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|FILENO. 111104 . Y/ZAZ ORDINANCE NO.

[He_'a'l"th Code - Regulating Commercial Dog Walkers on Park Property]

Ordinance éme’ndingl the San Fra-ncisco Health Code by adding Article 39,
Sections 39.01 through 39.13, té license and regulate Commercial Dog Walkers
operating on park property.

NOTE: | Addltlons are S_,qle—underlzne zz‘alzcs Times New Romén

deletions are
Board amendment additions are double- underlmed

Board amendment deletions are s##ke%h—reug#ne;mal

-Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San FranciSCO'
Sectlon 1. The San Francisco Health Code is hereby amended by addlng Artlcle 39,
Sectlons 39.01 through 39.13, to read as follows:
ARTICLE 39: COMMERCIAL DOGWALKING

SEC. 39.01. DEFINITIONS.

For the purpose of this Article 39, the following WOrdS and phrases shall mean and zn-cZudé.-

(a) "Ciry." T]ie City _and County of San Francisco.

- (b) "Commercial Dog Walking" or "Commercial Dog Walking Business." Doine business as a

permittee under this Article 39.

(¢} "Department.” The Animal Care and Control I Daparmzmz of the C L,ZZ'V and Vouzﬂz‘v 01’ San
W Francisco.

(d) "Director.” The Director.of the Animal Care and Control Department, or his or her ‘

(e) ”E’nfolrcemem‘vOﬁ?cer. " (1) An oﬁicer or_employee of the Department desionated by the

| Director to enforcé this Article 39, (2) an officer or employee of the Port of San Francisco, the

Recreation and Park Department, or the San-Fransisee Public Utilities Commission {-SFRUCY)

desienated by the Port Director, the General Managei; of the R_ecreati’on a_nd Park Deparimen_t, or the
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General Manager of the Public Utilities Commission SER[:LG respectively, to enforce this Article’ 39

on property under the jurisdiction of the Port Recreation and Park or the Public Utilities

Commnssnon SERUGC respectively: or (3) any peace oﬁcer An ofﬁcer or employee of the

Degartment de31gnated by the Director to enforce thls Article may refer possible wolations

||.eccurring on Port, Recreation and Park, or Public Utllltles Qrogeru to designated enforcemen

officers from those departments. who shall have primary responsibility for enforcement of the

Article on properties under their respective iurisdicﬁons.

() "Park Property." All ,Qrounds, roadways, avenues, squares, recreation facilities, and other

| property placed under the control, mana,qenient and direction of the Recreation and Park Commission

by the Charz‘ér of. the City and County of San Francisco, and the open space on the blocks bounded by

Market, Folsom, Thzrd and Fourth Streets which is under the control, mana,gemem‘ and direction of the

J

Redevelopment Agency of the Czty and County of San Franczsco otherwise known as the "Yerba Buena

Gardens,”

"Park Property” shall also include property ,under the jurisdiction of.the Port of San F) raneisco

that the Port Commission has desz'znated for i;;clz)sion under this Article 39, and property under the

jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission SFPYG that the General Manager of the Public

| Utilities Commission SEPUE has designated for inclusion under this Article 39,

() "T¢ dx Collector." The Tax Collector of the City and County of San Francisco.

SEC. 39.02. PERMIT REQUIRED.

It shall be unlawful for any person to walk four 840 or more dogs at any one time for

consza’eraz‘zon on Park Property wzthout first having obtained a permit under this Article from rhe _

| Director of the Animal Care and Control Depariment.

Supervisor Wiener
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SEC. 39.03. APPLICATIONS FOR PERMIT.,

(a) Everv person deszrzn,q a permzz‘ under this Article 39 shall fi Ze an application wzth the

Director upon a form provzded by the Department and pay a non- refundable permzt fee.

(b) An application for a permit shall specify:

' (1) The name and proposed business address of the applicam‘;

(2) Whether or not the applicant has ever been convzcz‘ed of any crime znvolvmgr the

mzsz‘reatmem‘ of anzmals and if so convzcz‘ed the place and court in wlzzch the convzctzon was had, z‘he

Jgeczf' ic charge under whzch the conviction was obz‘amed and z‘he sentence zmposed as the result of said |

conviction;

(3) Such information pertinent to the operatzon of z‘he proposed business as the Director

may require of an applzcam‘ in addition fo the other requzrements of this Section;

(4) The addreSS to which notice, when requzred is to be sent or mailed. and the name

and address of a person auz‘horzzed lo accept service of process, if not otherwise set forth herein; and

(5) Whether the applzcaz‘zon is for a new permit or for z‘he renewal of an existing permit.

Lc) The applzcatzon Shall also include:

(1) A copy of a current valid Ciry business registraﬁon certificate under Business and

Tax Regulations Code Section 853 for the pFoposed C'ommerczal Do,er Walking business in the name

of the Drooosed permittee or the permittee's proposed emplover;

(2) Proof of completion of z‘he‘z‘mz’m‘ng required under Section 39.06: and.

3) Proof of 81 million in general liability insurance.;

LAY _Praof nf inenantinn and approval of dogwalking eafahs aoiinmant raoriran
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- - (d) Every application for a permit under this Article shall be verified as provided in the

C'alifOrnia Code of Civil Procedure for the verification of plea'c.z’inzs.

SEC. 39.04. PERMIT FEE.

(a) The Director shall set the amount of the pe}’mit fee required under Section 39.03(a) by |

regulation adopted under Section 39.09.

(b) The Director shall base the amount of the fee upon the actual costs to the Department of '

processing the application and of adm‘inisterihg and enforcing this Article 39, but shall not set the

amount at ,QTedter than two hundred and fifty dollars ($25 0).

(c) Beginning with Fiscal Year 2016-2017, and every fifth year after that. the Confroller shall

adjﬁst the cap on the permit fee set in subsection (b) without further action by the Board of Supervisors,

to reflect intervening changes in the relevant Consumer Price Index, as determined by the Controller..

No later than May 15th of each such year, the Controller shall file a report with the'Bodrd of

Supervisors reporting the new fee cap and certifying that the amount of the cap does not exceed the

costs of providing the services for which the fee is assessed.

SEC. 39.05. ISSUANCE OF PERMIT.

(a) The Director may issue a permit within 21 days following the filing of a complete

application as provided inSection 39.03 if he or she finds, based upon the contents of the application

and his or her own investigation:

(1) I?zat_ the operation, as proposed by the applicant, if permitted, would comply with

all applicable laws, including but not Iimited to, the City's M_uniéipal Code.

(2) That the applicant and- any other person who will be directly engaged in the

| management and operation. of a Commercial Dog Walking business has not been convicted in a court ,

of competent jurisdiction, by final judement of:.

Supervisor Wiener . - » ' ‘ .
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if committed without the State of California would amount to a felony if commiited within the State of

| California, provided that the conviction occurred within the past ten years; |

misdemeanor or infraction if commiited within the State of California, provided that such person

- hours of classroom and hands-on training in the following areas: canine behavior, pack management,

| animals and the public in the conduct of a Commercial Dog Walking business; or,

(A) An offense involving the mistreatment of animals that amounts to a felony, or

(B) An offense involving the mistreatment of animals that amounts to a

misdemeanor or infraction, or if committed bu_z‘side of_ the State of California would amount to a

committed three sei)arate offenses within the past five years. -

(3) That the applicant has not knowingly made any false, misleading, or fraudulent

Statement of facts in the permit application or any other document required by the Director in

connection with the application.

(b) Only one Commercial Dog Walking permit shall be issued to any one person. -

(c) No Commercial Dog Walking permit shall be transferable.

- (d) The perr_ni'z‘ shall be delivered to the applicant by the Tax Collector upon the payment to the -

Tax Collector of the license fee required under Section 39.10.

SEC. 39.06. TRAINING.

‘ (a) .All applicants for a new permit must first satisfy one of the followi.n,cgr two training

requirements.

(1) The applicant shall complete an approved training course consisting of at least 20

dog zﬁark etiquette, safety and fight protocols, local laws and regulations, canine first aid, and any

other subject or subjects that the Director may determine is or are relevant to the health and safety of

(2) The applicant shall complete an approved apprenticeship program consisting of at

least 40 hours of practical experieﬁce working with another dog walker who (A) is doing business as a

Supervisor Wiener . ' -
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) : C Page 5
‘ : 260 ' 7 ' _ i 1/10/2012

) n:\goverm\as2011\1200131\00748034.doc




—

O © @ N o g A~ W N

. G
N =

14
15
16
17
18

19

20

21
22
23

24

permittee under this Article 39Lanc_j__(§) has operated a dog walking business, with a valid City
business reqistration certificate under Business and Tax Requlatlons Code Section 853 (or

equivalent hcense or certification from another [UrlSdlC’[lon! as accegted by the Director). for at -

“least three years. The person or organlzatlon grovrdmg the aggrentlceshlg Qrogram may. but

is not required to, charge the applicant for the program. The aQDrentlceshID program shall
cover each of the subject areas identified for training in subsection ga)U ). and the person-or |
organization providing the apprenticeship program shall provide the participant who

' successfullv completes the bfearam with written certification that those subiects have covered

|| as_part of the apprenticeship. The permit aophcant shall Qrowde the Dlrector with a copy of

such certlflcatlon along with his or her permit aDDhcatlon

(b) Wzthzn 120 30 days of the eﬁ’ecz‘z‘ve date of this ordinance, the Director shall adopt

regulations setting forth the required content of a course under subsection (a)(1) or the criteria for an = -

@proved apprenticeship program under subsection (a)(2). After adoption of such regulatidns' the

Director shall approve or disapprove, wzz‘hzn 30 davs of submission, any em‘zty 's proposal to Oerr the

requzred Commercial Dog Walking training under subsection (a)(l ) or (2).

L) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsectzon (a), any person who, on September Mareh 7,

2012, has held for at least the past three consecutive years a valid City business regisl?’az‘ion certificate.

under Business and Tax Resulations Code Sectzon 853 for a dog. walkmg business (O equwalent

license or certification from another lurlsdlctlon as acceDted by the Director), or any person

who as of that date has worked as a dog walker for such a business for at least the past three |

consecutive vears. shall be deemed to have satisfied the training requirement of this Section. The

Director may by regulation adopted under Section 39.09 a’ez‘ermin_'e which other equivalent

occupational experience, if any, provides similar training and may be substituted for dog walking

under this subsection (c).

Supervisor Wiener ‘ )
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IISEC. 39.07. RULES FOR ‘COMMERCIAL DOG WALKING.

i he followzn,gr restrictions shall apply fo a permittee while walking four twe or more dogs at

any one time for consideration on Park Property:

{a) The permin‘ee may not walk at one time more than 8 Z dogsiepeensidepa#en

(b) Once a gear! the Qermlttee must dlstnbute to all his or her current clients
nformatlonal materlals fo be Qregared by the Degartment regarding how the clients may

cense their dogs under Health Code Section 41.15 and the importance ofdomg s0. At the

same tlme the permittee must ask all of her or his clients for the license numbers for anv of

their dogs that have been llcensed under Health Code Section 41.15, and thepermlttee shall

keep a record of those numbers. Ihe—p%ﬁteeumay—eniywaik—éegseuwﬂweensemmde;

(c) The permittee must carry a leash for each dog, and follow all applicable on-leash rules.

(d) The permittee must clean up aﬁer any dogs he or she is walking, as requzred by Health

Code Secl‘zon 40 and all applzcable Recreatzon and Park Deparl‘ment rules and regulatzons

(e) The permittee must have dog walking safety equipment, approved-by-the Direstor; either -

upon_his or her person or at a nearby location, including in a vehicle, that is readily accessible. The

Director shall adopt regulations‘addressi'ng what constitutes appropriate dog. walking safetx

equipment.

- () The permittee must have sufficient drinking water for the dogs either upon his or her person

or at a nearby location, including in a vehicle, that is readily accessible.

(g) If the permittee transports dogs to or from Park Property, the permittee must do so in a safe

and appropriate manner, including properly restraining the dogs while in open vehicles. The Director

shall adopt regulations addressing what constitutes safe and appropriate transportation of

Supervisor Wiener . v . .
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SEC 39.08. ADMINISTRATIVE INSPECTIONS

(a) Every permittee shall, while walkznz four: iwe or.more dogs at any one time for

consideration on Park Property, carry wear his or her permit upon his or her person and produce

the permit for inspection upon request by so-that it isreadily-visible-te any enforcement officer.

(b) If an enforcement officer has an objectively reasonable basis for suspecting that a permittee

is transporz‘zng dogs by car-in connectzon wzth a Commerczal DQgr Walkzngr buszness In an unsafe or

request. the permittee to allow the officer to msoect the Dermlﬁee s p#e%a—ee-pyeﬂys—er—he;

vehicle m%peet&en—and—app#e#al—#enﬁhe@#eete; and the permzz‘fee Shall comply with the officer's

request.

(c) If an enforcement officer has an objectively reasonable basis for suspecting that a permittee -

| does not have ready dccess to dogwalling safetv equipment,while-walking four o or more dogs at

any one time for conszdemz‘zon on Park Property, and#eethat—ﬂqeeaﬂpmenthas—nei—been

the enforcement oﬁ‘" icer may request the

permittee to produce the equzpment for lnsgectlon ané—p#ewde—a—eepyef—h&e#e&apppeval—#em

the—DJrFeeteF and the permittee shall comply with the officer's request.

SEC. 39.09. DIRECTOR'S REGULATIONS.

The Director may, affer a noticed public hearing, adopt administrative resulations

supplemental to this Article 39 and not in conflict therewith. Except in cases of emergency, the

regulations shall become effective no sooner than 10 days after adoption by the Director.

Supervisor Wiener ' - ' -
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SEC. 39.10. LICENSE FEES.

(a) Every person who has recéived a permit to operate a Commercial Dog Walking Business

-shall, on March 31 of each year, pay to the Tax Collector an annual license fee payable in advance.

The license fee for new licenses.issued during the calendar year shall be prorated with regard to the

calendar year on a monthly basis.

(b) The Tax Collector shall issue the license upon payment of the license fee required under

subsection (a) and submission by the permittee of a verified statement, in a form provided by the

Depariment, that the permittee is in compliance with all provisions of this Article 39 and any

administrative regulations adopted under this Article. ‘ .

(c) The Director shall set the amount of the annual license fee bv regulation aa’opted under

Section 309. 09 The Director shall base the amount of the fee upon the actual costs to the Departmem‘ of i

aa’mzmsz‘ermg and enforczn,q this Article 39, but shall not set the amount at greater than one hundred

dollars ($100).
) Be@nm,g with I zscal Year 2016-2017, and every fifth vear afier that. the Com‘roller shall

adjust the cap on the lzcense ]‘ée set in Subsecnon (c) without further action by the Board of

Supervisors, to reflect intervening changes in the relevant Consumer Price Index as determined by z‘he

Controller. No later than May 15th of each such year, the Conﬁoller Shall file a report wzth z‘he Board

of Supervisors reporting the 7 new fee cap and certifving that z‘lﬂe amount of the cap does not exceed z‘he

| casts of providing the services for which the fee is assessed.

SEC. 39.11. SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION OF PERMIT.

(a) The Director may suspend or revoke any permit issued under this Article 39 if he or she

finds, after a noticed public hearing, that any of the following conditions exist:

(1) 'Fraud, misrepresentation, or false statement contained in the applz'ca;‘z’on or permit,

or any documents required in connection with them:

Supervisor Wiener : . ,
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(2) Violation of provisions of this Article (other than Section 39.07(b)), the San

Francisco Mun_icipal Code, or any resulations adopted by the Director under Section 39.09, or of any

of the laws of the State of California resulating the treatment of animals; '

(3) Serious physical mistreatment by the permittee of any animals under his or her

control or custody; o,

(4) For any other_ good cause shown.

/ (b) On revocation of the permit no part of the annual license fee shall be returned and the said

|\ license fee shall 56 férfeited z‘oythe City.

SEC. 39.12. ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES.

(a) Any person who violates any provision of this Article 39 (other than Sécz‘ion 39.07(b)) or of

an administrative resulation adopted under this Article shall be deemed euilty of an inﬁactiqn and

upon _conviction thereof such person shall be punished by a fine not to exceed one hundred dollars

(8100) for a first violation, and not to exceed two hundred dollars (3200) for a second violation of z‘hé

same provision or reculation within a twelve-month period. Upon the third or subSequent'convictioﬁ '

within a twelve-month period, such person shall '.be deemed cuilty .of a_misdemeanor and shall be

punished by a fine not to exceed $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County Jail for a period not to

exceed one year or by both such fine and imprisonment.

(b)‘ Any berson who violates any provision vof this Article 39 (other than Section 39.07(b)) or of

| an administrative resulation adopted under this Article may be punished by administrative fines

imposed by the Director in the amount of:

(1) Up to 850 for the first violation;

B (2) .Up to $1 00 for a second vidlation within a twelve-month period: and,

(3) Up to $500 for a third and subsequent violations within a z‘welve—mom‘k period.

Supervisor Wiener v . :
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(¢) Except as provided in subsection (b), setting forth the amazlm‘_ of administrative fines,

| Administrative Code Chdpzer 100, "Procedures Governing the Imposition of Administrative Fines," as

may be amended from time to time, is hereby incorporated in its entirety and shall governthe

z'mposiz‘ion, erzforcemem‘, collection, ana’ review of admz'nisz‘rative citations issued by the Director to

enforce this Article or any administrative regulation adopted under this Artzcle

L) The Deparz‘ment shall maznz‘azn on its website a list of all persons who have violated any

| provision of this Article or of anv requlation adopted under this Article three or more times in

the past 1.2 months been

SEC. 39.13. OPERATIVE DATE; PUBLIC EDUCATION.

The provisions of this Article 39 shall become operative and enforceable on January 1. 201 3

| Apri-1,-2012 The Director may Dostpone the ooeratlve date not beyond Julv 1,2013, by

+- posting a notice on the Department's website, if. the Dlrector determmes that the City needs
| additional txme‘to successfullv implement the provisions of this Article. During the period

between the effective date of the ordinance adopting these provisions and the operative date April1;

2042 the Director and the Department shall conduct a public outreach and education campaion to

alert dog walkers and the public about the requirements of this Article.

Section 2. Eﬁectlve Date This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the

date of passage

W]
/]
YA
Wwr 7/
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Sec’uon 3. This sectlon is uncodified. ln enacting this Ordmance ‘the Board intends to
amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs subsections sections, artlcles numbers
punctuatlon, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent part of the He_alth Code that are

éxplicitly shown in this legislation as additions, deletions, Board amendment additions, and

‘Board armendment delé_tions inaccordance with the "Note" thalt appears under the official title

of the legislation.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

|| PENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

oyt DT

THOM "J. OWEN -
Deputy City Attorney_ .
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. City Hall
Dr. Carlion 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

MEMORANDUM

L TO: P,lanning Department
’ Environrhental Revi_ew Officer
FROM: . Gail Johnson,. Assistant Clérk -
DATE:  Oclober 27, 2011 |

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Crty Operations and Nerghborhood Services _Comrnittee

The Board of Supervrsors Crty Operations and Nelghborhood Servrces Commrttee has
received the following, which is being referred fo the Planning Department for
~ determination as to whether the proposed fee increase will impact the environment.

Please provide your fmdlngs within 10 days from the date of referral

. File: 111104

- Ordlnance amendmg the San Francrsco Health Code by addmg Artlcle 39,
Sections 39.01 through 39.13, to lrcense and regulate Commercral Dog Walkers

“operating on—park—prope rty:

Please return thls cover sheet with the Commrssron s response to Gail Johnson Clerk '
City Operatlons and Nerghborhood Services Committee. :

cc» Nannie Turrell Major Envrronmental Analysis
Brett Bollinger, Major Environmental Analysis

RESPONSE FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT Date: /0/31 /1/

. : Uon —p}\ 7:0\.‘ a&‘i\h Ao Sobire— Yo
- No Comment o C@Awém‘&elm ;:/—f-hv\ /S'DGQCY?)

'Recommendation Attached :

. . ‘@(’ Bill Wycko, Environmniéntal RevrewOﬁ‘ cer -
Referral-Fees - . . Q0L A 2/27/08
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION © CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ' . EpwiN M. LEE, MAYOR

January 5, 2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of thc Board
Board of Supervxsors

City Hall room 244 »

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

‘Re: File No. 111104 [Health Code- Regulating Conime_rcial Dog Walkers on Park Pfoperty]
Small Business Cor’nmissioh" Récommendation: Approval
Dear Ms. Calvillo:
On November 14, 2011, the Small Business Commission (SBC) unanimously voted 6-0 to recommend
approval of Board of Supervisors File No. 110152 with modifications. The Commission supports

regulation of this profes sion and finds that regulation will further profcssmnahzs an industry that has seen
significant growth over the past several years.

Since SBC’s November 14, 2011 meeting, a number of the Commissions recommendations, noted below,
have been accepted as amendments. Therefore, after reviewing the accepted amendments, the -
Commissions recommendation is for the Board of Supervisors to approve the ordinance as currently
drafted in version 2. The SBC commends Supervisor Wiener for his work in drafting the: ordlnance and for
workmg -with the Commission and stakeholders to refine the ordinance. ' '

Com.mission Recommeudations

The Commission proposed several modifications:

" Delay the 1m plementation date

' There are loglstlcal aspects of unplementmg of the program that will-occur for both the busmess and the _'

a C1ty that warrant a longer period between the effective date and operative date, such as, creating training

programs, the potential upgrade and/or purchase of vehicles and accessories that meet requirements,
potential reduction in the number of dogs a licensee may walk, and others. Additionally, businesses do
need time to adjust their business model, This is an industry that was established with a fare amount of
flexibility built in to its business model so that it could to provide for and accommodate their client needs:.
The Commission recommends a delayed xmplementatlon to allow these busmesscs the opportumty to

" effectively plan for the future.

.Animal Care and Control will also require time to prépare and implement the progiam and appropriate.

. SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1 DR. GARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941024681
_ "+ (415) 554-6408"
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-staff must be brought online. The SBC did not provide a specified length of time between the adoption
-and operative date, but the Commission does recommend amendmg Section 39.13 to provide for addmonal
1mplementat1on tIme :

This recommendation was accepted as an amendment in section 39.13 at the December 12, 201 ] Land Use
and Economic Development Committee meeting, extending the operative date from April 1, 2012 to
. January 1, 2013. : '

 Allow 8 dogs per llcensed dog walker

The SBC appreciates Supervisor Wiener workmg tofinda balance between stakeholdels on the numbcz of
" paid dogs that a permittee may walk at a time: Significant written and i in person public comment was
made on this topic and after reviewing feedback, the Commission finds that 8 dogs is a reasonable and
achievable number. ‘This will be a reduction for many dog walkers and therefore will accomplish the goals
of this ordinance. As with all new prograras the Commission does recommend that one year after the
ordinance is enacted, Department of Animal Care and Control report to the Commission and the Board of
Superv1sors on the status of achieving the results. :

szs recommendation was accepted by the Land Use and Economzc Committee and adopted as an
' _amendment at the December 12, 2011 Committee meeting. :

Allow a personal non-compensated dog per licensed dog walker

The SBC determined that a number of dog walkers brmg their personal animal on the walks with paid
"dogs. In addition to providing a healthier hfestylc for their personal animal, these dogs help control the
pack and provide a fixed and steady presence for the paid dogs, whose makeup often change on a day to
day basis. Therefore, the Commission recommends that the regulations on the number of dogs only apply
to paid animals and that a personal animal not be counted towards the licensed dog walker s count.

This recommendation was accepted by the Land Use and Economic Commzttee and adopted asan
. amendment at the December 12, 2011 Commiftee meeting.

Work to establish an 'apprénﬁceship program

The Commission recommends that an apprenticeship prograim or established guidelines be implemented to’
provide guidance and unlforrmty in the apprentice process. This will ensure that new dog walkers

* received adequate training.

" An amendment was accepted under section 390.06 at the December 12, 2011 Land Use and Economic
. Committee meeting. The language of the ordinance has provided direction on what training the program
* shall include and has ensured consistency and uniforiity in both the training course and apprenticeship |

program.

. SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOCDLETT PLACE, ROOM 110'SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

(415) 554-6481
Page 2 - :
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Re_move the requirement to wear the permit so that it is readily visible -
While supported by a segment of the dog walking community, the Commission determined that this
regulation is not necessary and may prove tobea safety concem as dogs may pull off the lanyard that

accompanles the license.

" This recommendation was accepted as an amendment at the December 12, 2011 Land Use and Economic
Development Committee meeting. '

Remove the requirement that only licensed dogs may be walked By licensed dog walkers -
Wh1le the SBC supports the hcensmg of dogs, the Commission finds that obligating licensed- dog walkers »
" to verify and only walk licensed dogs is on onerous and un-necessary requirement. Dog walkers may.

voluntarily provide hcensmg mformatlon to dog owners, a practice that is already common.

This recommendation was accepted as an amendment at the December 12, 2011 Land Use and Economzc
Development Commlttee meeting.

Additional Director Recommendaﬁons/N otes:

Modlfy the requirement of havmg to have a business registration for 3 years to be grandfathered

There are dog walkers that have apprentlced and/or worked for experienced dog walkers for well over 40
hours that now have their own business, but may have had their business registration certificate, for less

- than three years. I recomrhend that the Director of ACC have the flexibility to permit dog walkers with
business registrations of less than 3 years apply the time spent apprentlcmg or working for another dog
walker as long as it is equ1valent to the 40 hours apprenticeship program.

This rpmmmendaaon_mas_zzot;aceepred,_hmweuef;SupemlsOLMener_pJ‘omded the Director of A CC some.
Alexibility in accepting lzcense or other types of | permzts from other Jurzsdtcz‘rons

. Allow Dog walking businesses to have permitted employees

When new regulations are developed for an mdustry/busmess sector, the Office of Small Business and
Smali Business Commission advise that the new regulations to are designed with ﬂex1b111ty to allow the
mdustry to operate and grow in a manner that reflects the mdusu'y s needs. :

Currently requiring all dog walkers to have a business registration assumes that there is only one type of
business model for this business sector and that each dog walker is a sole proprietor and/or an independent
contractor. While most likely the vast majority of dog walkers are and will be sole proprietors / ‘
independent contractor, the regulations drafted as is do not allow for any other business structures to exist.
. Tt will not allow fora dog walkmg business to grow with hired employees (and I understand there may be

.SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION -
1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

(415) 554-6481
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one or two existing entities), but only through independent contractors. There for it is recommended that
the department establishes a category of permitees that are permitted under their employer’s business
registration and the responsibility of the permit is with the employer.

This recommerzdatzon was accepted as an amendment at the December 1 2, 2011 Land Use and Economic

Development Committee meeting.
l

Include independent dog walkers in drafting the geidelines for the apprenticeship program.

Ilike to request that the Department of Animal Care and Control also include input from independent dog
walkers in drafting the guidelines for the apprenticeship program. From my many conversations with
independent dog walks their contribution will strengthen the guidelines.

This recommendation is aa’vrs‘ory and is not required to be in the ordinance.
Wage earning impacts.

-While considering the impacts on potential wage earnings of a walker, in order to take a holistic view,
please note that a majority of dog walkers have to provide for their own health insurance, do not receive
vacation or sick pay and pay for thc1r own state and federal taxes in addition to their business operational

expenses.

This recommendation is advisory and is not required to be in the ordinance.

Sincerely,

QJJJL .

Regina Dick-Endrizzi
" Director, Office of Small Busxness

cc. Supervisor Wiener
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office
Rebecca Katz, Animal Care and Control

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1DR. CARLTON.B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

(415) 554-6481
Page 4

274




Fw: Today s Land Use: Commlttee Requesting changes to Dog Walker
legislation

Barbara Amato to: alisa.miller , 01/0912012 05:39 AM

"~ —- Forwarded Message —— '

From: Barbara Amato <barbara_amato@sbcglobal. net>

To: Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org; Malia. Cohen@sfgov.org; Eric.L. Mar@sfgov org

Cc: chrisf@fundogsf.org; nickolas.pagoulatos@sfgov.org; Victor.Lim@sfgov.org; Andrea Bruss@sfgov. org,
- adam.taylor@sfgov.org; gillan. gillett@sfgov.org; alicia. mtller@sfgov org; Sally Stephens
<sally.stephens.sf@gmail.com>

* Sent: Mon, January 9, 2012 5:32:20 AM

Subject: Todays Land Use Committee: Requesting changes to Dog Walker leglslatlon

Dear Superv1sors Wiener, Cohen, and Mar, :

I am representative of folks with one dog, who obey the rules and who clean up and maintain
their ne1ghborhood dog park.

Respectfully, as SFDOG has been asking for the past 8 years, please amend the proposed
legislation to reduce the maximum number of dogs to 6 per professional dog walker for the -
‘entire City. But inany event, limit it to 6 in Upper Noe's small dog park; Joby's Run. And -
secondly, please consider amending your legislation to include 4 additional requirements for a
professional dog walker's Revocable Permit to remain in good standing:

1. Issued dog walker Permits are to be worn and visible from 10 ft away.
' 2. The Permit Number is to be clearly displayed on pro dog walker's Vehlcle
3. Every dog being walked must have acurrent dog license.
4. Dog walkers shall not use cell phones sit, read or socialize while Workmg For dog safety
and samtatlon reasons. ,

\

Reasomng;
For starters, dogs’ p00p everywhere and no one dog walker manages to see it all from 9 dogs - let

alone pick it up. Ask yourself - how difficult is it to manage 9 dogs off leash? It appears almost
impossible to have the dogs under voice control, control dogs with a tendency to run in packs,

and at the same time control aggressive dogs, timid dogs, old dogs, dogs waiting at the gate to

leave, dogs in front of you and behind you. We are being forced to leave OUR neighberhood dog
. park because 9 additional dogs in so small a place encourages aggression and pack mentality.
Further, the dogs don't have not enough room to keep a safe (comfort zone) distance from each
other, and it is common for running dogs in close quarters to run too close to other dogs who get
" mad or they are startled and start a fight. It creates tension, an unsafe environment and is so -

unpleasant. And to add insult to injury, when returning to our dog park, we end up p1ck1ng up.
the poop left behind, picking up trash and sweeping the walkways.

On top of if, we continue to see pro dog walkers distracted with talking on their cell phones

socializing or just sitting off on a bench away from the act1orL Professional dog walkers need to
“be made accountable to the public. : :

In closing, it may work at crissy field, “but allowing 9 dogs with one dog walker in our small dog

parks looks like itresponsible legislation to folks like me. And it is so frustrating that City Hall
"and especially Supervisor Wiener's good intentions have been hijacked by the professional dog -

walker lobby info passing legislation that clearly nobody likes but the dog walkers! It's not too

late Supervisors Wiener, Cohen and Mar to amend this legislation and bring it back to where it

~

275




started with SFDOG and a maximum of 6 dogs.

Thank you for your con51derat10n,
" Barbara Amato- :
Dolores Street

Upper Noe Neighbors
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PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE' .. FORWARD TO INDIVIDUAL REC AND
PARK COMM!SSIONERS SF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, MAYOR ED LEE
! from V gilbert - V Gilbert <victorgilbert@mac.com> What | now experiences
" WITH UPPER DOUGLAS DOG PARK, with off leash dogs running loose and
- barking, 16hr daily (6 a.m.to 10 p.m.) 7 days week, 52 weeks, year .
. ... ed.lee, kristin.bowman, melia.cohen, lirida.avery, ] <
|V Gilbert: to: alisa.miller, margaret.mcarthur, board.of.superir);sors 01/ 05(2012 03:53 PM
. Cci VGllbert : ’

1attachment

DOG BARK MIXON charinoise.pdf _ .

.FROM WEB STTE :

BarkmqDoqs net

'PLEASE REVIEW THIS SITE..

'LITERALLY MY HEALTH AND LIFE ARE ON THE LINE!

WOULD ANY OF YOU LIKE 16 HOURS DAILY AT YOUR HOME?' .

I'AM SUBJECTED TO OFF LEASH DOGS BARKING EMANATING JUST 50 FEET
FROM MY HOME ON DIAMOND HEIGHTS BLVD - .
IT COMES FROM UPPER DOUGLASS DOG PARK. BARKING AND YAPPING FROM
6AM TO 10PM, 7 DAYS WEEK, EVERY DAY 365 DAYS

DOG WALKERS CANNOT CONTROL A FIST FULL OF DOGS, BARKING, WETHER
BEING PLAYFUL, OR AGGRESSIVE WITH OTHER DOGS
. SINCERELY

VICTOR GILBERT - N
LV Glibert <V|ctorq|lbert@mac com
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e Symptoms & Side Effects

ing Noise into the Domestic ironment i

Force-Fee

Goose bumﬁs

‘Increased heart rate Resplratl.on increases | Blo'?]irpe!raessessure Shlft lFr’Ir:gIrérr‘wnal Shift g‘af;ﬁg‘)'yte' Dry mbuth
Sweating ‘ P”P."-S dﬁ;ge eye ‘Changl(iapsi ;‘; blood Alﬁ;ecgggbd ' Altered biood flow ] Cold hands Cold feet
Dijg;s:gggﬁys Stomach upset . Loss of appetite Tradr;sslfeunrl‘:;ﬁ;ual Tooth grinding ) Bractlggggrr;rsde Anxiéty
Agltation Irritabillty Anger: Aggression Interpersonal confllct élscfc;:lr;lt:::ﬁ the Self-;'nedlcatlng
Functloning impaired Physk?nl";g;reddlnatlun A;:ggﬁg;:;e Error rete po!:entlated ' Ina"bi::i"tzalt'lo ythink Judgment is impaired Inabcl'gtgl_l;gnr:ake
The impac projecting noise into the home environment 'ver time:
Constant Emotional fability Exaggerated Fesr of being startied

Endocrine
startle response

disruption constant

Sense of

constant tension emotional upset

Schedule Is adjusted
sa all activities revolve
around the noise

Autonomic disruption

grows constant
Chronlc

Chronic strife within i ; disorganization due to
Chronic depression constant disruption.of

Anticipatory anxlety Ur:sm:;é;gﬁle Chronic anger the family
: : ) . .| scheduled activities * ' source

Affectionate Chronlc sexual Sodial relationships Sodial activities
abandoned

abandoned

Increased risk of
dysfunction

Nolsy rooms of
house abandoned Uncontroliable rage violence exchanges cease
Chitdhood learning Kids fali behind - |Adult job performance| Upsef over new job Symg;)‘j;i{gg'ﬂfkmg D”’_":\i;mﬁ:‘:‘%ﬂfep ;}i‘:'_t"ef;"l'gga
Impalred tn school dips stress - disturbance develop environment giiet environment
PPN Merriment " Concentration " L Chronic muscle Chronlc muscle
Chronic fatigue becomes rare Chronic restiessness impalred pemory lmpfz.rea ~ tenslon contraction headaches
Persistenty recurring Aversion to going .Regular exerclse %T:gd‘);:ss's‘:;:l:;ah Heart disease Old substance New substance
migraine headaches outdoors ceases becomes chronic: takes'root use increases use begins-
Accident rate Sensltivity to nolse Family Interactions Children fafl in school

grow dysfunctional

Reaction time
Is helghtened

Substance use Marked consumption
solidifies of Rx drugs is slowed increased
. Chronic Resllience wanes as
Newfound overwelght Chronic loss of Newfound N Gums and dental
Chronic overeating gastro-intestinal . adaptive capacity Is
. problem appetite underweight problem distress ’ diminished: heaith deteriorate
P Immune system Increased risk of - 3
. " ; N Worsening of dysfunction - Increased _ | Increasing frequency | Recupetation from
0"9°".'9 halt loss Exacerbation of pein preexisting maladies risk of cold, fiu, and dri‘l':zgglzigs::;ii of ltiness in general iliness hampered:
Infection - - . R
Classlcal conditioning i ] . i
Abandonment of Abandonment . of Hopelessness/sulcidal Premature aging

essentlal activitles Ideation

generates secondary recreational activities

Heart palpitations
. distress and discord

Exhaustion

Hardening

H(-;art- attack o Heart failure of the arteries ‘Aneurysm
' Total loss of

Kidney damage sexual function

Enlarged heart

Eye damage »

Stroke . . Dementia

For more on systemic noise trauma, see Section Seven of barkingdogs.het

Copyhght © 2007 by Craig Mixon - All rights resgrved
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“File 111104: DOG WALKERS
" Carmen Chu, David Campos Davnd o ' :
Board of Superwsors to: Chiu, Eric L Mar, John Avalos, Ross 12/13/2011 12:31 PM

Mirkarimi, Sean Elsbern_d Malia Cohen,

From: - . V Gilbert <vnctorg|lbert@mac com>
To: board.of .supervisors@sfgov.org, Maia. Cohen@sfgov org, Eric.L. Mar@sfgov org,
. Scott Wiener@sfgov.org ' ]
. Cc: . -V Gilbert <victorgilbert@mac. com>.
Date: - 1211212011 02:59 PM
Subject: . DOG WALKERS
MS COHEN
MR MARR
MR WEINER _
DEAR SUPERVISORS

SO FARYOU HAVE NOT. ADDRESSED THE ISSUES OF DOG BEHAVIOUR
RELATED TO DOG BARKING.

IT FALLS UNDER THE AREA OF DOG BEHAVIOUR AND CONTROLING DOG
PROPERLY.

IT MUST BE ADDRESS NOW WITH TI-IIS SCOTT WIENER LEGISLATION
I AM RETIRED AND HOME DURING THE DAY.

I LIVE 50 FEET ACROSS FROM UPPER DOUGLASS DOG PARK ON DIAMOND
HEIGHTS BLVD.
WHICH HAS NOW BEEN A OFF LEASE PARK.

MY HOME AND LIFE HAVE BE DESTROYED BECAUSE I HAVE NO PEACE EVER .

~ WHAT ABOUT THE WELFARE AND WELL BEING OF ME AND MY HEALTH AND
PEACE?

qUPJ;ERVLSQRS HAVE~N-OT

' C ONSIDERED THE IMPACT TO SURROUNDING HOMEOWNERS

ASTAM OVERWHELMED NOW WITH INCESSANT DOG BARKING FROM 6 am to 10
pm.
DOGWALKER NOT CONTROLLING TE[E DOGS FROM BARKING IN RESIDENTIAL

' NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS

- SINCERELY .

VICTOR GILBERT - .

NOW WATCHING ON CHANNEL 26
415-648-2204

Malia Cohen
District 10
(415) 554-7670 - Voice
(415) 554-7674 - Fax
Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org
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Scott Wiener

District 8 .
(415) 554-6968 - Voice
(415) 554-6909 - Fax
Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org

Eric Mar

District 1

(415) 554-7410 - Voice
(415) 554-7415 - Fax
Eric.L..Mar@sfgov.org
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File 111104 Dog Permlt Proposal and Dog Limitation - -

Peggy Nevin to AI|sa Mlller : 7 : C11/2212011 12:41PM -
From: Jessica Chase <ch571@yahoo com>

To:r ""Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org” <Eric,L. Mar@sfgov.org>, "Ross. Mirkarimi@sfgov.org”
. <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov. org> "Jane Kim@sfgov.org" <Jane Kim@sfgov.org>,
"Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org” <Mark Farrell@sfgav.org>, "Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org"
<Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov. org> "Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org” <Malia. Cohen@sfgov org>
*Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org” <Carmen.Chu@sfgov. org>, "David.Chiu@sfgov.org”
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "David.Campos@sfgov.org" <David. Campos@sfgov org>,
* john.Avalos@sfgov. org" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>
Date: 16/24/2011 10:10 PM

i

Subject: Dog Permit Proposal and Dog Limitation

. Hello Supervisors -

I recently submitted an emall to Scott W1ener on behalf of his ﬁght for dog perrmts and Iumtmg
. dog walkers to a certain number of dogs within San Francisco. T recelved an email fromhim
today that lacked any sort of response to the questions and solutions I had. In fact, he decided to
forward on my personal email to various people, which I see as highly inappropriate, simply
because he couldn't respond (he should have sent me their email addresses for me to contact vs.
forwarding a personal email with my information). Two of the three people I know, and work
with; but I'm not looking for them to respond or even the third person he cc'd. I wrote to him
“because he needs to answer my questions since he is the one pressing so hard on this particular
issue. Since he can't respond to me, I thought I would share my concerns with all of you.
- I think the dog permit situation is a concern that should not be at the top of this city's list at this
point in time. - It's a waste of money and resources so I thought I would provide a better solution
to what Wiener is trying to do. He's essentially capping all dog walkers income and putting us
under the control of the city. I don't work for the city. I'work for myself and I'd hke to keep it
; that way,

Most walkers have been in favor of requiring permits for quite a while. “There are a ton walkers
-in this city, but only around 140 have business licenses. To be held accountable for the land we -

_use the service we provide, we've always thought walkers should be required to carry permits.
‘However, the problem is, that Wiener wants to limit us to 7 dogs per walker. This is a major

.. problem. I have been walking dogs for over five years now and I walk eight dogs at a time and

then have my own with me during the day. I find thls number to be just fine. I can handlethe
dogs on or off leash and they have plenty of space in the back of my Toyota Tacoma. Infact, I
know] can walk 10 and say the same thing. Ihave done this various times. My problem is
definitely stemming from a financial stand point. My clients aren't all from the upper classin.
 this city; they are bard workers, putting in 60 plus hours a week. They are single moms trymg to
- get by in an already tough economy. : Limiting walkers to 7 dogs requires us to-raise our prices.

We have to make up for the lost income and therefore have to pass that on to our clients. It's not
* fair to have the ACC and Wiener say that one walker can't handle seven dogs I invite any of
them to come out with me and see that I can do that with absolute ease. To say all walkers can
handle this would be a lie, but I think there are better solutions to controlhng this than what
Wiener is providing. I've outlined them below: -

* Set up two different prices for permits. Those that do small groups of 1-6 dogs pay a smchr
fee. Have the rest of us (7-10 dogs) pay a higher permit. Anything over 10 dogs is being »
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frowned upon, within our dog walking community, at a growing rate. Let us police each other.
* Set the permits at a higher price and don't monitor the dog limitation. I'd be happy to pay
$1000-2000 per year and be able to add a dog in if a client is in a jam, or has an emergency. If
that dog is my 9th dog and I know I can safely care for this dog, let that be an optlon forme. I
don't want to turn away business because of this ridiculous dog limit.
_ * A client of mine made a very valid point yesterday. This should be the owners _]Ob and decision
when finding a dog walker. Ask the right questions and know how many dogs a walker takes
~out. If you don't want someone to take more than 6-8 dogs out, then you have the right to deny
_ the job to them. It's their choice as owners. We are taking their property out and this should be 4
. decision that they make. It's very simple. I have clients come walk with me as a part of the
interview. I want them to see that I can handle the dogs. IfI add another dog in to make my
groups 9, they are comfortable with that because they've seen me out with my dogs. 1 have
complete control on and off leash. » Lo
~ Wiener also wants he city to pay someone to inspect our vehicles. They want to ensure that the
 cars/trucks are safe for dogs. One woman who is helping the ACC says that trucks are the most
dangerous vehicles b/c it creates chaos in the back. Really? My dogs are more than content
having a good time playing in the back. IfT get into an accident, I'd rather have them out of a
crate and have the ability to get free vs. keeping them in a crate, which could further damage
them in an accident. I've told all of my clients this and they agree. Again, ﬂ]lS is the owners
choice when they are interviewing us to take THEIR property out. '
Another concern is why the ACC is helping decide how many dogs are safe with one walker? It's
a city agency and they are extremely biased when it comes to walkers. In fact, they state that -
walkers can only handle 6 dogs/walker, My boyfiiend came out with me last week and walked
eight dogs. This is not his job and he did it no problem. In fact, my 7 year old niece came out
and walked 7 dogs on leash with me. She did a fabul ous job and had no trouble controlling the
. pack. The ACC shouldn't be allowed to help make this decision when they have no idea what our
jobs require and how to do them properly. ‘ _
As I stated before, this is just an added cost to the city/ state to have someone, or some agency,
ticket walkers for havmg more than the 7 dog limitation. Our city is broke and this is not where
“you should be spending time and resources. Right now, Wiener wants to charge $250 for permits
and have someone monitoring the amount of dogs we have. Who is going to be responsible for
paying for this? The tax payers? Simply put a larger fee on the permits (say $1000) and leave the
dog limitation alone. That will generate more income for the city and state parks. If someone is
caught without a permit, they could be fined.. There are currently around 140 licensed dog
walkers within the city (the ones operating without licenses usually don't have insurance and are
the ones charging about $10/walk). If permits-are required, there will be-about 300 plus dogs
‘walkers registered with the city. The math is quite simple and it's easy: to see that this would be a
-huge income generator for the city, not to mention a relatively small cost for walkers.

I thank you for your time and I hope I provided some insight from a responsible walker. Ilove
my job, I'm good at my job and I don't feel like this should be made into this big issue. I think it
can be done simply and then move on to bigger issues within SF.
SIncerely, :
Jessica Chase
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City Hall :
Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554:5184
Fdx No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

~ BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

SAN FRANClSCO_BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

-NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use arid Economic Development Committee will a
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held as
follows at which time all lnterested partles may attend and be heard

- Date: Monday, January S, 2012
Time: = 1:00 p.m.

Location: Committee Room 263 located at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, San Francrsco, CA

Subject: File No. 111104. Ordlnance amending the San Francisco Health Code
' - by adding Article 39, Sections 39.01 through 39.13, to license and

regulate Commercial Dog Walkers operating on park property ' -,
If the legislation passes a new permlt appllcatlon fee and annual license fee shall be
established for Commercial Dog Walkers operating on park property. The permit fee amount
- shall be set by the Director of Animal Care and Control (Director) and based upon the actual
" costs to the Animal Care and Control Department (Department), but not exceed $250. Every
person who has received a permit shall pay an license fee to the Tax Collector on March 31
each year. The license fee shall be set by the Director based upon the actual costs fo the

Department, but not exceed $100. Beglnnlng with FY2016-17, and every fifth year thereatter;
. the City Controller shall adjust the caps on the permit fee and license fee to reﬂect changes in
- the Consumer Price Index.

In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, persons who are
unable to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made a part of the official public record in this
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the Members of the Committee. Written
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1
Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, San Francisco, 94102. Information relatmg to the proposed fee is
available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board Agenida information relating to this matter will
be available for public review on Friday, January 6, 2012. .

' Ange Calwllo Clerk ofthe Board

DATED: December 21,2011 -
PUBLISHED: December 29, 2011 & January 4, 2012
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CALIFORNIA N_EWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU
DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION

Mailing'Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
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- Alisa Miller
S.F. BD OF SUPERV!SORS (OFFICIAL

NOTICES)
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

COPY OF NOTICE

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE
AM - 111104 Fee Ad

Notice 'I-‘ype:‘
Ad Descriptioﬁ

To the right is a copy of the nolice you sent to us for publication in the SAN

FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using ouf newspaper. Please read

this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication

will be fited with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last
" date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are):

12/29/2011

" March 31 each

Daily Journal Corporation
Serving your legal adveriising needs throughout Callfomla Call your local office.

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE (951) 784-0111

DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES (213) 229-5300
LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES . (213) 2208-5300
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER 10%, SANTA ANA (714) 543-2027

(714) 543-2027
(519) 232-3486 -

ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA
SAN DIEGO COMMERCE, SAN DIEGO

SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANGISCO (800) 640-4829
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE (408) 287-4855-
SONOMA COUNTY HERALD-RECORDER, SANTA ROSA (707) 545-1166
THE DALY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO (916) 444-2355
THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND (510) 2724747

A
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. ‘EXM 2232806

NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC
HEARING LAND USE &
ECONOMIC
MENT COMMTTEE SAN
FRANCISCO BOARD OF
SUFERVISORS JANUARY
9, 2012 ~ 1:00 PM Ci
HALL, CDMMI'ITEE RDDM
263, 1 DR. CARLTDN E.
GOODLETT PL,

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN

.THAT!h Land Use and

conomic Devaiopment
Cammlltee wil a hold a
biic hearing to considar
e following sal, at
which- time  all inlerested

. Rarﬂes may - afiend and be

ard, File No. 111104,
Omdinanca  amending  the

San Francisco Health Code -

3013, to :
regulate. Commerdal

Walkers o raﬁng on pi
propeity. the Ieglslallon
sas a new  permit

apphmllcn fee and annual
ficense fes shall ba estab-
mﬁ(«d for Cnrr:irnan:ral
ers operating on
ﬁ i rmit p

proj
amount “shail pas et by t‘ﬁ
Director of Animal Care and
Control (Director) and based
upon the actual costs to the
Animal. Care and. Contrdl
Department . (Department),
but not excesd $250. Every
parson who has recsived a
rmit shall pay an ficense
e to the TaxC ofleclor on
ear. The
ficense fee shall be sst by
the Director basad upon tha
actual costs lo the Depart-
ment, but not excesd $100
Beglnnlng with FY2016-17,
fitth year thereal
ter, the City Centroller shall
acfjust the caps on the permit
fee and licenss fee to reflect
changes in the Consumer
Price index. In accordancs
with Seclion &7.7-1 of the
San Franclsco Adminlstrative
Code, persons who are.
unable {o attend the heari
on this matier may submit
wiitten comments 16 the City
ricr {o the lime the heari
gins. These comments wi
ba made a part of the official
biicr ecord in this malter,

. and shall ba brought 1o the

attention of the Members of
lhe Commities. Wnuen
comments should

addressed 1o Angsla Calwllo

Clerk of tha Room
244, City Hall, 4 Dr.'Carlton
Goodit Placs, San

Frandlsco, 94102 Informa-
tion relaling fo the ﬁmpossd
fee ls aval?able in ths Offi

of the Clerk of the Board.
Agerda Information refating
to this matier will be
availabls for public review on
Friday, January - 6. 2012

DEVELOP- -

Angsla Calillo, Clerk of the
Board




CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU
DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION

Mailing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, €A 80012
Telephone (213) 229-5300 / Fax (213) 229-5481
Vislt us @ WWW.DAILYJOURNAL COM

Alisa Miller

S.F. BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL
-NOTICES) .

1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

COPY OF NOTICE
Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE
Ad Description AM - 111104 Fee-Ad

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in'the SAN
FRANCISCO CHRONICLE. Please read this nofice carefully and call us with
any corrections. The Proof of Publication will be filed with the Clerk of the

_ Board. Publlcahon date(s) for this notice is (are):

01/04/2012

CNS 2232805

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING LAND
USE& ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE _ SAN - FRANCISCO.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS JANU-

. ARY 8, 2012'- 1:00 PM CITY HALL, -

COMMITTEE ROOM 2563, 1 DR.

CARLTON 8. GODDLETT PL SF, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT tha
Land Use and Economic Developmenl

Comerities will a hold a public hearing
fa consider the following proposal, at
which ﬁms all m\eres!ed partiss may at-
tenda nd bs heard. Flle No, 111104,
Ordinance arnend the San Frarkisco

- Heaith Cods by ing Article 39, Sec-

tions- 39.01 thvough 39,13, to licanse
and regulale Commercial Dug Walksrs

. operating on park property. If the |

lation passes, a new Wl applical n
fse and annual llusnsap'}g: shall be es-
bl'sl'éed for pc:ﬂTmrd:r,‘ty Walal::_r“sl
operating on Propt
!ea amount shall be set by the Dﬁ-aclor
of Animal Care snd Conirol (Director)
and bassd upon the. aclual costs to the
Care and Conirol Depariment
(EDaparlmant), but not excesd $250,
vary psrson who has received a permit
shall pay an license fes to tha Tax Col-
leclor on March 21 each year. The [i-

- cense fee shall be sa he Direcior

based ufon the actual costs io the De-

!d;ust the eaps on the permit fes and K-
cense fes to reflect changes in the Con-
sumer Price index. in accordance with
Seclion 67.7-1 of the San Francisco
Administrafive Code, personsw ho are
unzble fo atiend the hearing on this
malier may submit wrilten comments lo
the Ci%pnono the time the hearing be-
ese commenis will ba made a
parl of ths offidal public record in this
malier, and shall bs bruught lo the at-
tention of the Members of the Commil-

tes. Written comments should be ad-
d-to-Angsla_Calvillo_Clerk-of-the.

Dally Journal Corporation
Sennng your legal advertising needs throughout Callfomla Call your local m‘ﬁce

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE ) (951) 784-0111

DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES (213) 228-5300
LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES (213) 228-5300
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER 10%, SANTA ANA . (714) 543-2027
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA i (714) 543-2027
SAN DIEGO COMMERCE, SAN DIEGO . ) (619) 232-3486
SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO {(800) 640-4829
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE (408) 287-4866
SONOMA COUNTY HERALD-RECORDER, SANTA ROSA - (707) 545-1168
THE DALY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO ) (916) 444-2355
THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND (510) 2724747

TR

Board, Robm 244, City Hall, 4 Dr. Carl-
ton Goodielt Place, San Francisco,
94102. Information ralaﬁng o the pro-
ed fee is available in the Office of
Clark of the Board, Agenda informa-
tion refating lo this matler will be avail-
able for public review on Friday, Janu-
ary ?ﬁ 2012 A ngela Calville,C lerk ofthe
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