path for
conversion of existing MCD to Cannabis Retail, and to allow all existing MCD applicants the ability to
obtain a license to operate from the OOC in 2018. As of the date of this report, the Department has not
received a letter from the industry outlining their concerns over the proposed ordinance; however, we
expect that one will come prior to the Planning Commission hearing,.

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed Ordinance.

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit B: Board of Supervisors File No. 171041 .

Exhibit C: Matrix for Non-Retail Cannabis controls.

Exhibit D: Map showing the existing and proposed “Green Zone”

Exhibit E: Map showing the approval process for Cannabis Retail
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Resolution No. 20029 epton

HEARING DATE QCTOBER 18, 2017 ’ 415,558,6378
‘ Fax:
Project Name: Cannabis Regulations 415.558.6409
Case Number: 2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] Planning

Initinted by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 2’;05”2?;’%377

Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs -

aaron. starr@sfoov.org; 415-558-6362
" Reviewed by: Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects

dan.sider@sfeov.org, (415) 558-6697

APPROVING THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE
TO 1) REGULATE CANNABIS LAND USES, INCLUDING, AMONG OTHER THINGS, ADULT
USE CANNABIS RETAIL, MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES, DELIVERY-ONLY
SERVICES; MANUFACTURE OF CANNABIS PRODUCTS, CANNABIS CULTIVATION, AND
CANNABIS TESTING; 2) ALLOW WMEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN ADDITIONAL
ZONING DISTRICTS; 3) ESTABLISH A LAND USE PROCESS FOR THE CONVERSION OF
EXISTING MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO  CANNABIS RETAIL
ESTABLISHMENTS; 4) ESTABLISH LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS FOR
CANNABIS USES; 5) REPEAL ORDINANCE NO. 186-17, WHICH LIMITED THE NUMBER
OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 11; AND 6)
DELETE SUPERSEDED PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT’S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE
EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 101.1, AND PUBLIC
NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PLANNING
CODE, SECTION 302.

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2017 Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy introduced a proposed Ordinance
under Board of Supervisors (hereiniafter “Board”) File Number 171041, which would amend the Planning.

~ Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult use tannabis retail, Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation,
and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a
land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail
establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No.
186-17, which limifed the number of medical cannabis dis?ensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6)
delete superseded Planning Code provisions; and,

WS
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WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on October 19, 2017; and,

WHEREAS, The Department determined that the proposed amendments are not defined as a project
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the
environment; and -

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
Department staff and other interested parties; and

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance.
The Commission’s proposed modifications include:

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission recommend be added to
the ordinance by a single vote:

1. Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4.

2. Change “Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery” to “Industrial Agriculture” in Code Section
846.87, the SALI district zoning coritrol table.

3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed
ordinance:

Smoking on the premises of a Mechcal Cannabls Dlspensary LUse 1ocated Wlthm ;1909600 feet ofa
School, public or private, o4 0 ¥ g

pﬁ%lytsemes—p%md&r;}g—y%qﬁagﬁs not perrmtted,

4. Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs.

“Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis
and Department of Public Health, as applicable”

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes:

5. Increase the 600’ buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against);
6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the “Orbit Option™ outlined in in the staff report, +5 -

1 (Hiilis against); and
7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 (Hillis
against).
SAH FRANGISCO 2
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FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The Cominission finds that the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair

regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use caImabls sales, and the supporting PDR
activities, in San Francisco.

2. The Commission finds that the ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate
PDR activities, avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses.

3. The Commission Finds that the proposed separation from sensitive uses and from other retail
cannabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city that
are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods.

4. Gereral Plan Compliance., The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHA’\ICEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Pélicy 13

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.

The proposed ordinance locates commercial and industrial activities according existing zoning districts by
utilizing well established PDR zoning categories for non-retail activities and by allowing retnil cannabis in
commercially zoned districts.

OBJECTIVE 3
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS,
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.

Policy 3.1
Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which
provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers.

Policy 3.4
Assist newly emerging economic activities.

The proposed ordinance seeks to attract, retain and expand the newly emerging cannabis industry, which
provides employment opportunities for unskilled and sémi-skilled workers

S48 FRAGISCD 3
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Ocfober 198, 2017

Cannabis Regulation

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS
EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.1

Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in
the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity
among the districts.

Policy 6.2

. Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business

enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological
innovation in the marketplace and society.

The proposed ordinance seeks to balance the need to accommodate the emerging cannabis retail industry,
which includes small business enterprises and entrepreneurship with the need to preserve neighborhood-
serving goods and services in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts. It does this by creating
buffering provisions around other similay uses and sensitive uses, effectively controlling the number of
cannabis retail businesses that can locate within any one neighborhood commercial district.

5. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in
that: ) ‘ : .
1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and fuiure
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;
The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will
not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-
 serping retail.
2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;
The proposed Ordingnee would not have o negative effect on housing or neighborhood character.
3. ‘That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.
4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;
The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.
5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
SAN Fﬁmmscc ) 4
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October 19, 2017

No. 20028 CASE NO. 2017-016365PCA
Cannabis Regulation

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;
The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office

development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would
not be impaired. | .

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City’s preparedness against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s Landmarks and historic
buildings.

That our parks and open space and their access to ‘sunl'ight and vistas be protected from
development; '

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s parks and open space and their
access to sunlight and vistas.

6. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

- NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Comimission hereby APPROVES the proposed Ordinance
described in this Resolution. '

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on October

19;2017.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:

S&N FRANCISTD

|
|
i
k; w\\
Joni

Comimission Secretary

Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Richards
Hillis
Moore

October 19, 2017
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File No. 171041

Received via email
10/19/17
Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco
District 8
JEFF SHEEHY
October 19, 2017

Honotable Members

San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street '
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Proposition 64 Implementation
File #171041 .

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission:

Thank you for considering File #171041, an ordinance I am co-sponsoring to enact
Planning Code amendments that implement Proposition 64 (“Prop. 64”), the Adult Use
of Marijuana Act. m heartened by Planning’s support for Medical Cannabis
Dispensaties (MCDs) in appropriate locations and I look forward to your comments.

Before 1996, Californians with life-threatening illnesses faced an untenable choice: use
cannabis for medical purposes and face potential prosecution and imprisonment. With
the passage of Proposition 215, California made clear that medical cannabis would be
available for those who need it. San Francisco allowed medical cannabis collectives for a
decade based solely on that state measure and a Zoning Administrator determination. In
2006, the City established land use and operating standatrds for MCDs.

Ten years later, Californians adopted Prop. 64 to allow adult use of cannabis. Much like
Prop. 215, the state has acted and now San Francisco must propetly respond. I hope you
will agree that building on our existing infrastructure provides the most efficient path to -
implementing the will of Califotnia voters.

Many key issues are addtessed in a separate ordinance that outlines the operating
procedures and petmit authority of the Office of Cannabis (OOC). With respect to
Planning Code amendments, this letter provides the Planning Commission with potential
areas of amendment so you may consider them as patt of your deliberations.

~ Cily Hall = 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place « Room 244 = San Francisco, California 94102-4689 = (415) 554-6968
Fax (@15) 554-6909 ¢ TRI/TTY (415) 554-5227 = E-mail: Jeff.Sheehy@sfgov.org




Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation

1. Conversion to Cannabis Retail: Expand Notice & Consolidate Appeals
As introduced, an existing MCD that seeks to add adult cannabis could face five separate

appeals. The issuance of a land use permit and an operating permit are sepatate acts that
face different appeal tracks. Specifically, the building permit in Planning Code Section
190 could be appealed to the Board of Appeals and discretionary review could be filed
with the Planning Commission. The operating permit could be appealed to the Boatd of
Appeals. Both permits require determinations under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Those determinations can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

I expect amendments to expand neighborhood notification and simplify the appeals
process. Specifically, the applicant would begin at the OOC then be referted to Planning
for the building permit. If both final permits are issued concutrently, then appeals would
be consolidated at the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. I am also wotking
with the City Attorney to exempt existing MCDs from discretionaty review.

I also expect amendments to the operations ordinance that would expand public notice
beyond Planning Code Section 311/312 requirements by removing them from the
Planning Code and transferring them to OOC. Specifically, the OOC would be required
to post the location for at least 30 days and mail written notification to occupants within
300 feet of the proposed location, with a requirement of translation into commonly
spoken languages required by the Language Access Ordinance. We are also exploring

other means to increase public patticipation, including voluntaty pre-application
meetings.

2. Conversion of MCDs to Cannabis Retail: Addressing Pipeline Applicants

The legislation provides that any MCD with a valid Department of Public Health
(“DPH”) permit by the effective date of the legislation may use a streamlined process to
add adult use. This creates uncertainty for other pipeline applicants. Some may have
secured a land-use entitlement but have not finished the DPH permitting ptocess. Others
may be awaiting a heating date, all while incutting rent on 2 retail location.

I expect amendments that would allow any applicant who submitted an application to
DPH and remains active in the pipeline to utilize the accelerated timeline, provided they
still meet the phase deadlines that would otherwise be applicable in Section 190.

3. Limits in the Southern Neighborhoods, including District 11

The Board recently adopted Ordinance 186-17 (Safaf) to establish an MCD limit in
~ District 11. I support this limit because Supetvisot Safal made a compelling case that
policy choices to limit cannabis retailers in San Mateo County wese negatively impacting
- southern neighborhoods. After discussing this with Planning, I am open to expanding
this limit beyond District 11 to cover other southern neighborhoods facing similar
impacts. I expect amendments that would reinstate the limit adopted in Ordinance 186-
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17 for MCDs and cannabis retailers and may extend this to a geograp}nc atea in the
southern neighborhoods greater than District 11.

4. Reducing Clusteting Through the “Orbit” Option

At the public heating, some Commissioners noted that a 300 foot limit between MCDs
may not be the best approach to address clusteting. I understand that Planning will -
propose an “orbit” approach that looks at multiple locations within a larger land atea
(e.g. three in a 1,000 foot atea). I am hopeful that the Commission will adopt a
recommendation that provides greater nuance than the 300 foot limit and believe this
alternative may be a better approach.

5. Neighborhood Commercial Districts

Finally, the Planning Code tecognizes the unique nature of our Neighbothood
Commercial Districts INCDs). Some district supervisors may have unique conditions in
their NCDs that could cause the Boatd to either relax or constrain placement of cannabis
. retail in their communities. I expect amendments in some neighborhood commercial
districts based on these unique conditions.

Thank you for consideting my views and for your own thoughtful deliberations on
cannabis policy duting this important time. I look forwatd to yout recommendations. If
ever can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Smcerely
JEFF SHEEHY
Supemsor for District 8

'CC:  Members, Boatd of Supetvisors
Clerk, Boatd of Supervisors
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

EDWIN M. LEE
. MAYOR

September 26, 2017 ' Wsr2h PR W Z
Dear President Breed and San Francisco Residents:

We are proud to present to the Board of Supervisors the first draft. of San Francisco’s updated and
comprehensive cannabis laws and regulations. While we have had medical cannabis in the City for some
time, the passage of Proposition 64 obligates.us to modernjze and expand our regulatory infrastructure.
With significant input from community members and stakeholders, we are confident that San Francisco
will lead the way in creating a regulatory structure that is safe, sensible, and equitable.

The creation of this structure is an important and monumental undertaking for the City. This process will
include challenges, but we are committed to developing sound policy that represents all of our
communities. These ordinances are simply the beginning of an important City conversation.

In the weeks and months ahead, we look forward to working with the Board of Supervisors to improve
these ordinances with broad feedback. We expect to revise the legislation to reflect public input. With
your help, we will make San Francisco’s cannabis laws strong and representative of our City’s values.

We are guided by three key principles. San Francisco’s cannabis laws should be:

1. Safe: Safe access and safe communities are our overriding objective. Whether for medicinal
purposes or for personal use, we' want to ensure the availability of safe products and to fimit
exposure to youth. Cannabis businesses should reflect neighborhood preferences and character,
and promote public safety.

2. Sensible: We strive for straightforward rules that are clear and make sense for businesses,
communities, and consumers.

3. Equitable: The decades-long war on drugs wreaked havoc on many communities of color, and
we have a moral imperative to develop and employ equity principles that reinvest in our
communities and provide economic opportunities to those who need them most.

Starting today, we ask for your collective participation. Please provide us formal comments at
officeofcannabis.sfgov.org. Come to City Hall and provide public comment, engage in public meetings or
host a forum with your neighborhood association. Help us start a civic conversation; the result will be
better legislation that is reflective of our values as a City.

Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you.‘
k..,m.,

2 /OJ L/ / §///ﬁ>k

Edme Lee, Mayor

o o Mré & Z#
Naomi Kelly, City Admiriistrator Nicole Elljott, Director, Office of Cannabis
bara Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health John Rahait, Dire 'itor, Planning Department

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



October 26, 2017

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Roomi 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Proposed Local Cannabis Ordinance Introduced September 26, 2017 — File Nos. 171041, 171042

Dear President Breed and Supervisors,

As members of the San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force, we have worked diligently for
the last two years to present recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.

During the most recent October 18, 2017, Task Force meeting, the Task Force spent a considerable
amount of time reviewing the proposed cannabis ordinance-introduced on September 26, 2017 — “Local
Ordinance.” We revisited what Task Force recommendations were included, what recommendations
were excluded, and what recommendations did not need to be addressed with legislation.

We feel that some of our Year | and Year |l recommendations still need to be addressed.

The Task Force respectfully submits the below comments regarding the Local Ordinance:

General

¢ Local Leadership. In general, San Francisco should provide local leadership for the cannabis
industry in instances where State law is unclear or only limited information exists.

Consumption
¢ Expansion of Adult Use Hospitality Venues. The Task Force recommends that the Local
Ordinance incorporate a general statement of intent to expand opportunities for cannabis use in
hospitality venues, such as dining establishments. Implementation strategies for these venues
should be developed in collaboration with key stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality
organizations.

e Consumption Areas. The Task Force requests that the City continue to explore and consider a
land use designation for consumption lounges and establish guidelines to prevent cross-
contamination.

e Smoking/Vaping Locations. The City should address the issue of equal opportunity for
businesses by designating consumption lounges for smoking/vaping consistent with the creation
of lounges for the consumption of edibles already contemplated within the Local Ordinance.
This can be achieved by allowing applications for consumption lounge permits for
smoking/vaping. The Local Ordinance should designate the locations where smoking/vaping can
occur. : :



e Cannabis Consumption in Parked Cars. The City should consider enforcement of State law with
respect to public cannabis consumption in vehicles (i.e. imposing fines, fees, and arrests) as a
low priority.

Land Use
e Cannabis Retail Distance of 500 feet from Sensitive Uses. The Task Force proposes a distance of
500 feet to align with San Francisco’s current distance for existing tobacco retail permittees.
* Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue. Discussion points and
concerns related to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows:

o Adistance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco’s current distance
requirements for tobacco retail locations.! Some Task Forcé Members felt that 500 feet
was too close of a distance to sensitive uses. Task Force Members also expressed
concerns that distances less than the State standard of 600 feet would be contrary to
public opinion and make cannabis retailers more susceptible to federal raids and
business closures. One Task Force Member expressed concern that distances less than
the current San Francisco requirement of 1,000 feet from schools are subject to
mandatory minimum sentencing under Federal law, and prefers to keep the status quo
of 1,000 feet rather than risk exposing retailers to additional liability of federal
incarceration. Other Task Force Members supported a distance less than 500 feet, but
agreed to move forward with the overall recommendation.

e Sensitive Uses Proximity. The Local Ordinance should include a statement that the City will
consider exceptions (i.e. less than the currently proposed 600 feet) with respect to the distance
new cannabis retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses in specific communities where
appropriate, e.g. the Castro. *Note: the above modified consensus points and concerns are also
applicable to this recommendation.

o Clustering. The City should use the Conditional Use Authorization approval process in
determining alternatives to the 300 foot clustering requirement outlined in the Local Ordinance.
*Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue, with one Task Force Member
supporting a clearly defined clustering requirement rather than the use of Conditional Use ‘
Authorization in certain cases. One Task Force Member also felt that 300 feet was too close of a
distance between cannabis retail locations.

Permitting
e local Permitting - General. The Task Force has recommended that the City consider a waiver of
permitting requirements for cannabis smoking tents at special events, workforce permitting
requirements that create uniform standards across businesses, a non-profit permitting
framework, and delivery driver requirements. These issues are either unaddressed or partially

! See San Francisco Health Code § 19H.4(f)(3).



Taxation

addressed in the Local Ordinance. The Task Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance
reconsider these specific recommendations. )

Nursery Permitting. The Local Ordinance should define the nursery permitting structure and
approve nursery permits rather than wait for the State to provide further clarity in this area.

Community Engagement as Part of Permitting and Land Use Approval Processes. The Task
Force su pports the permitting and land use community engagement provisions as drafted.

Accessory Use. The Local Ordinance does not contemplate accessory use permits at this time,
and the Task Force supports an accelerated process for developing the accessory use permitting
framework. *Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on the issue of expedited
accessory use consideration, with general support of the accessory use concept. One Task Force
Member did not want accessory use to be part of the immediate implementation plan for the
City’s cannabis legalization framework. '

Agency Oversight. The Task Force supports the City agency regulatory structure provisions as
drafted.

Cannabis Event Permitting. The Local Ordinance should include a process for cannabis event
permitting.

Tax Revenue Allocation Priorities and Data Collection. The Task Force requests that the Office
of Cannabis consider allocating potential tax revenue towards the City’s local regulatory, policy,
and programmatic goals, and prioritize the collection of appropriate data points to assess the
impact of cannabis tax expenditures in achieving these goals. For reference, the Task Force’s
suggested allocation priorities include, but are not limited to: workforce development,
entrepreneurial opportunity funds, education for students and youth, education and training for
formerly incarcerated persons, and community-identified priorities.

SFUSD Collaboration. The Task Force recommendations specific to collaborating with the San
Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) were not legislated in the Local Ordinance. The Task
Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance contain a statement that references the
intent to collaborate with SFUSD in the development of age-appropriate cannabis education in
health education programs and builds upon the school district’s existing educational model.

Public Safety. The Task Force supports the public safety-related provisions of the ordinance as
drafted. '



Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact us with any concerns, comments or
questions. We look forward to working closely with you to ensure a safe environment for consumers,
patients, and workers in San Francisco’s regulated cannabis industry.

Sincerely,

Sara Payan, Seat #12 & Co-chair - sara@sarapayan.com
Terrance Alan, Seat #19 & Chair - terrance@sequelmedia.com
Jennifer Garcia, Seat #20 & Co-chair - jen.garcia7 @yahoo.com
San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
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# |Recommendation
BRI

Recommendation Sub Category ‘Public Safety.

__Included

Rationale

ST

Driving Under
the Influence
{pun

Local policy guidelines for driving under the inﬂuence should
be developed that are based on behavior testing until science-
based testing exists.

NL

San Francisco should provide technical assistance to
California Highway Patrol (CHP) as they develop DUI
protocols and standards. As part of this technical assistance,
San Francisco should explore the use of cannabidiol (CBD) as
an antidote to manage overconsumption, with the current
naloxone program as a potential model.

NL

San Francisco should develop and xmp!ement a city-wide DUI
public awareness campaign.

NL

DPH is in the process of crafting a public awareness campaign that will
include education around driving under the influence, per the Mayor's
request via the November 9, 2016 Executive Directive.

Neighborhood
Safety

San Francisco should develop cannabis business operating
standards to form part of the business permitting process.
These standards would ensure that cannabis businesses are
“good neighbors” to the communities in which they are
located.

Yes

Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application
process. The proposed standards are the following: {i) Provide to
residential and commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the
Cannabis Business the name, phone number, and email address of an
onsite community relations staff person who may be contacted
concerning any problems associated with operation of the
establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk and/or
alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; ({iii)
Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on
the Premises advising persons of this prohibition.

Cannabis businesses should be like any other business in San
Francisco in appearance and manner: well-lit, clean,
appropriate hours of operation, guidelines for security, etc.

Yes

Operating standards contemplated will require cannabis businesses to
ensure their space and the space surrounding their establishment is
secure, remains free of litter, and is lit in a manner that supports public
safety.

San Francisco
Police
Department
(SFPD)

Three top considerations for the San Francisco Police
Department (SFPD) when it is developing its criminal
enforcement and training strategies are:

NL
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#_|Recommendation Included [Rationale
Enforcement a) Strategies must represent community sensitivities and be
and Training developed together with parents or an agent of family
Priorities representation; NL

6

b) Strategies should be informed by subject matter experts in
-1all areas of the cannabis industry, and not simply police .
officers training and/or educating other police officers; NL

c) The SFPD should collaborate with Child Protective Services
to establish guidelines for determining the safety of a juvenile

in the custody of an impaired adult.
NL
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| # JRecommendation

Recommendation Sub-Category: Public Consumption -~ :

| _Included |Rationale

Meaning of the
Word “public”

San Francisco should allow and create policy pathways for
smoking cannabis in public places that become privatized.
These pathways should follow rules set by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health for tobacco use.

No

The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of
cannabis or cannabis products is prohibited in any location where the
smoking of tobacco is prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in
ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is not exposed to
second hand smoke. San Francisco’s policymakers have passed local
ordinances that include the prohibition of smoking of tobacco or any
other weed or plant products in public areas such as parks, recreation
areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoking of tobacco,
passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children, nonsmokers,
and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and the City
is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore,
this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public
places, except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior
smoking-area designation from the Planning Department.

The smoking of cannabis should be allowed anywhere that

tobacco smoking is allowed. Indoor venues must provide

proper ventilation that addresses odor and smoke if smoking
is allowed indoors.

Partial

Under California and San Francisco law, the smoking of tobacco is not
allowed in any place of employment, with a limited number of
exceptions. Under the proposed legislation, a permitted medical
cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the
Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping
onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is
not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in
the City. Note also that the proposed legislation requires such
dispensaries to meet ventilation guidelines that will be developed by
the Health Department.

The San Francisco City Attorney should provide further legal
guidance regarding consumption in public-private spaces, i.e.

where, when and how it could be done in the City. -

No

Further clarification is not being sought by the City on this issue at this
time.
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# |Recommendation Included _ |Rationale
On-site '
Consumption Under the proposed legislation, the City will allow on-site consumption
per Proposition of edible cannabis products. The Department of Public Health will issue
64 a separate permit to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite
consumption of edible products, and rules and regulations to that
10 effect will be forthcoming. Note that under the proposed legislation,
the definition of consumption does not include smoking/vaping. A
permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area
designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain
its smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that,
San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial
retail locations. Partial cannabis locations in the City.
Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and
regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and
11 regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the
San Francisco’s on-site consumption requirements should not State will provide for in its emergency regulations, to be released in
be stricter than those outlined in Proposition 64. Partial November, 2017.
Overconsumpti |
on and
Encouraging
Safe and 12 |San Francisco and the Department of Public Health should The Department of Public Health is actively developing a public
Responsible collaborate with the cannabis industry and the community to awareness campaign focused on driving under the influence and youth
use Across the develop a health promotion strategy for preventing access and exposure. DPH will aim to include a variety of perspectives
City overconsumption and youth access. Yes in developing and implementing this campaign.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Youth Access and Exposure .. =@ . i d ‘ o ‘ e T e e
Education
13 The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) should be
involved in developing age-appropriate cannabis education
for San Francisco schools’ health education program. NL
The SFUSD has an existing educational model focusing on
wellness centers and health-based classroom education that
should be used as the foundational framework for age-
14 |appropriate cannabis education. This framework should be
analyzed (via data review) to identify gaps and revitalize the
curriculum to effectively educate schoolchildren about
cannabis use. NL
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis
15 |education programs should also capture children outside of
the SFUSD system. NL
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# |Recommendation Included |Rationale
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis
16 education programs should be distributed in a collaborative
way across a variety of organizations, especially those that
are already engaged in these issues. To ensure this, San
Francisco should develop funding criteria for making grants. NL
17 |The State should vest decisions regarding student education
implementation and funding criteria solely in the counties. NL

Preventing
Sales to Minors

18

San Francisco should conduct research regarding access for
minors in the illicit market after the passage of Proposition
215 and in other states that have legalized cannabis for adult
use in order to better understand how minors may access

The Health Department is conducting a health impact assessment that
draws together evidence from multiple sources to better understand
the potential health impacts from legalization in San Francisco,
especially with regard to youth access and exposure. The Health
Department will continue to collaborate with research experts to

cannabis after adult use is legalized in California. NL monitor the impact of cannabis legalization on minors
Advertising :
State cannabis related advertising restrictions prohibit cannabis
advertising within 1,000 feet of schools, playgrounds, youth centers, or
19 day care centers. State law also prohibits advertising to occurin a
) manner intended to encourage persons under 21 years of age to
The regulation of other industries, such as alcohol and consume cannabis or cannabis products. The City will work with the
tobacco industries, should serve as a model for monitoring state, regional and local partners to develop any necessary and
the effect of advertising on minors. Yes appropriate policies regarding monitoring of advertising to minors.
The San Francisco City Attorney should conduct research -
20 |regarding the free speech limits to regulating cannabis
advertising at the local level. NL
San Francisco should conduct research to learn more about
21 [the strategies other adult use legalization states have used to
regulate advertising to protect youth. NL
San Francisco’s advertising regulating bodies must do
continuous forecasting to appropriately guard against “too The City will work with the state, regional and local partners, including
22 Imuch cannabis advertising” and be agile in adapting to local agencies that provide access to advertising opportunties, to
rapidly emerging social trends that could increase exposure develop any necessary and appropriate policies regarding monitoring
NL of advertising to minors.

to youth.
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# |Recommendation Included _ |Rationale
Criminal
Diversion and It is unlikely that, even with the most robust cannabis
Decriminalizati education programs for youth, there will be a zero percent
on Options for usage rate among minors in San Francisco - they may
Youth continue to consume and/or sell in schools and other places.
23 |In light of that, San Francisco schools should take a reality
and science-based disciplinary approach and rely on harm
reduction principles to manage such situations. For example,
for minors who commit cannabis-related offenses while at
school, suspension and expulsion should not be the default
tools used by schools to discipline students. NL
Youth
Protection 24 San Francisco Unified School District should identify and
collaborate with key stakeholders to explore alternatives to .
expulsion for youth facing disciplinary action for cannabis. NL
San Francisco should develop policies to protect youth, e.g. The legislation mirrors state requirements that all items sold must be
25 jdevelop clearly labeled packaging requirements to prevent in a child resistant container and placed in an opaque package when
accidental cannabis consumption by youth, Yes transported off a permitted premises.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Tourism/Haospitality - S BT Sl : :
San FranCISCO SAIT T TdICISTO SoUIT CoNauuTateE WTTIT STaRETTOUeTr S LU
Cannabis develop policies that achieve an appropriate balance
Culture between discretion and yisibility of adult use cannabis
culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and
legal consumption spaces while preventing undesired
exposure for those who prefer limited interaction with the
Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will
issue separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite
consumption of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to
that effect will be forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such
spaces for consumption purposes. A permitted medical cannabis
dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the Planning
26 Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping onsite
. location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is not
a) Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in the
unintended exposure Yes City.
The legislation allows for consumption of cannabis at retail locations
. that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such
b)  Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-
storefront locations to prevent exposure from the street Yes age restricted area.
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Recommendation

Included

Rationale

¢} Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to
provide tourists with educational materials and information
about safe access and consumption of adult use cannabis.

Yes

The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible Consumption Fact
Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which wiil be created by DPH.
Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel and the
Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain

-'feducated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible

consumption, etc.

27

the hospitality and tourism industry to develop pathways for
lodging establishments to become “cannabis-friendly,”
thereby providing a legal consumption space for tourists.
without access to a private residence.

No

This legislation does not create a pathway for the Department of Public
Health to permit consumption in any space other than cannabis retail.

28

There is a notable desire within the culinary community to
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining
options/opportunities, including the use of cannabis as a
meal ingredient and the establishment of food/cannabis
pairing options. San Francisco should collaborate with key
stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality organizations,
to develop strategies for increasing these opportunities for
restaurants and other food establishments. Strategies could
include:

a) Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative
approach that would create an exemption for these types of
culinary experiences.

NL

Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's
2018 state legislative agenda.

b) Development of a patron notification process for any food
establishment offering these opportunities *

NL

c) Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate
distribution of cannabis-friendly dining venues throughout
the City.

NL

Tourist and
Resident
Experiences

San Francisco should collaborate with key stakeholders, such
as the Department of Public Health and tourism/hospitality
organizations, to develop educational materials for tourists
and residents that:




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

#_|Recommendation Included  [Rationale
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Trave! and the Chamber to develop information
for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
a) promote safe cannabis consumption Yes adult-use cannabis as weli as responsible consumption, etc.
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
29 implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
b) provide information on different product types and their for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
physiological effects, and Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
c) outline strategies to identify and manage for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
overconsumption. Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
. While DPH is providing the content for the required Responsible
The educational materials should be made available in Consumption Fact Sheet, the City can translate this and can have it
various languages and formats (e.g. websites, brochures, available in multiple languages for distribution at the point of sale and
signage, mobile applications, etc.), and distributed where on the Office of Cannabis website. A general FAQ sheet will also be
adult use cannabis is allowed to be consumed and/or translated into all [anguages mandated through the Language Access
purchased, such as cannabis retail locations. Yes Ordinance. i :
While LEAD is a good model to provide baseline education for
San Francisco, in collaboration with key City Agencies and employees regarding the laws and regulations they are required to be
stakeholders, should develop educational materials and aware of and to follow, the City is not aware of existing education
30 {trainings for cannabis retail licensees, their employees, and related to retail cannabis service. The Office of Cannabis would be
cannabis business license applicants on serving cannabis and happy to partner with city agencies and other stakeholders to identify
cannabis products safely, responsibly, and legally. The models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training occurs so that
Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs (LEAD) Program employers and employees understand best practices related to
could serve as a model for this. responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products.

Yes
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Included

# |Recommendation '
Recommiendation Sub-Category::Land:Use ... &7 w0 i e

Non-Retail San Francisco should allow non-retail adult use cannabis uses

Uses 1 (i.e. cultivation, manufacturing, distribution) and utilize the The legisiation contemplates non-retail permits for cultivation,
existing Planning Code framework to establish land use : manufacturing, testing and distribution and incorporates analogous
controls for those uses. ) Yes land use controls for these activities.

The existing Planning Code framework already addresses
distance to sensitive uses for non-retail businesses.
Consistent with current regulations for non-retail medical
cannabis uses, non- retail adult use cannabis uses should
therefore be exempt from distance requirements for
sensitive uses {e.g. schools, youth centers, etc.).

The legislation does not apply sensitive use controls to all self-
contained/totally enclosed permit types: cultivation, manufacturing,
Yes testing, distribution and nonstorefront retail.

Retail Uses
Specifically, the following text is included: “With respect to any

application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in
addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the
Commission shall consider the geographic distribution of Cannabis
Retail Uses throughout the City, the balance of other goods and
services available within the general proximity of the proposed
Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure to
cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any

San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings
3 |for the Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to
use when reviewing adult use retail applications.

Yes proposed measures to counterbalance any such increase.”
San Francisco should reduce the distance new cannabis The required minimum distance would be 600’, which is 400’ less than
retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses to one presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some
that is less than the State- required 600 feet. Partial sensitive uses.

San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path
of travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to
parcel measurement.

Straight-line measurement would continue to be used; other
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty
No and controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike.

San Francisco should develop reasonable quantitative
standards to regulate the location of, and permitting process
for, adult use retail locations in San Francisco. These
standards should include, but are not limited to:




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Recommendation Included  |Rationale
a) Strategies to facilitate meetings between the applicant and
neighboring community prior to the Planning Commission : .
hearing and/or application process to address neighborhood The existing Pre-Application Requirements would apply to all MCDs in
concerns Yes NC Districts
b) Strategies to prevent clustering (as discussed below) Yes A 300’ clustering requirement would be created
c) Considerations for proximity to sensitive uses (as discussed A clear 600" minimum requirement only from schools would be
below) Yes established
' As above, sensitive uses would be refined to only include schools and
San Francisco should further define and/or refine definitions ! L, . Y ,
“ - ” S ; the present 1,000’ minimum separation would be reduced to 600,
of “sensitive uses” and expand locations in which new A . . .
) ] . thereby allowing a greater range of geography in which cannabis
cannabis retailers could operate, where appropriate. . .
Yes businesses could seek permission to aperate.
San Francisco should consider varying approval processes
(e.g. neighborhood notice only; notice plus mandatory
Discretionary Review hearing; notice plus Conditional Use
Authorization; etc.) for different zoning districts, with more
rigorous review processes in Neighborhood Commercial
Districts or other locations which present potential land use L
. . P . P L NC Districts would generally require CU; Mixed-Use Districts would
conflicts and less rigorous processes in other districts, such as . . . -
i e generally require neighborhood notice; Downtown Districts would
Downtown or industrial districts. X
Yes generally be as-of-right.
San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of
adult use cannabis retailers. Strategies may include:
a) Use of “buffer zones” around other adult use retail
locations. The distance of these buffer zones should balance
both community concerns and business interests, with the
aim of preventing too high a concentration of retail locations . . . ,
. . P o g . & . l : A cannabis businesses could not locate within 300" of another such
in a given district while also encouraging healthy competition. ,
Yes business.
b) Stricter clustering provisions in-Neighborhood Commercial While the minimum clustering distance is the same throughout the
Districts to balance neighborhood concerns, and less strict - City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the Commission
clustering requirements in other districts, such as Downtown . consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a higher
Partial level of scrutiny would apply.

or Industrial districts.

10
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# |Recommendation Included _|Rationale
San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail
businesses in existing Formula Retail rules.
9 Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has
eleven or more retail locations worldwide, it is subject to a
more stringent review and authorization process. In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCDs are subject to
Yes Formula Retail controls.
San Francisco should allow retail locations in areas other than . . . .
. In areas with floor-by-floor zoning controls, cannabis businesses would
10 {the ground floor, such as spaces located at basement level, 3
, be allowed on the basement, ground, and 2nd levels. In other areas
second floor or higher. : . . )
Yes where allowed, cannabis businesses would be allowed on all levels.
San Francisco should develop a mechanism to prioritize the
11 re-permitting of medical cannabis business operators v‘vho The propdsed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who
were shut down by the federal government or lost their . . - -
. i L were in good standing with the City but were forced to close due to
original permit due to sale of building and loss of lease. , )
: Yes federal intervention/enforcement.
San Francisco should align regulations for adult use cannabis ‘
12 {retail signage on store fronts with regulations for other retail Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the
businesses. Yes Planning Code changes.
MCD and Adult
Use Retail Medical cannabis dispensaries have more stringent ADA
Zoning requirements to increase access for patients, which may not
Approval 13 be necessary for adult use retailers. Therefore, aduit use
Processes cannabis retailers, as distinct from medical use cannabis
' retailers, should not be subject to the heightened ADA . . . . .
requirements that currently apply to MCDs. Retailers would be required to retain medical as a use, therefore, their
Partial ADA requirements remain just as stringent as those of MCDs.
San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current
medical cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use
market. A “transition” would include a medical dispensary
14 adding adult use products or a medical dispensary switching
. " 4
to ar? adult use i‘ausm?ss model. Such grandfathergd The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to
medical cannabis businesses should be exempt from any . .
o . convert to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more
new, more restrictive land use provisions that may be - . i .
’ - . restrictive clustering provisions, and exempts them from obtaining
applicable to adult use retail businesses.

Yes

Conditional Use Authorization.

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice/Workforce Development .-

11
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Successful
Workforce

# |Recommendation Included _|Rationale
San Francisco should collaborate with San Francisco City
College, San Francisco Unified School District, and other
workforce development organizations and key stakeholders,
to develop new or build upon existing training and
15 apprenticeship programs as workforce pathways for )
individuals to participate in all aspects of the cannakis San Francisco Workforce does this for other sectors and will lead
industry (i.e. cultivation, laboratory testing, manufacturing, initiatives to incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
retail, etc.). These programs should increase opportunities for Once certification and licensing standards for employees are
individuals to enter the cannabis industry, but also be part of established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving
a broader workforce strategy to increase job opportunities in NL industry-recognized credentials.
The legislation does not contemplate stricter eligibility requirements-
than the state, notably around conviction history review. The
San Francisco should ensure that those with a criminal justice legislation directs the Office of Cannabis to make every effort to
history are not automatically barred from job opportunities coordinate conviction history review with the state so both local and
16 |within the cannabis industry, and that license holders are state eligibility is defined at the beginning of the permitting process.
incentivized to hire people with a criminal justice history to Also, by implementing First Source standards, businesses will have
the extent possible. direct access to a pipeline of qualified but oftentimes disadvantaged
candidates that include people whom have interacted with the criminal
Yes justice system.
The legislation contemplates requiring participation in the First Source
Hiring Program for all permanent permit holders, meaning businesses
would post any new entry-level positions with San Francisco’s
L . ) workforce system before posting those positions publicly (i.e. their
San Francisco should create incentives (rather than o - Lo .
] R g R website, linked in, craigslist, monster, etc.). As a good faith effort (as
mandates) for cannabis businesses to hire local residents and . AT
o o . . opposed to a mandate) First Source ensures that participating
individuals from communities affected by mass incarceration. L . o . .
17 ) . : .. businesses consider qualified San Francisco residents whom have
The City should also create hiring preference policies for . o . o
. : . . sought out workforce services before they begin recruiting for
residents who have moved out of the City due to the high . e .. .
. candidates through more traditional hiring practices that may lead to
cost of living. . . .

R under representation by low-income or disadvantaged San
Franciscans. First source has proven to be a valuable tool for local
businesses in gaining access to a screened pool of qualified candidates
for entry-level positions.

Yes
San Francisco should lower financial barriers to enter the
cannabis industry by collaborating with workforce
18 |development organizations to provide high quality, free or
low-cost cannabis workforce trainings, which should include As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other
both online and in-person modalities. Yes sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.

12
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# |Recommendation ‘ Included  {Rationale
The cannabis industry is a dynamic field, and as such, San
Francisco should collaborate with workforce development
19 organizations to provide continuing education to maintain a
well-trained, competent workforce and assure
patient/consumer safety as new technologies and products As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other
emerge. " Yes sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
While persons under the age of 21 are not eligible to be employed by a
commercial cannabis businesses, the San Francisco workforce system
includes a Provider exclusively dedicated to formerly incarcerated
San Francisco should create job opportunities and participants and their unique hiring needs. In addition both our Adult
mechanisms to educate, train, and hire formerly incarcerated and Young Adult programs see a disproportionate number of
20 {persons, transitional age youth (age 18-21), and young adults participants with criminal backgrounds. These tend to be the people
(age 21-26). The City’s current process for hiring formerly that access workforce services because of the level of difficulty they
incarcerated persons could serve as a model. face when trying to find employment. The workforce system is
designed to offer education and training pathways for its participants
to qualify for demand occupations. First Source is a proven model for
increasing access to job opportunities by participants in the workforce
Partial system
San Francisco should work with key stakeholders to develo . . - -
. . y e ; P TThe workforce system hosts job fairs regularly and can easily
mechanisms to publicize job opportunities and draw diverse . ) - , \
21 . R R . incorporate cannabis employers and opportunities. OEWD's business
candidates to the cannabis workforce, such as job fairs, . . e . .
ublic education campaigns, or other pipelines services team can support communications strategies to increase
P ! ) NL awareness of the opportunities the industry creates.
San Francisco should ensure that existing workforce policies . . .
. l . & P Operators will be required to comply with all local and state safety,
and protections for wage and benefit rights are extended to . L o .
22 o, ] wage and labor ordinances. Revisions to the legislation will
the cannabis industry workforce, such as connecting worker . . . e . .
. . I contemplate including a detailed description of how the applicant will
rights protections to the permitting process. . . .
Yes meet all state and local laws related to worker rights and protections.
. . " ) This could likely align with the City's existing health care sector
Post-legalization, there will be a need for lab technicians with . Y g' - y . 8
. . . . trainings. Once certification and licensing standards for employees are
23 [the capacity for testing cannabis products, and San Francisco . . L
. K K - established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving
should invest in this capability. . - .
NL industry-recognized credentials.
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Recommendation

Included

Rationale

Entrepreneurs
hip
Opportunities

24

San Francisco should engage workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, community
members, and other key stakeholders to develop strategies
to reduce economic barriers for people of color, women, and
formerly incarcerated persons to enter the cannabis industry
as entrepreneurs. Strategies could include:

The legislation pending before the Board of Supervisors proposes that
no applications for permanent commercia! cannabis activity be made
available until an Equity Program has been established. This program is
intended to encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry;
and it will be developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due
to the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017.

The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human
Rights Commission and the Controller’s Office. The report will present
available data on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race,
income, economic status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender
identity, and HIV/AIDS status. It will also include recommendations
regarding policy options that could (A) foster equitable access to
participation in the industry, including promotion of ownership and
stable employment opportunities in the industry (B) invest City tax
revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that have
historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects of
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted
those communities , and (D) prioritize individuals who have been
previously arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses.

a) Consider a prioritized permitting process to help operators
reduce initial start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while
undergoing permitting process)

Partial

The legislation does not currently contemplate reallocation of existing
funding for the purpose of subsidizing rent. However, the legislation
contemplates giving priority processing to Equity Applicants, a category
to be defined by the City this fall. Additional policies to support equity
operators will be further defined during the development of the
proposed Equity Program.

b) Creation of grants or other funding 6pportunities to assist
people of color, women, and formerly incarcerated persons
in achieving business ownership

No

This legislation does not currently contemplate the reallocation of
existing funding to assist people of color, women, and formerly
incarcerted persons from achieving ownership, however, this will be
one area the City will seek to address through the creation of an Equity
Program this fall.

c) Equity licensing

Yes

This legislation contemplates only allowing eligible candidates access
to applications for a permanent permit to operate once an Equity
Program is established. At the time applications are opened, it is
proposed that equity applicants receive priority review for permit

processing.
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Recommendation

# Included |Rationale
The Equity Program contemplated includes priority permit processing
and technical assistance to applicants who meet Equity Criteria.
: . L . . Subsidized permitting and licensing fees will be contemplated during
d) Subsidized permitting and licensing fee; the development of the Equity Program and may be reviewed when
the permit and license fee legislation is before the Board of Supervisors
Partial this fall.
e) Use of existing small business support structures and The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will do a survey of
programs as models, such as the Mission Economic all of small business support structures and programs, and this survey
Development Agency (MEDA), Minority-owned Business should be able to identify which programs cannabis businesses are
Enterprise (MBE), Women-owned Business Enterprise (WBE) eligible for today and where there may be any missing pieces. OEWD
programs, and others. can then work with the City and State to identify potential funding
NL sources for additional programming that may be needed.
Due to federal cannabis prohibition, cannabis business
owners cannot easily access banking services, and therefore,
must operate on a largely cash-only basis. Thus, business
25 [ownership is limited to entrepreneurs with access to capital. While the federal priorities for the Office of Cannabis will reflect
San Francisco should therefore advocate for a change in advocacy around changes to federal prohibition to align with state and
federal prohibition policy and explore opportunities to use local law, this legislation does specifically speak to policies related to
City funding and/or local credit unions to provide banking NL allowing for city funding for banking services.
Proposition 64
Community
gi;l\iiStment San Francisco should apply for Proposition 64 Community
Reinvestment Grants and collaborate with key stakeholders
to allocate funding to programs that benefit the communities
targeted by the Proposition 64 grant funding. Program
priority areas could include:
» the educational system
26 |» childcare subsidies
» services for formerly incarcerated persons and other
communities affected by cannabis prohibition
¢ housing
* job creation
» behavioral health services
* criminal record expungement The City has engaged with the State on all funding opportunities and
will continue to proactively advocate for funding formula and compete
NL - |for allocations that benefit San Francisco programs and communities. .
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Recommendation

27

San Francisco should encourage cannabis businesses to invest
in community benefit agreements that allocate resources to
community.

Yes

Included

Rationale

The legislation proposes requiring a community benefits agreement
from all commercial cannabis businesses, which at a minimum requires
participation in the City's First Source Program. The legislation also
proposes priortizing permit processing based on the following: (1)
Applications from Equity Applicants;

(2) ‘Applications that, if awarded a permit, would contribute to the
continued access to Medicinal Cannabis for individuals who qualify to
use Medicinal Cannabis under California Health & Safety Code Section
11362.5; (3) Applications from Applicants that were operating a
Medical Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate
Use Act prior to September 1, 2016; (4) Applications that demonstrate
a commitment on the part of the Applicant to provide benefits to the
surrounding community, including but not limited to workforce’
opportunities and community benefits contributions; and (5)
Applications that, if awarded a permit, would provide for the
continued employment of persons in the Cannabis industry.

Social Justice

28

San Francisco should include cultural competency trainings as
part of the cannabis workforce development strategy.

NL

While the overall workforce strategy is not legislated through these
ordinances, the City can review ways to provide appropriate trainings
to employees. The Office of Cannabis seeks to better understand if
there is/are a specific cultural need(s) that the Task Force seeks to
address through this recommendation.

29

San Francisco should develop pathways, such as an amnesty
program, to encourage existing businesses to transition from
the illicit to legal market.

Yes

The City is facilitating a registration process for existing medicinal
cannabis businesses not currently permitted under Article 33 of the
Health Code. This regisration process allows San Francisco cannabis
businesses to provide the City with information including: Business
Registration Certificate, proof to occupy, location, verifiable date of
operation, etc. IF businesses have this information and they are
conforming to the Planning Code, the business will be subject to an
inspection. If the business passes the inspection and provides the City
with all necessary information, the business will be eligible for a
temporary permit to operate their medical cannabis business. This
temporary permit will authorize them to seek a temporary license from

the state beginning Jan 1. 2018.
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Recommendation

Inciuded

Rationale

30

San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Department
should collaborate with community policing and diversion
programs to educate businesses on the transition from the
illicit to legal market.

NL

31

The San Francisco District Attorney and Public Defenders
Offices should work to streamline the record expungement
and resentencing process for individuals with eligible

previous convictions as outlined in the Proposition 64.

Recommendation Sub-Category: Licensing

Licensing -
Local Industry
Licenses

San Francisco should develop a local adult use cannabis
licensing system that aligns and builds upon the State license
types and structure.

While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does
not allow for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and
outdoor agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are
not required to apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit

Partial  [|{although they will be required by the state)
San Francisco should consider creation of new license types,
in addition to the State-defined license types, to
accommodate the diverse businesses within the adult use
cannabis industry in the City. Any newly created local license
types should be shared with the State and may include the
following: ,
5 |° New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking
license
* New category: Consumption lounge
» New category: Events {e.g. commercial events and farmers’
markets, etc.) The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing
state license types established by MAUCRSA at this time.
The City should also explore the possibility for one-day event Manufacturing is allowed, and consumption will be allowed at retail
permits. locations, under certain conditions. Special event permits are not
No contemplated in this legislation. :
The legislation allows cultivators, manufacturers and distributors the
San Francisco should support opportunities for existing opportunity to conduct medicinal and adult use related activities on
3 businesses to participate in the cannabis industry by allowing their premises. The legislation requires retailers to either conduct only
for dual (i.e. the ability to sell both non-cannabis & cannabis medical, or adult-use and medical activities on their premises. No
products) licensing opportunities. solely adult-use retail activity is permitted under the proposed
Yes legislation.
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Recommendation

lnclu.ded

Rationale .

in order to provide a consumption space, San Francisco
should consider waiving licensing requirements for smoking
tents at special events where there is no cannabis
distribution.

No

Similar to DPH's approach to onsite consumption at retail locations,
San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right
to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the
City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this
legislation does not contemplate permitting smoking tents at special
events,

Proposition 64 includes a Type 7 = Manufacture 2 license for
sites that manufacture cannabis products using volatile
solvents. In planning for these uses, San Francisco should use
the Planning Department’s zoning map for volatile
manufacturing and only issue Type 7 = Manufacturer 2
licenses in these permitted areas.

Yes

This legislation proposes zoning volatile solvent manufacturing only in
locations where such activity would be allowed in an analogous use,
such as in PDR-1-G, PBR-1-D, and PDR-2.

Licensing -
Local
Workforce
Licensing

San Francisco should consider workforce licensing
requirements that create uniform standards across
businesses. The City should work with relevant stakeholders
to identify appropriate training requirements that achieve a
balance between creating minimum standards that do not
also create a barrier to entering the industry. The City should
consider.various job training formats {e.g. on-the-job training,
apprenticeship certification, continuing education, shadow
programs at dispensaries, etc.) and leverage existing
programs to develop and implement adult use cannabis
workforce education and trairing. The following entities
could be involved in this effort:

« Office of Smali Business

» City College of San Francisco and other community colleges
* San Francisco Unified School District

» Charter or private schools

* Unions

» Oaksterdam University

* Patient Focused Certification Program — Americans for Safe
Access

NL

Professional licenses are generally implemented at the state level, and
because this is statewide activity, the City believes this should remain a
state responsibility. With that said, the creation of standardized licensing
requirements for workforce would allow individuals to train for clearly
identified skills that meet the needs of the employer making them more
successful at gaining employment. [tis important that these standards be
universal across geographies, ensuring that the worker has a broad market
place for their skills and allowing them to find the best fit for themselves.
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development and their workforce
providers ensure that all trainings they provide give participants the skills
they need for licensure {for example guard cards for security guards).

The Office of Economic and Workforce Development as well as the Office of
Cannabis can plan to participate in discussions for license establishment at
the state level to ensure that such standards meet the needs of both our
workforce and businesses. The City can then implement such standards
within OEWD/partner trainings to ensure that the workforce participants
are able to get the licenses needed to move into the workforce.
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#

Recommendation

Included

Rationale

Licensing - Non-
Profit Licenses

San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and
make non-profit licenses available for cannabis organizations
that provide compassion programs and supportive services.

Partial

While the City is not creating non-profit specific permits for 2018 (as
defined by MAUCRSA) the City is contemplating an allowance for
compassion programs, with certain restrictions, so that low income
patients are able to continue to access medical cannabis at reduced
cost. A report to that effect will be released by the Office of Cannabis
in consultation with the Department of Public Health, and Controller's
Office on November 1, 2017.

Deliveries

San Francisco should consider a local license that would allow
for adult use mobile delivery/retail services without the brick
and mortar retail requirement. Adult use cannabis retailers
that possess a delivery-only license should have a hub, or
centralized location, to process orders. In-home cannabis
businesses could have impacts on residential neighborhoods,
so these hubs should be in non-residential or live/work
commercial zoning locations.

Yes

The legislation proposes permits for nonstorefront retail delivery.
Zoning for this activity will mirror zoning requirements for distribution
activity.

Delivery drivers will need proof of authority to fill delivery
orders. The driver should possess an order manifest that
includes patient name, order date, delivery date, business
name, items ordered, and order time. However, delivery
address should not be included, as inclusion of this
information may pose a safety risk to consumers.

Partial

Delivery drivers will be required to carry a manifest for each order. It is
contemplated that the manifest will include: 1) Permit name and
number, 2) Name of purchaser and date of birth, 3} date and time
order was placed, 4) a description of the product ordered and amount,
and 5) delivery address. These requirements have been contemplated
in order to meet state regulations related to delivery. To-date,
MAUCRSA requires delviery personnel to carry a physical copy of the
delivery request requires the delivery personnel to make it available
upon request of the licensing authority and law enforcement officers,
however, the City expects that mandatory manifest information will be
further clarified in the State's emergency regulations. To discourage
"mobile delivery" the City is requiring each order have a specific
destination prior to departure from the nonstorefront retail delivery
location. )

10

San Francisco should allow permitted medical cannabis
dispensaries that currently operate delivery services to
continue to provide deliveries.

Yes

The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to meet
certain application requirements and operating standards to be eligible
to deliver. If the retailer meets these requirements they may continue
to deliver cannabis.

11

Delivery drivers should receive appropriate training to
minimize potential safety risks.

Yes

The legislation proposes requiring all retail parmit holders to seek
authorization to deliver, and as a part of their applications,
retail/delivery will be required to sign a statement affirming that they
will provide training to all employees concerning the laws governing
sales and delivery, and to attend that the operator will take steps to
ensure the personal safety of their employees.
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# ]Recommendation Included _ |Rationale
MCDs and ;
Adult Use 12 zz:hF'Ezzcr::Ziizfs;::ggi\::sgr;?jﬁt Le::iclz:‘snt:bia;;ﬂf::: m The legislation proposes requiring all retailers to maintain their medical
Market ' Yes use while allowing them to add adult use to their location.
Participation The licensing process for medical cannabis dispensaries As proposed, MCDs would be permitted as of right in all commercial
13 [should not be more restrictive than that for adult use retail zoning districts, but require a Mandatory DR or CU, depending on the
licensees. Yes district, in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.

14

San Francisco should consider creating a licensing priority for
current medical cannabis dispensary operators in operation
as of, or prior to, September 1, 2016, to apply for adult use
cannabis licenses. This aligns with Proposition 64's existing
licensing priority provision.

The legislation states: In reviewing applications for Cannabis Business
permits, the Director shall give priority to:

(1) Applications from Equity Applicants;

(2) Applications from Applicants that were operating a Medical
Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate Use Act
prior to September 1, 2016;

(3) Applications that demonstrate a commitment on the part of the
Applicant to provide benefits to the surrounding community, including
but not limited to workforce opportunities and community benefits
contributions; and

(4) Applications submitted by all other Applicants.

Recommendatién Sub-Category! Taxation and Revenue: i o Ll

. [Taxation

15

Proposition 64 establishes State adult use cannabis taxes. To
complement the State’s taxation system, San Francisco
should consider establishing local cannabis taxes to generate
revenue that may be allocated to local cannabis legalization
priorities not already funded through state taxes or other
funding mechanisms.

The Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05 on November 9, 2016, that
directed his Budget Director to consult with the Controller, Treasurer
and Tax Collector, and other stakeholders to propose taxation and
permitting fees related to the production and distribution of cannabis
products. He also asked staff to consult with other American

. [jurisdictions that allow for non-medical cannabis use to survey their

taxation and fee methods, to incorporate lessons learned. This
cannabis tax working group will make recommendations for a local
ballot measure to tax commercial cannabis activity, These

NL conversations have just begun.
If San Francisco decides to implement local adult use
cannabis taxes, the City should consider up to a 1% excise tax
16 or gross receipt tax. The State will impose a 15% excise tax on
adult use cannabis. Therefore, the local excise tax should not . - : .
- While a specific percentage has not been settled on, the City sesks to
exceed 1%, to prevent consumers from purchasing from the . .
e . . ensure a rate that does not shift businesses and consumers back to the
illicit market due to taxes that are perceived to be too high. NL illicit market
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# |Recommendation Included _|Rationale
Given that the cannabis industry currently operates primarily
17 on a cash-only basis, San Francisco’s Office of the Treasurer
should create a mechanism to collect local adult use cannabis The Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector is experienced in
taxes. NL receiving and handling cash.
Revenue
Allocation
Priorities San Francisco should consider allocating some potential State
and local adult use cannabis tax revenue towards the City’s
local regulatory, policy, and programmatic goals with respect
to cannabis legalization. Allocation priorities include, but are
not limited to: ’
18 |» Workforce development
* Entrepreneurial opportunity fund While not legislated, the Equity Report requested by the Board of
» Education for students and youth Supervisors will contain some recommendations related to the
* Education and training for formerly incarcerated persons possible investment of City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for
» Community-identified priorities (e.g. community benefit communities that have historically been disenfranchised. The Office of
agreements) Cannabis, Human Rights Commission and Controller will contemplate
this recommendation when drafting the report and requisite
NL recommendations.
Data Collection i i .
'San Francisco should use an evrdenc.e—.based approac'h to Data collection is not currently contemplated in this legislation,
ln'form future adult use cannabis pohcre.s and‘ legislation. The however, the Office of Cannabis is working to define methods of data
19 {City 5horjld engage k'ey §takeho|ders t? identify and col!ect collection and scope, and will incorporate this collection plan into their
. appr?prrate data points to assess the impact of cannabis 2018 work plan. The Office will seek to use data to inform future policy
legalization. NL recommendations for the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Agency Oversight - L RO rrs ST R R L R
Local In developing an appropriate local regulatory and regulatory
Regulatory and oversight structure for adult use cannabis, San Francisco
Regulatory should consider the following characteristics to ensure
Oversight success for the entities responsible for regulation:
. .
Structure . _I;ienizﬁlnswe The role of the Office of Cannabis is to implement the regulatory and
20, Accountable permitting policies crafted by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors, and
« Strong leadership to track and analyze data to inform future policymaking related to
» Transparent cannabis activity. This legislation provides a transparent structure that
* Promote certainty in process allows for appeals of Director decisions to a third party hearing officer
+ Multi-agency collaborative model and then to the Board of Appeals for instances such permit issuance,
Yes suspension and revocation of permits.
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# |Recommendation Included _ |Rationale
San Francisco should consider new and/or existing regulatory
and regulatory oversight structures for adult use cannabis
regulation. Options would include the following:
» Option 1: Standalone agency with its own staff and
21 commission -
‘ * Option 2: Standalone agency with its own staff, no
commission
¢ Option 3: Part of an existing agency or agencies In the summer of 2017, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor
Note: Task Force further developed this recommendation in established an Office of Cannabis {OOC) under the direction of the City
Year Il - please see "Other" tab for more information. Administrator. This office is authorized to have three positions
NL including the Director.
Local Agenc -
& . Y San Francisco should anticipate that numerous City agencies
Collaboration X . . . . -
will have a role in adult use cannabis regulation. City agencies
that may play a role in adult use cannabis regulation include,
but are not limited to the: Department of Public Health,
22 |Police Department, Planning Department, Fire Department,
Tax Collector’s Office, Department of Building Inspection, San
. . P . . ginsp In the legislation, these departments are called "referring
Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, and " s . s
. . departments” and each department maintains existing permitting and
Department of Public Works. The cannabis regulatory role of ) . o . ,
each agency should be distinct and not overlap inspecting responsibilities {except for the proposed sunsetting of DPH's
’ Yes final permitting role under Article 33)
Track and Trace Each operater will be required to comply with track and trace. The Ci
Proposition 64 establishes a State-level track and trace P I .q . Py w i
o . . has engaged the CDFA in their development of the system to request
monitoring system to track cannabis from seed to sale. This e .
23 . L . ) . participation in the user outreach and development. The goal is to
State system is sufficient for local cannabis tracking within . , .
. make this a useful tool for not just the state, but also appropriate
San Francisco. _ .
Yes agencies in San Francisco.
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Non-Retail
Licensing
Elements -
General

San Francisco should make focal permits for non-retail businesses
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and
microbusinesses. San Francisco should not license large cultivation
though State permit 3 or permit 5.

Partial

San Francisco is proposing to make indoor cultivation permits available for
operations with up to 22,000 square feet of canopy. The legislaton also
proposes to allow for volatile and non-volatile manufacturing, distribution,
microbusiness, and testing. The leigslation does not not propose a nursery -
permit due to the little information provided by the state related to this
activity, however, it may contemplate this permit in the future, and after the
state issues emergency regulations associated with this business activty.

In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local
license types should be created:

¢ New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for
delivery with no walkin retail)

* New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license
¢ New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym) ‘

* New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events,
and Farmers Market examples ’

The above licenses would not include retail activity, except in the
case of microbusinesses.

*Note: Manufacturing 6B, consumption lounge and events with

retail activity to be addressed later under retail licensing topic area.

Partial

While the legislation contemplates nonstorefront retail delivery and
manufacturing permits, it does not contemplate a stand-alone baking permit,
nor does it contemplate permits for standalone consumption lounges and
special events. Much of this has to do with concerns related to environmental

health, as well as state restrictions on where cannabis may be consumed.
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Recommendation

Include

Consumption lounges and temporary events should be allowed in
San Francisco. The City should look into whether a license is
necessary in these cases.

Partial

Rationale

The proposed legislation does not allow for temporary events. It does allow
for consumption spaces/lounges at permitted cannabis retail locations.

San Francisco should issue standalone permits for non-retail
businesses; meaning no previous affiliation with medical cannabis
dispensaries would be required as part of the licensing process.

Yes

We are not requiring proof of being affiliated with an existing MCD as an
eligibility requirement for non-retail and delivery permit applicants.

The non-retail permitting process in San Francisco should be
streamlined and efficient.

Yes

The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts
DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application
process with an eye towards streamlining and for the development of the
final application system.

in the non-retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation
should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting
processing recommendations.

Yes

The legislation contemplates giving retailers who were operating in good
standing post 1996 and were forced to close due to federal internvention
access to applications in phase 1/2018.

San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local
permits in a timely manner.

NL

While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our -
state counterparts on all processes related to local permit and state licensing

Security and Federal Government: Local Licensing agencies should
do everything within their legal power to prevent disclosure of
sensitive business and personal information to federal agencies. To
reduce the risk of theft, local licensing agencies should keep non-
retail facility physical addresses discreet, with mailing addresses as
an appropriate way of providing information.

NL

approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review.

The City intends to protect information related to operations of San Francisco
based operators in good standing from federal enforcement to the extend

allowed by law.
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# |IRecommendation Include [Rationale
Non-Reatil
Licening :
Elements - Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the
Licensing desired requirements for
Requiremen non-retail cannabis businesses. As such, the requirements for non-
ts retail licensing should
8 lalign with these local and State laws and regulations, including:
* Board of Equalization {BOE) Sellers permit requirements
« Articles of Incorporation Local operating standards for all cannabis businesses, including non-retail,
e Labor laws will require applicants to share with the City all information they share with
» Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards the state for a state license. The Office of Cannabis will also use the operating
standards defined by the state through emergency regulation as the City's
Yes |baseline operating standards.
Non-retail license applicants should be required to provide the
following supporting
documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing
process, depending on
the nature of the of the activity:
» Hazardous materials and waste storage plan
9 |e State nursery program inspection
* Building inspections from the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI) :
* Fire Department documentation
* Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best
practices .
* Security plans All of these recommendations are encompassed in the proposed application
requirements except the "State nursery inspection program" suggestion. The
. Yes |legislation does not propose a nursery permit.
An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing
agent should be required for non-retail license renewal. The
10 [inspection and document review should ensure compliance with Operators will be required to havean annual inspection, and they will also be
State and local regulations and good standing with the Board of required to update all information on file in their application prior to
Equalization (BOE). Yes |renewing the permit to operate.
11 San Francisco should issue local non-retail licenses to the operator, Permits will be issued to the permittee. Permits for cannabis activity are tied
and take steps to ensure that licenses are portable. Partial

25

to a permittee, location, and ownership structure {to an extent).




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year II Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# |Recommendation Inciude [Rationale
Dual
Medical and
Adult 12 San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and
Cannabis aduit use permitting for non-retail businesses. For all non-retail permits, we did not include a distinction for adult-use vs.
Licensing Yes |medical use.
Personal 13 Personal, noncommercial cultivation should not require a license in
Cultivation San Francisco.

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice - -

Yes

These ordinances do not create personal cultivation permits.

Strategies

14

San Francisco should engage community members in the target
populations {people of color, women, transitional-age youth ages 21+
24, and formerly incarcerated persons), workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key
stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs.

Yes

applications for permanent commercial cannabis activity be made available
until an Equity Program has been established. This program is intended to
encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry; and it will be
developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due to the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017.

The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human Rights
Commission and the Controller’s Office. The report will present available data
on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, income, economic
status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, and HIV/AIDS
status. It will also include recommendations regarding policy options that
could (A) foster equitable access to participation in the industry, including
promotion of ownership and stable employment opportunities in the industry
(B) invest City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that
have historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects of
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted those
communities , and (D) prioritize individuals who have been previously
arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses.
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Include

Rationale

15

San Francisco should prioritize the following strategies for
development: '

a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target
populations reduce initial

start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while undergoing permitting
process). Existing businesses should be prioritized first, followed by
operators in the target population. If the cannabis regulatory agency
places a cap on the number of licenses, this prioritization model
should be revisited.

b) An equity licensing program, which would include:

* Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist
people of color,

women, and formerly incarcerated persons in achieving business
ownership (funded

by cannabis taxes)

» Subsidized permitting and license fees

 Access to small business support programs and incubator services,
such as the

AL EPSN ad o 1 + A INACDNAN COoMDE AAS ida

Partial

a) The proposed legislation prioritizes Equity applicants and then existing
businesses, notahly those who have been in operation prior to September 1,
2016. This is to allow Equity applicants to keep pace with the evolution of the
industry. Naturally, existing businesses are established and may have more
capacity to evolve at a pace that Equity applicants may not, and that is one
reason why Equity applicants were prioritized first. b} Funding opportunities,
subsidized fees and access to additional services may all be contemplated in
the creation of the program. The only component contemplated in this
legislation, other than the priority review and processing, is technical
assistance. Additional strategies may be contemplated during the
development of the Equity Program.
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# |Recommendation Include |Rationale
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and
16 |process for businesses to acquire non-retail licenses, and existing Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are
businesses should be allowed to operate for a period of one year Yes |eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018.
San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies’ non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San
17 Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors
should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California Non-cooperation is not specifically called out in this legislation, and the 2017
State law enforcement non-cooperation with federal law. legislative session has concluded. During the session, AB 1578 was ordered
enforcement authorities. No {inactive.
Stakeholders The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned
social justice-focused
efforts:
* Neighborhood associations
* Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other
local business
18 |associations
» City College of San Francisco
e Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs
including formerly The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social
e Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way
e Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) NL |precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. -
Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement ' e S L I T : B
Strategies '
Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
. ) . . . . applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process.
San Francisco should develop cannabis non-retail business operating The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and
standards to form part of the non-retail business permitting process. commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the
These standards should ensure that cannabis businesses are “good name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations
1g |neighbors” to the communities in which they are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with
standards.shou!d be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (i) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk
in a non-discretionary manner (e.g., standard set of rules and and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii)
consequences, such as citations or notices of violation if rules are Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the
broken}, Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation + permit
suspension and recovation (+ appeals pathways) are contemplated in the
Yes |legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these.
Cannabis non-retail businesses, when located within 300 feet of a
Residential or Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, must
20 [conduct a pre-application meeting as part of the licensing process While this is not contemplated in the legislation, the Office of Cannabis is
and notify all residents within 300 feet. The licensing entity would considering amendments to iricorporate more community outreach as part of
oversee this process. No |the application process.
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The Office of Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platform to
. . . disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full
The regulatory agencfy or a‘genues over.seemg the cannabis l'ndustry transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The
21 should make can.nabls business reg.ul‘atilons clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for
the gen'eral public so that the public is informed and aware of the comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members
regulations. of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for
' Yes |their use.
As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, we are not aware of a
model for CA cannabis regulatory compliance training, similar to LEAD. With
All employees of non-retail cannabis businesses should receive that said, the Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencies
22 |regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to and other stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure
California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. appropriate training occurs so that employers and employees understand
best practices related to responsible service of cannabis and cannabis
NL |products.
23 For the sake of public saff—:ty, non-retail businesses Sh,OUld notaim to Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the Planning
draw unnecessary attention to themselves through signage.
Yes |Code changes.
Stakeholders The following entities are stakeholders in the City’s community
engagement efforts for
non-retail:
¢ Businesses
*» Residents
® San Francisco Department of Public Health
* San Francisco Police Department
24 . .
* San Francisco Fire Department
* San Francisco Unified School District
» Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) The City, through the Office of Cannabis, has been engaging many of these
« Office of Small Business stakeholders to assist with the development of: registration inspection
« Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential standards, components of the local regulatory structure, and policy options
overarching cannabis to address the future needs of San Francisco with the implementation of
regulatory agency . NL |commercial cannabis activity in 2018.
Tourismand |  |San Francisco should create a certification program for non-retail ’
Hospitality tour companies in alignment with existing tour bus regulations.
Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be established
25 for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to mitigate
traffic congestion, safety concerns, noise, odors, and waste as a The legislation contemplates allowing for tours of certain facilities in 2019,
result of tours. Regulations should also set an upper limit on the - but only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as
number of visitors and tour frequency in order to maintain the non- those outlined here: mitigating neighborhood impacts, address potential
retail nature of the facility. Partial {congestion and parking irﬁpacts, etc.
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26

Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the
tour.

NL

See above.

27

Tour companies should be required to designate a community
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries.

NL

See above.

Youth
Actess and
Exposure

28

Non-retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and
disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth.

Yes

The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, and requires
trash to be contained and disposed of purusant to garbage and recycling
receptable guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include locking -
receptacles.

'Recommendation Sub-Category: Cross-Cutting - Technical-and Communit

c =

y Engagement:

Land Use
Types

San Francisco should allow sales of cannabis products as an
accessory use (i.e. where the selling of cannabis is not the location’s
primary use), develop regulations to specify how cannabis products
should be separated from non-cannabis products and how
accessory levels of cannabis product should be defined, and develop
mechanisms to enforce these regulations. Options for regulating the
sale of cannabis as an accessory use could include:

a. Limiting the type of cannabis products sold to pre-packaged
cannabis products only

b. Restricting cannabis products to an area of a business where
minors are prohibited

¢. Enclosing cannabis products in a locked box that an employee
would unlock upon request

Partial

While the Planning Code legislation allows for accessory use, it defers that
option to the creation of an Accessory Use permit from the Office of
Cannabis. This permit type is not being offered at this time, however, once
the City better understands state regulations associated to accessory use
activity, we will begin to have more focused conversations related to
accessory use - policies to regulate, inappropriate vs. appropriate accessory
use locations, etc - in an effort to create a pathway for the thoughtful
implementation and regulation of accessory use retail in the future.
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Recommendation

Include

Land Use
Landscape

To create a desired mix of businesses and limit displacement of
other land use types {e.g., other businesses and housing), San
Francisco should:

a. Expand locations where new cannabis businesses could operate
to include all zoning

districts where their conventional equivalents are allowed to
operate.

b. Establish a buffering distance between primary cannabis retail
businesses.

c. Allow cannabis business that are in compliance with requirements
“as of right” in '

specifically zoned areas.

d. Add cannabis retailers to the formula retail list.

Yes

Rationale

a. We allow Cannabis Retail in all zoning districts that allow commercial
activity, except for NC-1 zoning Districts. Only retail operations with a
microbusiness licenses can operate.in PDR districts.

b. the ordinance established a 300’ buffer around cannabis businesses.

¢. In most commercial districts cannabis retail will be allowed as-of-right, the
notable exception being NC Districts. For non-retail, most of the cannabis
activities are allowed as of right.

d. In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCRs are subject to
Formula Retail controls.

Cannabis businesses should be subject to review by an appropriate
agency to determine the
conditions the business would need to comply with.

Yes

Businesses will be subject to review by multiple referring agehcies o
determine conditions of their permits. These agencies include DPH, SFFD,
SFPD, and OOC.

San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path of
travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to parcel
measurement. “Path of travel” is defined as the shortest legal
distance travelled on foot from the doorway of the business.

No

The legislation proposes to continue to use straight-line measurement; other
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty and
controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike.

SAT TTATICIBLU STTUUTU TEUUTETE UISTATICE TTEW CdTTTdDISTTETATETS TATT
operate in proximity to sensitive uses to 500 feet. Existing MCDs in
good standing would be grandfathered, and not be subject to new
distance requirements when applying for adult use licenses.

Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on a distance of
500 feet from sensitive uses. Discussion points and concerns related
to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows:

* A distance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco’s
current distance

requirements for tobacco.

* Some Task Force members expressed concerns that distances less
than the State standard

of 600 feet would be contrary to public opinion, and cannabis
retailers may be more

susceptible to federal raids, business closures, and mandatory
sentencing, i.e. harsher

sentencing for sale of cannabis within school zones.

¢ Some Task Force members supported a distance less than 500

fnot It A b manun Eavained sasidh d £ skl A

Partial

The required minimum distance would be 600’, which is 400’ less than
presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some
sensitive uses. As proposéd, existing operating MCDs' locations are
grandfathered.
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San Francisco should protect cannabis retailers and other license
holders in good standing from the impacts of future sensitive uses
6 |that may locate nearby. This means that if a new sensitive use opens
within the defined radius of an existing cannabis business, the
existing cannabis business should be allowed to continue operation. “Yes Existing laws cover this already.
Businesses that sell cannabis as an accessory use should undergo a This is not contemplated.in the legislation at this time, however, it will be
7 {different land use approval process as compared to non-aCCessbw addressed legislatively at the time if/when accessory use permits are made
uses. NL [available.
The proposed ordinance includes a provision that allows existing MCDs to
convert to Cannabis Retail without CU authorization, or being subject to the
: ) new location restrictions. Existing non-retail businesses should not need to
g |EXisting cannabis businesses should undergo a less restrictive land receive new land use entitlements as long as they already have them. Those
use approval process as compared to new businesses. non-retail businesses that operated without the benefit of a permit will have
to establish the use at the site, which-may require a change of use application
or CU authorization.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical” - = i L i
Land Use
Types
San Francisco should establish a cannabis ‘restaurant/food’ license,
with guidelines to prevent
cross contamination. Examples of possible guidelines:
a. Restaurant Infusions Onsite: Required Patron Notification of a) Not clear that this activity is currently allowed - the state current prohibits
cannabis products, Chef-prepared onsite for retail sale the manufacture of any product considered a potentiaily hazardous food.

-9 |b. Bakery Prepared onsite retail & wholesale sales Edible cannabis is also not allowed to provide more than 10 milligrams of THC
¢. Commercial Kitchen to permit infusions (e.g., baking with non- per serving and distribution must be uniform. Finally product mut be labeled
volatile substances) and packaged in final form before sale. b) & ¢ } Same as above. If the final
d. Accessory Use Permit: Existing small business seeking to add retail product needs time temperature controls to maintain it's quality and safety
cannabis products, specific Land Use approval not required, then it is not eligible for development and consumption. e) The City believes
assuming zoning is appropriate. the state needs to provide more guidance re: accessory use, and then further

conversations need to occur related to appropriate location and controls for
No [this type of activity before permiting this activity.
: The legislation contemplates allowing for retailers to have consumption
lounges on their premises with DPH approval. The existing 8 onsite
. . . . consumption lounges for smoking/vaping would be eligible to remain if the

10 san Franu.sco should consider a land use designation for retailer maintains their medical activity and does not add adult-use activity to

consumption lounge. their permit. Adult-use and medical consumption that is non-smoking/non-
vaping could be allowed on the premises of permitted retail locations subject
Partial {to certain conditions applied by DPH.
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In determining the proper distribution of cannabis businesses across While this ordinance was drafted to allow a more even distribution of retail

11 |the City, the main goal is ensuring even distribution and access cannabis businesses across the City, San Francisco's industrial lands are

Land Use throughout the city. ' clustered on the eastern side of the city; therefore most non-retail businesses
Landscape Yes |is proposed to be located on the eastern side of the City.

San Francisco should allow existing permitted medical cannabis
Zoning businesses and cannabis businesses that have been closed (as long The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in
Application 12 as they closed in good standing) to have priority consideration in the good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal
Standards adult use approval process, Yes |[intervention/enforcement.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement . T T
Application Community engagement must be a part of the appliéation review "NL" because this recommendation is unclear in the context of today. This
Process - ) e ) ordinance does not contemplate any new public engagement requirements at

13 |process for ca.m'nabls businesses. Policies related to how community this time, however, this may be addressed through future amendments of the
engagement is implemented are the charge of the oversight body. NL |ordinances.

There Shof'”d be a clear appllcatl?n and a cle.aar process. based on The Office of Cannabis seeks to create a clear and transparent application
best practices for cannabis permits and/or licenses. This means that ; . ] .

14 , . process. Planning pre-applicaton requirements would apply to all MCDs in NC
there should be a comr.nunlty engagement process as a minimum districts, and the Office of Cannabis is contemplating amedments that would
standard for both medical and adult use. Partial |increase community engagement prior to permit approval and issuance.

The zoning application process for cannabis businesses should The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for

15 require documentation of community engagement activities and cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are
maximize opportunities for community engagement early on in the being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future
process that are as inclusive as possible. No |amendments.

Different thresholds and expectations should be established for the
level of community engagement and review process required for The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for

16 |different types of land uses, e.g., a stand-alone cannabis retail store cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are
may require more community engagement than a grow house being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future
without a public-facing component. No (amendments. i ‘

) The legislation contemplates application requirements and operating
The application criteria and standards should be applied consistently standards that will be required of every operator, and then additional

17 |across businesses and should include mechanisms to ensure standards based on activity type, to ensure thorough and thoughful

accountability and include a high level of transparency. regulation of all activities. All criteria and standards will be made public. The
Yes |{legislation proposes inspections to ensure accountability.

% 3 SRS % i
Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical -
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Recommendation

In¢lude

Retail
Licensing
‘|Elements

San Francisco should make local permits for retail businesses
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and
microbusinesses.

Partial

Rationale

While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does not allow
for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and outdoor
agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are not required to
apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit (although they will be required
by the state)

In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local
license types should be

created:

¢ New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license
* New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for
delivery with no walk-in retail} '

» New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym)

« New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events,
and Farmers Market examples

No

The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing state
license types established by MAUCRSA. This legislation does not propose a
stand-alone consumption permit, does not allow for temporary event
permits, and does not contemplate a virtual dispensary at this time {public
access to nonstorefront retail is not allowed under this proposal).

The retail permitting process in San Francisco should be streamlined
and efficient.

Yes

The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts
DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application
process with an eye towards streamlining and application platform
development.

In the retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good
standing or those who have been displaéed as a result of federal
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation
should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting
processing recommendations.

Yes

The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from cperators who were in
good standing with the City but wereforced to close due to federal
intervention/enforcement.

San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local
permits in a timely manner.

Yes

While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our
state counterparts on all processes related to local permit and state licensing
approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review.

San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings for the
Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to use when
reviewing adult use retail applications.

Yes

Specifically, the following text is included: “With respect to any application for
the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in addition to the criteria set
forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the
geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the
balance of other goods and services available within the general proximity of
the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure
to cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed
measures to counterbalance any such increase.”
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Include |Rationale

San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of adult
use cannabis retailers.

Strategies may include:

¢ Use of “buffer zones” around ather adult use retail locations. The
distance of these

buffer zones should balance both community concerns and business
interests, with

the aim of preventing too high a concentration of retail locations in
a given district

while also encouraging healthy competition.

e Stricter clustering provisions in Neighborhood Commercial
Districts to balance

neighborhood concerns, and less strict clustering requirements in
other districts, such

as Downtown or industrial districts.

The legislation proposes cannabis retailers may not locate within 300" of
another such business. While the minimum clustering distance is the same
throughout the City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the
Commission consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a

. Yes |higher level of scrutiny would apply.
San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail businesses in
existing Formula Retail
3 rules. Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has
eleven or more retail
locations worldwide, it is subject to a more stringent review and Formula retail rules would apply to cannabis retailer and medical cannabis
authorization process. retail permits.
San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current medical
cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use market. A
“transition” would include a medical dispensary adding adult use
9 |products or a medical dispensary switching to an adult use business
model. Such “grandfathered” meqic?l cannabis busin(.esvses should be The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to convert
exempt.from any new, more r?Str'CFNe land use provisions that may to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more restrictive clustering
be applicable to adult use retail businesses. Yes |provisions, and ekempts them from obtaining Conditional Use Authorization.
San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in both :
the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. The licensing
process should include a review of the cannabis retailer’s history The legislation proposes requiring retailers to maintain their medical use, but
10 {e.g. complaints and violations), possible proximity concerns, public allows them to add adult-use to their activity. The licensing process, as
review, traffic study, and a business plan that includes proposed, would allow for a review of the retailer's history, business plan,
traffic/customer flow management. community concerns, etc. as part of the permitting process.
The legislation does not currently contemplate nursery permits, however,
1 San Francisco should not create a separate retail permit for that is something the City can aliow for in the future. It wasn't incorporated at
nurseries. the time of drafting due to lack of clarification around proposed state
No |regulations associated to nursery facilities.
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Rationale

Retail
Licensing
Elements -
Licensing
Requiremen
ts

12

San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and
adult use permitting for retail businesses.

Yes

As contemplated, retailers would be required to have both types of activity
on the premises, or they would be allowed to retain only their medical
activity. This was done to ensure we always have a market for medical
cannabis patients.

13

Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the
desired requirements for retail cannabis businesses. As such, the
requirements for retail licensing should align with

these local and State laws and regulations, including:

* Board of Equalization (BOE) Sellers permit requirements

e Articles of Incorporation

* Labor laws

e Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards

Yes

All state regulations wili be incorporated into City regulation, and will form
the baseline standard for all cannabis operations in San Francisco. Any
additional regulations put forward by the City will reflect the City's values.

14

Retail license applicants should be required to provide the following
supporting

documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing
process, depending on )

the nature of the of the activity:

» Hazardous materials and waste storage plan

» State nursery program inspection

» Building inspections from the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI}

* Fire Department documentation

¢ Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best
practices

o Security plans

* Weights & Measures

Yes

The legislation contemplates requiring applicants to submit the following
plants and information with their applications: Waste St

15

An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing
agent should be required for retail license renewal. The inspection
and document review should ensure compliance with State and local
regulations and good standing with the Board of Equalization (BOE)
or Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector.

A permit holder will be required to maintain their standing with the state in
order to maintain their local permit. In order for an permit holder to receive
license renewal, the operator will be required to maintain compliance with all
local and state permit conditions, and update their file regularly.

16

San Francisco should issue local retail licenses to the operator for a
particular location. ]

Yes

Permit are tied to locations and to ownership structure.
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Rationale

On-Site
Consumptio
n

17

San Francisco should allow and create pathways for smoking
cannabis in public places that become privatized. These pathways
should follow rules similar to alcohol consumption at special events
for adults age 21+ and medical card holders age 18+.

The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of cannabis or
cannabis products is prohibited in a location where smoking tobacco is
prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the
right to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. San Francisco’s
policymakers have passed local ordinances that include the prohibition of
smoking of tobacco or any other weed or plant products in public areas such
as parks, recreation areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoking
of tobacco, passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children,
nonsmokers, and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and
the City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore,
this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public places,
except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior smoking-area
designation from the Planning Department.

18

The San Francisco City Attorney should provide further legal
guidance regarding

consumption in public-private spaces, i.e., where, when and how it
could be done in the

Further clarification is not being sought by the City at this time except for

City. Partial |clarifying purposes.
Smoking/vaping consumption is proposed to remain at the existing medical
San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis retail cannabis dispensary onsite smoking locations for medical use only. Those
19 |locations and these locations must maintain their current ventilation systems and incorporate any
locations must include proper ventilation systems. additional standards DPH deems appropriate. Consumption that is non-
. smoking/non-vaping will be allowed at any retailer that receives a sub-permit
Partial {from DPH for consumption related activities.
Per MAUCRSA, consumption must be restricted to areas where people are 21
On-site consumption should include nightclubs, bars, cafes; hotel or older, it may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted
roof-tops; outside spaces area, and tobacco and alcohol are not allowed on the premises. San Francisco
at buildings; music festivals/parks (e.g., Hippie Hill); private has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is
20 club/outdoor garden; aduit-one not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the City is committed to
spaces in public parks; temporarily privatizing public spaces through maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this legislation does not
permitted activities. contemplate permitting consumption ({including smoking and vaping) in
No |public places, including at special events.
., i i . Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and
; San Francisco’s on-site consumption requirements should not be . . . . .
2107 A . i regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and
stricter than those outlined in state cannabis laws. . al s . .
regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the State will
No {provide for in its emergency regulations, to be released in November, 2017.
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Non-Profit San Francisco should encourage the non- prof“t model and make non- The Office of Cannabis, in consuitation with the Department of Public Health
Licensing - profit license available and the Controller, is in the process of developing a report and
for cannabis organizations that provide compassion programs and recommendations for providing continued access to medical cannabis at an
supportive services. Partial |affordable cost. The report will be released on November 1, 2017.
San Francisco should provide incentives (e.g. tax and licensing
incentives) to cannabis This is not currently contemplated in the legislation, however, this.is

= organizations that provnde compassion programs and supportive something that can be reviewed after or upon the creation of a compassion

services. No |program.

Tourism and policies that achieve an

Hospitality appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will issue
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and legal separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite consumption
consumption spaces while preventing undesired exposure for those of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to that effect will be
who prefer limited interaction with the cannabls industry. Strategies forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such spaces for consumption
could include the following: purposes. A permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area
* Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent unintended designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its
exposure smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that,

24 |e Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail storefront smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis
locations to prevent locations in the City. The legislation allows for consumption of cannabis at
exposure from the street while complying with existing Planning retail locations that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such
code requirements for consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-age
active store front uses restricted area. The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible
* Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to provide Consumption Fact Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be
tourists with educational ‘ created by DPH. Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel
materials and information about safe access and consumption of and the Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain
adult use Security -« educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible
plans Yes |consumption, etc.

55 5an Francisco should allow cannabis retail locations in San Francisco The legislation contemplates allowing tours of certain facilities in 2019, but
to give tours of their facilities to the public. only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as those

previously outlined by the Task Force: mitigating neighborhood impacts,

Recommendation.Sub-Category: Social Justice -

Yes

addressing potential congestion and parking impacts, etc.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Strategies

26

San Francisco should engage community members in the target
populations {people of color and formerly incarcerated persons; and
within these groups prioritize women, transitional-age youth ages
21-24, and LGBTQ people) along with workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key
stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to -
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs.

27

San Francisco should reduce annual permitting fees according to the
percentage employment of target populations (25% off for 25%
employment of target populations, 50% for 50% employment of
target populations)

NL

This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program.

28

ST FTATTCISLD STTOUTU PTTUTTUZE UIE IUIIU\{VIIIg SUJIERTES TUT
development:

a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target
populations reduce initial start-up costs {e.g. subsidized rent while
undergoing permitting process). Existing businesses should be
prioritized first, followed by operators in the target population, and
previously licensed businesses closed by actions of the Department
of Justice. If the cannabis regulatory agency places a cap on the
number of licenses, this prioitization model should be revisited.

b} An equity licensing program, which would include:

* Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist
people of color,

women, and formerly incarcerated persons.in achieving business
ownership (funded

by cannabis taxes)

* Subsidized permitting and license fees

* Access to small business support programs and incubator services,
such as the

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA), SCORE, Minority-

aaan Al

NL

This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program.

29

San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and
process for businesses to ‘

acquire retail licenses, and existing businesses should be allowed to
operate for a period of

one year while a permit application is in process, including issuing a
city licensing ‘
compliance process guide, integrated into the SF business portal.

Yes

Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are

eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Stakeholders

30

San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies’ non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San
Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors
should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California
State law enforcement non-cooperation with federal law
enforcement authorities.

NL

This is not currently contemplated in this legislation. The city intends to

31

The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned
social justice-focused

efforts:

* Neighborhood associations

« Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other
local business

associations

¢ City College of San Francisco

* Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs,
including formerly incarcerated people, women, and people of color
¢ Landlords

The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social
justice. While not specifically included in this legisiation, this in no way

¢ Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD)

Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement:: - .. '

NL

precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future.

Strategies

32

San Francisco should develop cannabis retail business operating
standards to form part of

the retail business permitting process. These standards should
ensure that cannabis

businesses are “good neighbors” to the communities in which they
are located. These

standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies
in a non-discretionary

manner (e.g., standard set of rules and consequences, such as
citations or notices of

violation if rules are broken).*(Reflects Year 1 PSSE recommendation
4.)

Yes

Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
applicants are required to agree to them-as part of the application process.
The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and
commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the
name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations
staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with
operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk
and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii)
Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the
Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation + permit
suspension and recovation (+ appeals pathways) are contemplated in the
legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these. -

33

The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis industry
should make cannabis business regulations clear and accessible to
the general public so that the public is informed and aware of the
regulations.

Yes

The Office of Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platform to
disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full
transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The
website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for
comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members
of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for
their use.
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
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Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# |Recommendation In¢lude [Rationale
As mentioned for this recommendation in Year |, there is no known model for
All employees of retail cannabis businesses should receive cannabis regulatory compliance training, similar to LEAD. With that said, the
34 |regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencies and other
California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training
occurs so that employers and employees understand best practices related to
No |(responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products.
The City’s charter places the responsibility for land use decision on the
Planning Commission; therefore the ordinance places land use decision for
Community complaints and hearings for licensing and land use cannabis business with the Planning Commission. Licensing for individual
35 fissues should be managed by the Office of Cannabis, and priority for cannabis businesses will be handled by the Office of Cannabis. The Office of
hearings should be given to local residents. Cannabis will track the process for applicants to be permitted/licenses,
however the Planning Department will decide timing for hearings based on
established practices. The Office of Cannabis will also manage complaints
Partial |related to permit holder activity where appropriate.
Stakeholders The following entities are stakeholders in the City’s community
engagement efforts for
retail:
* Businesses
* Residents
* San Francisco Department of Public Health
36 * San Francisco Police Department
* San Francisco Fire Department
¢ San Francisco Unified School District
* Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD)
* Office of Small Business '
* Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential
overarching cannabis The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
regulatory agency NL |stakeholders as we develop our policies.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Tourism and
Hospitality

37

There js a notable desire within the culinary community to
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining options/opportunities,
including the use of cannabis as a meal ingredient and the
establishment of food/cannabis pairing options. San Francisco
should collaborate with key stakeholders, such as culinary and
hospitality organizations, to develop strategies for increasing these
opportunities for restaurants and other food establishments.
Strategies could include:

* Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative approach
that would createan

exemption for these types of culinary experiences.

¢ Development of a patron notification process for any food
establishment offering these opportunities.

¢ Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate
distribution of cannabis friendly dining venues throughout the City.

NL

Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's 2018 state
legislative agenda.

38

San Francisco should allow cannabis consumption in parked cars
{i.e., do not impose arrests, fines, or fees for cannabis consumption
in parked cars.)

NL

It is a violation of State law to consume cannabis in a public place, including a
vehicle, to possess an open container or open package of cannabis/product in
a vehicle, and to operate a vehicle while under the influence.

39

San Francisco should create a certification program for retail tour
businesses in alignment with existing regulations {e.g., for tour
busses). Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be
established for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to
mitigate traffic congestion, safety concerns. noise, odors, and waste

NL

To contemplate in 2018,

40

Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the

NL

To contemplate in 2018.

41

Tour companies should be required to designate a community
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries.

NL

42

To contemplate in 2018.




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year II Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# _|Recommendation : Include |Rationale
Youth San Francisco should collaborate with stakeholders to develop
Access and policies that achieve an
Exposure appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and legal
consumption spaces while preventing undesired exposure for those Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Heaith will issue
42 |who prefer limited interaction with the cannabis industry. Strategies separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite consumption
could include the following: of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to that effect will be
« Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent unintended forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such spaces for consumption
exposure . purposes. A permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area
e Limit V|5|b|[|ty oflconsumption in adult use retail storefront designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its
locations to prevent smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Consumption locations
exposure from the street. Partial {may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted area.
. . . This will be something contemplate during the creation of policies regulating
Retail tour access should be restricted to people ages 21 and over or . ¢ g .
43, . 1 , . o tour activity. Under the proposed legislation, tours may be allowed at certain
in possession of a valid medical cannabis recommendation. . .
NL |facilities as early as 2019.
The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, and requires
. i . trash to be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and recycling
Retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and - s
44 di dof v in order t ¢ di ion t th receptacle guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include, at a
Isposed ot securely in order to prevent diversion to youtn. minimum, a requirement that any waste be stored in locked receptacles prior
Yes {to pickup.
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year II Recommendations - Qther
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Recommendation

included Rationale

In terms of a cannabis regulatory oversight structure, San Francisco
should establish a standalone agency, with two options for managing the
dispute resolution process: (1) a Commission or (2) hearing officer.

Note: this recommendation builds upon Year | Regulation and City Agency
Oversight Recommendation #21.,

Yes

The legislative contemplates the creation of a hearing officer, or AL This
officer will serve as the first step of appeals of Director's decisions related to
permit suspension and/or revocation.
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Mayor Edwin M. Lee

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 200

San Francisco, CA 94102

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Nicole Elliott, Director

San Francisco Office of Cannabis
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Draft Ordinances on Cannabis

Dear Mayor Lee, Director Elliot, Supervisors, and Planning Commissioners,

The California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) advocates for nightlife,
the arts, and responsible social consumption of cannabis in San Francisco. As a trade
organization based in San Francisco and made up venue owners and operators, many of
whom have been actively watching the City’s efforts to regulate adult use cannabis sales
and consumption, CMAC would like to raise a number of concerns its members have with
the draft cannabis ordinances.

1. Consumption Limitations

The draft ordinances make it very difficult to safely consume cannabis in San
Francisco. It is already illegal to smoke in parks, on most sidewalks, in a car, and in many
apartments. San Francisco’s many public housing residents, some of the City’s most
vulnerable citizens, are not allowed to consume in their homes by federal law. Tourists to
San Francisco are foreclosed from consuming in their hotels and in public spaces.

In the ordinances’ draft form, only currently-operating medical cannabis
dispensaries that have previously received authorization for on-site consumption will be
permitted to allow on-site consumption. This, plus the requirement that all consumption
take place in areas that are not visible to the public means that cannabis is still being
relegated to dark back rooms. If San Francisco is going to embrace the cannabis
industry, these consumption restrictions will stand firmly in the way of normalization.

Absent more permitted: locations for consumption, San Francisco residents and

- visitors will either consume in public, or be forced to hide in their homes. If San Francisco

is committed to being a destination for responsible consumption of regulated cannabis,
those that wish to partake should not have to struggle to find a place to do so.

CMAC is not calling for consumption in public, as that will only exacerbate
concerns about youth exposure and likely perpetuate the disproportionate police
enforcement against people of color. Rather, CMAC hopes that San Francisco can instead
establish rational regulations that will begin to remove the stigma that surrounds cannabis
consumption. Possible avenues would be loosening the restrictions on where cannabis can
be consumed on licensed premises, or the creation of a consumption-only permit for
businesses that do no sell cannabis but operate the types of establishments that cater to



consumers who might be interested in consuming cannabis on-site. Denver’s pilot program
is a potential route. CMAC is eager to play an active role in helping determine the best
path forward for San Francisco. Without more consumption lounges or accessory use
consumption permits, legalization will be illusory at best.

2. Adult Use Permits in place in time for Canna-tourism’

January 1, 2018 is fast approaching, and with it, millions of tourists to San Francisco
are going to be expecting convenient access to legal adult-use cannabis. With no clear
guidance on when adult-use permits will be issued, and the requirement that a business be
an already-operating medical retailer prior to applying for an adult-use permit, San
Francisco is poised to start the year with no licensed adult-use retailers. Instead of leading
California’s regulated cannabis industry, San Francisco will instead be viewed as a
restrictive and unwelcoming city, and will push investment, tax, and tourism dollars

_elsewhere.

CMAC is also concerned that without sufficient licensed adult-use cannabis
retailers, tourists who travel to San Francisco expecting to purchase (and consume)
cannabis will simply look elsewhere. This means that the black market, the segment of the
industry that regulation is striving to abolish, will instead thrive. San Francisco should
have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe and
regulated options for adult-use cannabis. CMAC would recommend the creation of a
temporary adult-use permit for currently-operating medical cannabis retailers. A
temporary permit such as this would not guarantee permanent privileges, but would
guarantee that San Francisco will be in the position to support a safe, regulated adult-use
market from the outset.

We are eager to work with you to refine the proposed cannabis regulations and
prepare San Francisco for what will hopefully be a positive addition to the economy and
culture of this great city.

Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco’s neighborhoods and smal}
businesses.

Very truly yours,
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Co-Chair Co-Chair
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October 30, 2017

The Honorable London Breed

President, Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Cannabis Regulations, Board of Supervisors File Numbers 171041 and 171042
Dear President Breed:

The San Francisco Chamber of Comrﬁerce, San Francisco Travel Association, the Council of District Merchants
Associations and Golden Gate Restaurant Association are writing to urge the Board of Supervisors to consider a number
of issues arising out of the current drafts of both the Planning Code and Police Code amendments regarding the
regulation of adult-use cannabis.

While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack of timely and
clear direction from the State of California, we believe the legislation as drafted is problematic for existing local cannabis
businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the
influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As was stated in a recent letter to the Planning Commission by the
California Music and Culture Association (CMAC); “San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1,
2018, consumers will have safe and regulated options for adult-use cannabis.”

We urge the Board of Supervisors to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation:

1) Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to ensure that the
issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by city government. To do otherwise,
puts at risk the continued operation of lawfully operating businesses.

2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses, operating
“below the radar” in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not authorize for such uses.
These “cottage businesses” may actually co-exist in some, if not all neighborhoods, and the Commission should
urge the City to consider a “non-conforming use” process for these locations.

3) New permits under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing small cannabis
businesses to apply for such permits.

4) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in January of
2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a temporary business permit to
sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These handful of local businesses should be
encouraged to meet the demand for what will be a legal product next year.



5) Reasonable “Green Zones” where cannabis retailers can conduct business is critical if we are to reduce clustering
of these businesses. Excluding locations within 600 feet from a school, as set forth in the draft ordinance, is
reasonable and should not be increased.

6} While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial districts is an
appropriate legislative objective, using a 300-foot radius standard may not be the best solution. The “orbit
option” set forth in the Planning Commission staff report and supported by that Commission is worthy of serious
consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

7) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, almost impossible. Again, as was pointed out in
the CMAC letter, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption at licensed premises and create a
consumption-only and special event permit. In addition, accessory use permits must be developed both for sale
and consumption of cannabis. What we do not want is an ordinance that results, for lack of other options, in an
increase in cannabis smoking on public sidewalks, parks and plazas. The City of Denver enacted a consumption
pilot program ordinance that the Board of Supervisors should consider as a model for San Francisco.

8) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within San Francisco.
On our initial read, this restriction may violate the commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution. Additionally, if
followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based businesses from delivering into adjacent
cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and
business licensing, not a ban.

The San Francisco business community looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of Supervisors, city
departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our residents and visitors for the safe,
lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of cannabis and establishment of related businesses in
San Francisco.

Sincerely,
_ w sl
Jim Lazarus Cassandra Costello
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce San Francisco Travel Association
& 6 \
Gwyneth Borden Henry Karnilowicz
Golden Gate Restaurant Association San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations

cc. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Lee, Nicole Elliott
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October 18, 2017
Mr. Rich Hilis

President, San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Cannabis Regulations 2017-010365PCA
Dear President Hills:

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 2,500 local businesses from throughout the
city, is writing to urge the Planning Commission to consider a number of issues arising out of the current
drafts of both the Planning Code and Police Code amendments regarding the regulation of adult-use
cannabis.

While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack
of timely and clear direction from the State of California, the Chamber believes the legislation as drafted
is problematic for existing local cannabis businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis
for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As
was stated in a recent letter to the Commission by the California Music and Culture Association (CMAC);
“San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe
and regulated options for adult-use cannabis.”

We urge the Planning Commission to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation:

1) Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to
ensure that the issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by
city government. To do otherwise, puts at risk the continued operation of lawfuily operating
businesses.

2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses,
operating “below the radar” in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not
authorize for such uses. These “cottage businesses” may actually co-exist in some, if not all
neighborhoods, and the Planning Commission should consider a “non-conforming use” process
for these locations.



3) . New permits under'the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing
small businesses to apply for such permits.

4) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in
January of 2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a
temporary business permit to sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These
handful of loca! businesses should be encouraged to meet thel demand for what will be a legal
product next year.

5) While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial
districts is an appropriate legislative objective, using a 300 foot radius standard may not be the
best solution. Your staff has recommended a number of alternative mechanisms. The “orbit
option” set forth in the staff report is worthy of serious consideration by the Commission and
Board of Supervisors.

6) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, aimost impossible. Again, as was
pointed out the CMAC letter of October 16, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption
at licensed premises and create a consumption-only and special event permit. In addition,
accessory use permits must be developed both for sale and consumption of cannabis.

7) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within
San Francisco. On our initial read, this restriction may violate the'commerce clause of the U.S.
Constitution. Additionally, if followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based
businesses from delivering into adjacent cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local
businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and business licensing, not a ban.

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of
Supervisors, city departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our
residents and visitors for the safe, lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of
_cannabis and establishment of related businesses in San Francisco.

Sincerely,

T Ka G
o S
!

Jim Lazarus
Senior Vice President of Public Policy

cc. Each member of the Planning Commission, clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all
Supervisors, Mayor Ed Lee, Nicole Elliott
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From: Jewel Zimmer <jewel@cocoacollectionsf.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 21, 2017 3:56 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042 :

Dear Office of Cannabis, Small Business Commission, and Board of Supervisors,

My Name is Jewel Zimmer and | own a boutique chocolate company in here in

SF. http://cocoacollectionsf.com/artisan In the past 18 months | have been working to transition my company
into the cannabis world by doing diligent amounts research, having intellectual conversations with
analytical labs, chemists, formulators, medical experts, Co2 extractors, farmers and potential delivery
partners. As well as, establishing articles, Tax ID, sellers permit and investing extensive amounts of
time and money into trying to make the most responsible legal and financial decisions possible to
launch in this emerging market. | made the decision not to take on a lease before | understood
exactly what would be asked of me as a manufacturer to comply with the city of San Francisco's new
regulations. Now that | know what is expected of me, | am in a compromised position to register
because | did not secure a zoned location before September 26 2017.

[ am writing you today to fofmally acknowledge that I agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that
requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.

[ ask that you take these suggestions seriously, as my future as a small cannabis business in San
Francisco is dependent upon being able to register and work my way towards compliance with a
zoned permitted location. | also ask that you consider shared kitchen spaces for manufacturers. This
mirrors the current bay area food provenders and how we work collectlvely to help leverage one
another.

Thank you for your time.

In partnership,

Jewel Zimmer

Jewel Zimmer

San Francisco Ca 94102
415-305-8421

wwWww.cocoacollectionsf.com
www. juna-world.com (coming soon)
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From: Flour Child Collective <hello@flourchild.org>

Sent: - Saturday, October 21, 2017 4:32 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS), Ronen, Hillary;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)
Subject: : Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos, 171041 and
' 171042" in the subject line

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Stephany Gocobachi, | am a native of San Francisco and a member of the SF cannabis community,
and | agree with the Small Business Commission’s suggested 2 step registration process.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information
required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not
require a location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Many producers are currently running cottage operations, out of their homes, as per Article 33. We have been
waiting on the City’s regulations to see what the next move is. For a small business, it isn’t affordable to rent
and build out a space until zoning is finalized, so many of us have been waiting to see what is going to happen
before making a move. We started looking for space this year, and found one in the Dogpatch we loved that
seemed like it would be a perfect fit- when we spoke with a lawyer about it, he basically told us that it would
probably be ok but there was no guarantee- so we held off until there was more information. Alas, it would
have been perfect, but we couldn’t afford to build out a space and have it turn out to be in the wrong zone.

Many of those working from home kitchens are afraid to come forward and state they are doing business as
such, for fear of their landlord being contacted for an inspection and losing housing, or being slapped with
fines and fees. Many of us have been waiting on manufacturing regulations to know what to do next, and
don’t plan on continuing to work from home for long (and for some with growing businesses, can’t). Please
consider some sort of grace period for cottage manufacturers to get up to speed, and a reasonable pathway to
get there. :

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.
With the condition that we will find a properly zoned location by a certain date.

Additionally, it should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis
businesses, with each business holding their own permits but sharing use of a DPH-approved & permitted
space. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the
same kitchen. Many small businesses don’t need a large space, or can’t afford one. Without this option-
especially in the real estate market of San Francisco- there is no pathway for small businesses to grow. Small,
artisan manufacturing would die. This is the backbone of the industry, and always has been. In terms of safety
as well, it would be beneficial to have multiple business sharing in one location. The dispensaries and patients
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of San Francisco currently rely on these small producers heavily- without us, there won’t be any quality
products on the shelves. As tiny businesses, it’s extremely difficult to go from being compliant in the current
climate to making such a fast jump into such a vastly different one. This way, we could band together and
come up to compliance collectively, and give small businesses a chance in this new environment.

Thank you for your time, hard work and your consideration.

Best,

Stephany Gocobachi
Founder, Flour Child
m. 415.251.3541
www.flourchild.org
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From: ‘ Sharon Krinsky <sharon@societyjane.com>
Sent: ‘ Saturday, October 21, 2017 5:21 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS),

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Yee, Norman (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS);
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) ‘

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Sharon Krinsky and I am CEO and Founder of Hassell Girls, Inc. (DBA Society Jane), a
Proposition 215 Medical Cannabis Collective and delivery service in San Francisco. We have been incorporated
and conducting business since December of 2015 and are hoping to continue operating once the new regulations
for cannabis businesses go into effect.

I am writing to lend my support and agreement to the Small Business Commission’s suggested two-step
registration process as outlined below:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that
requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit fo allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.

‘ Additionally,
It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental market in SF is, as you
know, prohibitively expensive, and | am not even breaking even yet as it is.

There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work. | will do whatever | can to help, but we can't succeed without you
and your level-headed and common-sense guidance.

Not only is Society Jane my livelihood, it is also a lifeline for many patients seeking relief from debilitating pain and chronic.
health issues. If | am not able to register and obtain a license for Society Jane, the health and well-being of our members is at
risk.

[ will be attending Monday's meeting at 2:30 pm at City Hall in Room 400 to show my support for the Small Business
Commission’s suggested registration process. | hope you will join me in lending your support as well.

Sincerely,

Sharon Krinsky

Sharon Krinsky, Founder | CEO
SOCIETY JANE ™
www.societyjane.com
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From: bridget may <bridget@littlegreenbee.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 21, 2017 10:57 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hitlary;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042" in the subject line

Dear Office of Cannabis, Small Business Commission, and Board of Supervisors,

My Name is Bridget May and I run a small cannabis topicals company in San Francisco called Little
Green Bee. I make massage oil for localized pain and skin ailments as well as cosmetics such as eye
cream and serum. Here is my website:

hitp://www littleereenbee.net/

I have been incorporated since 2015 and am part of the supply chain to several delivery-only
dispensaries including Sava and FoggyDaze:

hitps://www.getsava.com/ https://1’0ggs?dazede]ivery.coin/

My background is in botany and chemistry, and I continue to work in the biotech industry as an
analytical chemist to help pay my rent in San Francisco. I planned to devote myself full time to my
business as soon as I was certain that I would be allowed to continue under the new regulations. I have
all the requirements for doing business in the City and County of San Francisco (and California), such
as business registration, seller’s permit, and corporate meetings and bylaws. I have established an EIN
with the IRS and I have been paying taxes since I began. However, I am currently working out of my
home under cottage laws which I now know will not be legal come January of 2018. With the new
regulations I find myself in a compromised position to register for a local permit because I did not
secure a zoned location before September 26 2017.

I am writing to lend my support for the creation of a two-step registration process as outlined below so
that I, like many others in my position, will have a path forward and the ability to remain in business
under the new regulations.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of
information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 26SEP2017. This mirrors
Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (this requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward
compliance.



Also, make it possible to share a space or address with other manufacturers or other cannabis
businesses. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental
space in the same kitchen, creating a collective/co-op shared kitchen and community space, in which
each producer or business is individually permitted but shares a commissary space or central hub. The
rental market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and I am not even breaking even yet as it
is. There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work!

I ask that you take these suggestions seriously, as my future as a small cannabis business in San
Francisco is dependent upon being able to register and work my way towards compliance with a zoned
permitted location.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,

Bridget
Little Green Bee
(415) 652-1335
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From: David Rothenberg <dave@mightyfoods.co>
Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 12:29 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Breed,

London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff
(BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen,
Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)
Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
' 171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is David Rothenberg. I'm Founder and CEO of a nutraceuticals startup Called Mighty Health Co that
makes dietary supplements with very low doses of cannabis.

I'm writing this email to advocate for the staff suggestions from the Small Business commission's 2 step
registration process for cannabis companies:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information
required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not
require a location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward
compliance.

Additionally, It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis
businesses. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the
same kitchen.

Many of us hope to 'help consumers discover new health and wellness options in the legal cannabis market.
There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work in San Francisco.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dave Rothenberg
Mighty Health Co.
cell: 650-861-1357
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From: Clayton Coker <clayton@somatik.us> -

Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:31 PM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis
(ADM); SBC (ECN)

Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff

(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS)
Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos, 171041 and
, 171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Bdard of
Supervisors,

I’m Clayton Coker of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San
Francisco. I am writing in support of the two-step registration process
suggestion outlined in the Office of Small Business staff report. Here’s
an example of our suggested process:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in
operation. Reduce amount of information required for registration to
be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process,
which does not require a location (that requirement is considered a
barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconformmg
businesses to move toward compliance.

Additionally, It should be possible to share a space/address with other
manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in
the same kitchen.

The rental market in SF can be prohibitively expensive, and we are a
new, not yet profitable business and we’re excited to be a permitted
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cannabis business helping to diversify San Francisco’s economy, and
preserve a wide range of business types and sizes. We need your help
to ensure small businesses can not only survive, but thrive in San
Francisco.

Sincerely
Clayton Coker
Somatik Inc.
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From: ‘ Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us>

Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:37 PM

To: Clayton Coker; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Majlor, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECNY); Office
of Cannabis (ADM); SBC (ECN)

Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff

(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS}); Farrell, Mark (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042 ‘

Heya Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Chris Schroeder, the founder of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San
Francisco. We are members of SF Made and advocates of a diverse SF economy. Thank you
so much for your willingness to help usher legal cannabis businesses into San Francisco —
we couldn’t do it without your support.

[’m writing to support a two-step registration process as outlined in the Office of Small
Business.staff report. Here’s an example of our suggested process:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount
of information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors
Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that requirement is considered a
barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move
toward compliance. ( ‘

We also hope it will be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other
cannabis businesses. The cannabis industry should mirror the food industry where caterers
and food producers can share rental space in the same kitchen.

The real estate market in SF can be prohibitively expensive to. Small business. We are a
new, not yet profitable business and we’re excited to be a permitted cannabis business
helping to diversify San Francisco’s economy. We need your help to ensure small businesses
-can not only survive, but thrive in San Francisco. Thank you for your time. I’ll see some of
you at tomorrow’s SBC meeting.

Sincerely
Chris Schroeder




Somatik Inc.
www.somatik.us

-Chris Schroeder

Founder, Somatik Inc.

www.somatilc.us
415-342-3565
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From: . jmedsl@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:44 PM
To: Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) Yee,

Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS);
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);
Somera, Alisa (BOS); SBC (ECN); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Jeffrey and
I am writing in support of the two-step registration process suggestion outlined in the Office of Small Busmess staff
report

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that
requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move foward compliance.

- Additionally,

It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental market in SF is, as you
know, prohibitively expensive, and | am not even breakmg even yet as it is. There has fo be a way to help small businesses
make it work.

Sincerly

Jeffrey Kolsky
Director J MEDS
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From: : MoonMan's Mistress <moonmansmistress@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 2:02 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); alisasomera@sfgov.org;

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);
hillary.ronen@sfgv.org; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042 ’

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Jamel Ramiro and Liz Rudner, Co-Founders of MoonMan’s Mistress, an edible manufacturer based out
of San Francisco and we
agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required
for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a
location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.
Additionally, :

It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should
mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental
market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and | am not even breaking even yet as it is. There has to be
a way to help small businesses make it work.

We truly appreciate your consideration and support as a very small buinsess in this industry doing it's best to stay
compliant with all the rules and regulations. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jamel Ramiro & Liz Rudner

Co-Founders, MoonMan’s Mistress
WWW.moonmansmistress.com

WWW. Inoonmansniistress.com
instagram (moonmansmisiress
like us facebook

follow us twitter




City Hall .
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

'BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 4, 2017
File No. 171041-2
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Offlcer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On October 3, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 171041-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products,
cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process
for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for
cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of
medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete
superseded . Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality
Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code,
Section 302.

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
" Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment

-¢:  Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 4, 2017

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On chober 3, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 171041-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302 ‘

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c.  John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

MEMORANDUM

Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis

Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health

William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department

Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department

Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee

October 4, 2017

SUBJECT:  SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
substitute legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on October 3, 2017:

File No. 171041-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries

"in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;

affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov.org.

c.  Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health
Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health
Rowena Carr, Police Department
Kristine Demafeliz, Police Department
Sarah Madland, Recreation and Parks Department
Viva Mogi, San Francisco Unified School District
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District




BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

MEMORANDUM

Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis

Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health

William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department

Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department

Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee

October 2, 2017

SUBJECT:  LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

. The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
proposed legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on September 26, 2017:

File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions: for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov.org.

c. G

reg Wagner, Department of Public Health

Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health
Rowena Carr, Police Department

Kristine Demafeliz, Police Department

Sarah Madland, Recreation and Parks Department
Viva Mogi, San Francisco Unified School District
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

MEMORANDUM

Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director

TO:
Small Business Commission, City Hall, Room 448
FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
' Land Use and Transportation Committee
DATE: October 2, 2017

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Land Use and Transportation Committee

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
legislation, which is being referred to the Small Business Commission for comment and
recommendation. The Commission may prowde any response it deems appropriate within 12
days from the date of this referral.

File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-
only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis
testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3)
establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating

. conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number

of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded
Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department’'s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Please return this cover sheet with the Commission’s response to me at the Board of
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102,
Kkdokkkkkhkkikkikiokiiikkiokkikkiikikikkkkiokihkikhkikiikkiokikiikikkkkiikiokiokkikikiikikkikkkkkkkkiikikkk
RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION - Date:

No Comment

Recommendation Attached

C:

Chairperson, Small Business Commission

Menaka Mahajan, Smali Business Commission




City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 2, 2017

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission-Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
Oh September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:
File No. 171041

- Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c. John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 2, 2017

Planning Commission -
Atin: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:
File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302. '

-‘The proposed ordinance is being transmiﬁed pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c. John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor '
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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October 2, 2017
File No. 171041
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

~ San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation:

File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302. :

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk

Land Use and Transportation Committee

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



EDWIN M. LEE

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board>of /§,uperwsors
FROM: Ga‘/ Mayor Edwin M. Lee& === :
RE: Substitute Ordinance — File 171041 - Planning Code - Cannabis
Regulation -
DATE: - October 3, 2017

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a substitute ordinance amending
the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things,
adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis
Retail establishments; 4) establish location anid operating conditions for cannabis uses;
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code
provisions; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity,
convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Please note that this legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168.
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

, T M '
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the_ﬁg,arsd’””’j i :
FROM: & Mayor Edwin M. Lee " =

RE: Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation
DATE: September 26, 2017

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is an ordinance amending the
Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult
use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses;
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code
provisions; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity,
convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

[ respectfully request that this item be heard in Land Use Committee.
Please note that this Iegislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168.
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