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FILE NO. 171041 
AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 

11/2/2017 

1 [Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 

2 

ORDINANCE NO. 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, 

4 among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, 

5 delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and 

6 cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning 

7 districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical 

8 Cannabis Dispensaries to ~annabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and 

9 operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited 

1 O the number of ~edical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; aRd-6) 

11 create a limit of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses. in 

12 any combination. in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood co·mmercial 

13 District: and 7) delete superseded Planning Cocie provisions; affirming the Planning 

14 Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 

15 making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 

16 Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare 

17 findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethreugh itslics Times I"le-w Remsn font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks {* * * *} indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

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

Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings. 
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1 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

2 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

3 Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

4 Supervisors in File No. 171041 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

5 this determination. 

6 (b) On October 19, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20029, 

7 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

8 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

9 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

1 O the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171041, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

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

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

14 reference. 

15 

16 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 102, 202.2, 

17 204.3, 209.1, 209.2, 210.3, 303, 303.1, 312, 703, 710-726, 728-734, 750-764, 803.2, 803.3, 

18 810-818, 840-845, 890.52, 890.54, and 890.111; adding Sections 190 and 890.125; and 

19 deleting Sections 739-742, 745, and 748, to read as follows: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25. 

· SEC.102. DEFINITIONS. 

* * * * 

Agricultural F'Bed, Fiber and Beverage Processing 1._An Industrial use that involves the 

processing of food stuffe, agricultur<;tl ~ 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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1 bottling plants, breweries, dairy products plant, malt manufacturing or processing plant, fish 

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

3 shoddy, processing of hair or products derived from hair, pickles, sauerkraut, vinegar, yeast, 

4 soda or soda compounds, meat products, and fish oil. This use does not include the 

5 processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating conditions outlined in Section 

6 202.2(d)=. 

7 

8 Agricultural Fm1d, Fiber and Beverage Processing 2._An Industrial Use that involves the 

9 processing of food stuffs, agricultural products jiheFs-; and beverages with a high potential for 

1 o noxious fumes, noiseL and nuisance to the surrounding area,_ including but not limited to a 

11 flour mill,,: sugar refinery,,: manufacturer of cannabis products or extracts that are derived by using 

12 volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 7-Manufacturer 2, as defined in 

13 California Business and Professions Code, Division 10); and facility for wool pulling or scouring. 

14 This use does not include the .processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operatir,ig 

15 conditions outlined in Section 202.2(d),_ 

16 

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

18 and Large-Scale U.rban Agriculture, and Greenlieuse. 

19 

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

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

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

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

24 cultivation pursuant to state license types that allow (or indoor and/or mixed-light cultivation with up 

25 
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1 to 22, 000 sq. ft. of canopy: This definition does net include accessory structures located in a 

2 required rear yard that comply v~ith Section 136(c)(22) o.ftliis Code. 

3 

4 Agriculture, Large-Scale Urban. An Agricultural Use that is characterized by the use of 

5 land for the production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, or donated. or 

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

7 one acre or larger or (b) on smaller parcels that cannot meet the physical and operational 

8 standards for Neighborhood Agriculture. This use is subject to location and operational 

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

1 O or any other agricultural activities, including the cultivation of cannabis for personal use. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Agriculture, Neighborhood. An Agricultural Use that occupies less than one acre for the 

production of food or horticultura.1 crops to be harvested, sold, or donated and complies with 

the controls and standards herein. The use includes, but is not limited to, home, kitchen, and 

roof gardens. Farms that qualify as Neighborhood Agricultural uUse may include, but are not 

limited to, community gardens, community-supported agriculture, market gardens, and 

priv~te farm.s. Neighborhood Agricultural uUse may be principal or accessory use. This use 

is subject to location and operational conditions outlined in Section 202.2(c) o.fthis Codeand 

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

cultivation of cannabis for personal use. 

* * :k * 

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 

for medicinal use. Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City's 

Office of Cannabis and Department of Public Health, as applicable. A Cannabis Retail 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

establishment mav only be operated by the holder of (a) a valid license from the State 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). 

*. * * * 

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

Processing 1and2, Automobile Wrecking, Automobile Assembly, Food Fiber endB&-ver(lge 

Proeessingl and2, 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 Storage, and Truck Terminal. 

* * * * 

Laboratory. A Non-RetaU 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 level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3; 

(f) Support laboratory; 

(g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; end 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

·g 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(h) Core laboratory:-: and 

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

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 manufacturing 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; 

(c) Furniture and fixtures; 

(d) Printing and publishing of books or newspapers; 

(e) Leather products; 

(f) Pottery; 

(g) Glass-blowing; 

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

(i) Measuring,· analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical, and 

optical goods; watches and clocks:-; or 

aJ Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without the use of 

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 6-Manu(acturer 1, as defined in 

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10). 

Mayor Lee; Supervi.sor Sheehy 
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9 

10 

11 
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14 
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16 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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It shall not include Trade Shop, Agricultural and Beverage Processing 1or2, or Heavy 

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

Section 202.2(d). 

* * * * 

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 Police Code 

Section 1602. A Medical Cannabis Dispensary Usedefined in Section 3301 (/) ofthe San Pr6fHcisco 

Health Code, ,,vhich 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 home 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 I I-Distributor, as defined in California 

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

warehouse. 

* * * * 

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES. 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Reference for 

Commercial, 

Neighborhood 

Commercial, and 

Residential-. Commercial 

Districts 

* * * * 

102 

* * * * 

Table 145.4 

Reference for Mixed Use Use 

Districts 

* * * * * * * * 

890.125 Cannabis Retail 

* * * * * * * * 

13 SECTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO CANNABIS 

14 RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS. 

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

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

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

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

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

20 pursuant to Sections 311 and 312. ifapplicable. 

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

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

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

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

25 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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1 Planning Commission must be received on or before December 31, 2019. An application will be 

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

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

4 challenging any City approval related to the application. 

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

6 Retail Use shall be subject to the zoning controls (or the district in which the DPH-Permitted MCD is 

7 located. 

8 (e) This Sec.tion 190 shall expire by operation oflaw on January I, 2020. Upon its 

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

10 

11 

12 SEC~ 202.2. LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS. 

13 (a) Retail Sales and Service Uses. The Retail Sales and Service Uses listed below 

14 shall be subject to the correspondfng conditions: 

15 * * * * 

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

17 conditions: 

18 {A) A Cannabis Retail establishment must apply (or a permit from the Office of 

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

20 Department. 

21 @) The par.eel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located within 

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

23 licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case t~at different radius shall apply. In 

24 addition, the parcel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located 111ithin a 300 root 

25 radius of a parcel fur 111hich a valid permit from the City's Office of Cannabis for a Cannabis 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Retailer or a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer has been issueda Cannabis Retail Use 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 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 applicable. 

* * * * 

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

corresponding conditions: 

(1) Agricultural Uses, General. 

Any plot of land that exceeds 1,000 square feet and is newly established shall comply 

with the applicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 63. Pursuant to 

Section 63.6.2{b) of the Administrative Code, no permit for any site where the modified lar.id 

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. 

* * * * 

19 (3) Industrial Agriculture. 

20 Cannabis must on.ly be grown within an enclosed structure; 

21 (d) Industrial Uses. The Industrial and PDR uses listed below shall be subject to 

22 the corresponding conditions: 

23 (1) Heavy Manufacturing 1, Metal Working,_ and Agricultural Food, Fiber, 

24 and Beverage Processing 1 and 2. These uses are required to operate within a 

25 co·mpletely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or exits required by 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

law, within sq feet of any R District; No noise, vibration, or unhealthful emissions shall 

extend beyond the premises of the use. 

* * * * 

(e) Institutional Uses. The lns.titutional Uses listed below shall be subject to the 

corresponding conditions: 

(1) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Medical Cannabis Dispensarfe& Uses 

are ·required to meet all of the following conditions: 

(A) 4._Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall apply for a permit from 

the Dcpertment o.f.Puhlic HeelthOtficc of Cannabis pursuant to Section 3304Articlc 16 of the Sttn 

Fmncisco HeelthPolicc 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 o#ess then 1, 000 feetfrom. a parcel containing the 

grounds ofe use primarily servingpersons under 18yeel"s efege end 1vhich consists o.fthe 

follmving:an existing School, public or private, ol" e Public Facility, Community l.%cility, or Privete 

Community Facility; unless a State licensing authority specifics a different radius, in which case that 

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

Dispensary Use shall not be located within a 300 foot radius of a parcel for which a valid 

permit from the City's Office of Cannabis for a Cannabis Retailer or Medicinal Cannabis 

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 

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

radius. in which case that minimum radius shall apply. Smoking on the premises of a Medical 

Cannabis Dispensary Use located within 1000600 feet of a School, public or private, ore 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Public Facility, Community Facility, er Private Community Facility thatprimarily SCP;JCspersens 

under 18years ~fage is not permitted. 

-----(C) If medical cannabis is smoked on the premises, the dispensary 

shall provide adequate ventilation •.vithin the structure such that doors and/or •1.1indo111s are 

not left open for such purposes resulting in odor emission from the premises;Cannabis may 

be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to authorization by the Citv'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. 

14 SEC. 204.3. ACCESSORY USES FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLINGS INC, RC, M, 

15 AND PDR DISTRICTS. 

16 (a) Commercial1-and-Residential-Commercial1 Districts PDR, and M Districts. ,,\To use 

17 shall be permitted flS Cl.4n -tlfi_ccessory f:tUse to a lawful pPrincipal or eConditional ftUSe in-ttny 

18 Cemmereial er Residential Cammercial District which is subject to im·elves er requires any t?f the 

19 following limitations: 

20 (1) Floor Area Limitations. The use o.fmore An Accessory Use cannot occupy more · 

21 than one-third of the total floor area occupied by such use, any additional accessory uses, and 

22 the 17,Principal or eConditional ftUse to which it is accessory, except in the case of accessory 

23 off-street parking or loading;\. & 

24 (2) Noise and Vibration Limitations. Any noise, vibration, or un.healthful 

25 emissions may not extending beyond the premises of the use. 

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

2 accessory use is subject to any applicable limitations or reguJations imposed by the O(fice of 

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

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

5 Retail accessory to another activity on the same premises. 

6 (b) PDR and M DistricfD Specific Controls. ]'lo use shall bepermitted as an accessory use 

7 to a la:wfulprincipal er conditional use in any PDR or },{District that involves or 1'Cquires the use of· 

8 more than one third (1/3) of the totftljloor ftrea occupied by such use and theprinciptll or 

9 conditional use to which it is accessory, except in the cftSe efaccessory retail, offstreetparldng, ftnd 

1 O leading. Multiple PDR uses within a single building or development may combine their 

11 accessory retail allotment into one or more &hared retail spaces, provided that the total 

12 allotment of accessory retail space per use does not exceed what otherwise would be 

13 permitted by this Section 204.3. 

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

15 dish shall be permitted in, C, ML and PDR Districts, except PDR-1-B Districts, without regard 

16 to the height of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish and without regard to the 

17 proximity of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish to any R District, if the following 

18 requirements are met: 

19 (1) the antenna or dish will be used for the reception of indoor wireless, 

20 microwave, radio, satellite, or television broadcasts for the exclusive benefit of the residents 

21 or occupants in the building on wh_ich the facility is placed; ttnd 

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

23 use:-; and 

24 

25 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

. 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

.13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19· 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(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-1(D) RH-1 RH-1(5) RH-2 RH-3 

* * * * 

gricultural Uses* 102 202 2 c c c 

• iculture Industrial 102 202.2 c NP NP NP -
Ag.riculture, 

§§ 102, 202.2( c) p p p 
Neighborhood 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 209.2 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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2 

3 

4 

.. 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

. 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Zoning Category § References RM-1 RM-2 RM-3 RM-4 

* * * * 
l 

'~gricultural Use Category 

Agricultural Uses* §§ 102, 202.2(c) c c c 

Agriculture, Industrial H 102, 202.2(c2 NP NP NP 
- . 

Agriculture, 
§§ 102, 202.2(c) p p p 

Neighborhood 

* * * * 

SEC. 210.3. PDR DISTRICTS • 

* * * * 

Table 210.3 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR PDR DISTRICTS 

Zoning § References PDR-1-D 

Category 

* * * * 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * 

Agricultural Use Category 

Agricultural §§ 102, 

Uses* 202.2(c) 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

p 

'PDR-1-B PDR-1-G 

p p 

c 

NP 

p 

PDR-2 

p 

Page 15 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Agriculture, 
ilQl 

Industrial 

* * * *' 

Industrial Use Category 

* * * * 

Agricultural · 

,_1£eed ,_12:{/Jey. 
§§-102, 

and 
202.2(d) ' 

Beverage 

Processing 1 · 

Agricultural 

Feed ,_1£ieeY. 
§§-102, 

and 
202.2(d) 

Beverage 

Processing 2 

Institutional Use Category 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical §§ 102, 

Cannabis 202.2{e) 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Sales and Service Category 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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NP p p p 

NP c c c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP.P {J) N-P.P {JO) NFP (9) NFE_f]J 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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Retail Sales. 
§§ 102, 

and Service· p (1) 
202.2(a) 

p (10) p (9) p (1) 

Uses* 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

·Cannabis Retail §§ 102, p {1){21) p (10)(21) p (9)(21) p (1)(21) 

202.2(al-

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

8 * * * * 

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

10 Cannabis Microbusiness permit from the City's Office of Cannabis, and (b) the Cannabis Retail Use 

11 occupies no more than 113 of the total floor area occupied by the PDR and Cannabis Retail Uses on 

12 the premises. 

13 SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES. 

14 * * * * 

15 (~) Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. The purpose of this Section is to ensure 

16 that all HOME-SF Projects under Section 206.3 and all Analyzed State Density Bonus 

17 Program Projects under Section 206.5 are reviewed in coordination with priority processing 

18 available for certain projects with greater levels of affordable housing. While most projects in 

19 the Program will likely be somewhat larger than their surroundings in order to facilitate 

20 higher levels of affordable housing; the Planning Commission and Department shall ensure 

21 that each project is consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and 

22 any other applicable design guidelines, as adopted and periodically amended by the 

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

24 meeting the City's affordable housing goals. 

25 * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Sapervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

(2) Exceptions. This subsection (~)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed 

projects. As· a component of the review process under this Section 303(~t), 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, sho.uld only 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 building envelope 

permitted by the Program under Section& 206.3; and (2) are consistent with the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. These exceptions may include: 

* * * * 

(F) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection (~t)(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 

property is located. 

* * * * 

16 (3) ·Additional Criteria. In addition to the criteria set forth in subsection (c)(2), 

17 the Planning Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met: 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

(F) whether any existing commercial or retail use& has been 

designated, or is eligible to be designated, as a Legacy Business under Administrative Code 

~&ection 2A.242; or is a formula retail business. 

* * * * 

(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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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

geographic distribution of Cannabis RetailUses throughout the City. the concentration of 

Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensary Uses within the general proximity ·Of the 

proposed Cannabis Retail Use. the balance of other goods and services available within the 

general proximity ofthe 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. 

Cxl Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. 

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Medical Cannabis 

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 

Dispensarv Uses within the general proximity the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensarv 

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES. 

* * * .* 

(c) "Retail Sales or Service Activity or Retail Sales or Service Establishment." 

For the purposes of this S~ction 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;-tmd 

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

Cannabis Retail§§ 102, 890.125. 

* * * * 

24 SECTION 312 .. PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR ALL NC AND EASTERN 

25 NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

( c) Changes of Use. 

0) NC Districts. In NC Districts, all building permit applications 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: 

tm--Adult Business, 

Bar, 

Cannabis Retail 

Child Care Facility, 

General Entertainment, 

Group Housing, 

Limited Restaurant, 

Liquor Store, 

Resteurant, 

Massage Establishment, 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

Nighttime Entertainment, 

Outdoor Activity Area, 

Post-Secondary Educational Institution, 

Private Community Facility, 

Public Community Facility, 

· Religious Institution, 

Residential· Care Facility, 

Restaurant 

School, 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment, e:r 

Trade Schoolshall be subject to theprm>'i&ion& o.fSub&ection 312(d); 

prrnided, hHowever, fhttt-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 and 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 Cannabis Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of S§:Ubsection 312(d). For 

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

organize the individual larid uses which appear. in the use tables in Article 8, immediately 

· preceding a group of individual land uses, and inchtde theincluding but not limited to the 

following: Residential Use,,: Institutional Use,,: Retail Sales and Service Use,..:. tl.4ssembly, 

Recreation. Arts and Entertainment Use,,: Office Use,,: Live/Work Units Use,..:._mMotor +i_Eehicle 

&~ervices uUse,,: Vehicle Parking Use,,: Industrial Use,,: hHome and bjfusiness e~ervice Use,,: 

or eOther uUse. 

* * * * 

SEC. 703. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS. 

* * * * 

(d) Accessory-Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in Sections 204.1 

(Accessory 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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1 Conditional uUse unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.4 of 

2 this Code. 

3 No Us~ will be considernd accessory to a permitted Principal or Conditional Use that 

4 involves or n~quires any of the following: 

5 

6 

.7 

* * *· * 

(9) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in Section 204.3(a){3). 

* * * * 

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

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Table710~ NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Zoning Category 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture. 

Industrial . 

§ References 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

Controls 

* * * * 

* * * * **** **** 

NP NP NP 

21 * * * * 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * **** ** ** 

NP{4}!fil NP!fil NP 
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1 

2 

* * * * 

Residential Care. Facility 

* * * * 

§ 102 

* * * * **** **** 

p 

3 * * * * 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** **** 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) NP!fil 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** **** 

Utility and .liifrastructure* § 102 C(6J) C(6J) C(6J) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** **** 

* * * * 

· (4) PermiUed vrith DR if the }tfedical Cannabis Dispens{;f;ries can demonstrate to the Planning 

Department they were in operation as ofApril 1, 2005 {;f;nd have remained in continuous operation 

and ha'.ie obtained afinalpennit to operate by }Jarch 1, 2008. 

(51.) C required for 7 or more persons. 

(6J) C if a Macro WTS Facility; 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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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Zoning Category 

* * * * 

* * * * 

. 9 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

§ References Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * **** **** **** 

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

11 * * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

**** **** **** 

DR DR NP 

**** **** **** 
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1 

2 

.3 

4 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

.5 * *. * * 

* * * * **** **** **** 

H 102. 202(a) 

* * * * **** **** **** 

6 SEC. 712. NC-3 - MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

7 * * * * 

8 Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3 

9 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 * * * * 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES Controls by Story 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1~ 2~ 3~+ 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouscAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

DR 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Cannabis Retail · · 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2{a) 

* * * * 

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

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

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

8 * * * * 

9 Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Zoning Category 

* '* * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) QRNP 

Controls 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NPDRNP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

6 * * '* * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

H 102. 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 * * ·* '* 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 Table 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 . * * * '* 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

GreenheuseAgriculture. 

Industrial 

'* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§· 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Cannabis Retail §~ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

8 * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. . . 

10 *' * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

11 Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

12 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

13 * * * * 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

GreenheuaeAgriculture. 

Industrial 

* * '* * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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.1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * . . .. 

Cannabis Retail 

•* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 716. INNER.CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . 
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* * * * 

§§102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary· §§102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§~102,. 

202.2{a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 717 .. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical cannabis 

Dispensary 

*· * *· * . . •' 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c} 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

.202.2(e} 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* ·* * * 

* * * * 

§§102. 202.2(a) C 

* ·* * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* . * * * 

Table 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT ZONIN.G CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* *· * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

Medical cann.abis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * . 

Cannabis Retail 

*' * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * **** ****· 

* * * * **** **** 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 
" . 

Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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ZONING CONTROL TABLE 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

GreenhocmeAgriculture, 

Industrial 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

6 *·* * * 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* .* * * . 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

:* * *. * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

€§ 102. 

·202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning Category 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

* * * * 

Grccnho'bfflcAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

9 * * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e)' 

*. * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§€102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

f:lf l>..!EDIC4L G4l'INABJS DISPEVSAPJES 

Controls: 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DRt:lflil DRt:lflil 0Rt:lfl1J 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

(a) A }Jedieal Cannabis Dispensary (JJCD) seeking to °locate ·within 500 feet of another 

}.!CD use may be allOwed as a Conditional Use; pro-vidcd, howc'.'er, thf1t any Bmcndments to 
. . 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 regulations gofl-Cfning the proximity efEfl't lJCD to another lJCD that tf;1"C applicable to lJCDs 

2 City11;ide shall 11pply in the Excelsior Outer }!fission I"ICD and will supersede the condition use 

3 requirement contained in this Section 745. I 

4 (b) -In addition to the requirements of Planning Code Section 303, the Planning 

5 Commission shall app1"<Jve the application tmd authorize the Conditional Use if the facts presented 

6 are sucli to establish tluit: 

7 (i) the },fCD ·will bring measurable community benefits· and enhancements to the 

8 Excelsior Outer }!fission Street }leighborlieod Commercial District, 

9 (ii) the A/CD has prepared a parking and transportation management plan sufficient 

1 0 to address the anticipated irnpact ef its patients, 

11 (iii) the },fCD has demonstrated a commitment to maintainingpublic safety by 

12 acti"vcly engeging ·with the community prior to 11pplying for the Conditional Use, including adequetc 

13 security measures in the operation of their business and designating a community liaisen to deal 

14 effectively :with current ane[futureneighborlwod concern~. · 

15 (c) Jn addition to the above criteria, in regard to a Conditional Use authorization 

16 application, the Planning Commission shall consider the existing concentrations ofiWCDs ·within the 

17 District. 

18 (d) A },{edical Cannabis Dispensary m11y only operate ben11ecn the hours of 8 am and I 0 

19 /fflt;' 

21 accessible to persons with disabilities as required under the California Building Cede. 

22 

23 (1) No more than three Medical Cannabis Dispe·nsaries or Cannabis Retail Uses. in any 

24 combination. shall be permitted at any given time. 

25 ('A~) OFF-SALE.LIQUOR ESTABLISHMENTS 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 Controls: · 

· 2 (a) N.e~ Liquor Store uses with Type 20 or Type 21 ABC licenses are not permitted 

3 in -the district; provided, however, that any use within the District with an existing Type 20 or 

4 Type 21 ABC license may obtain a new license, if required by the ABC, after it has been 

5 closed temporarily for repair, renovation, remodeling, or reconstruction. 

· 6 (b) Liquor Store uses niay relocate within the district with Conditional Use 

7 authorization ... 

8 (c) General Grocery, Specialty Grocery, and Liquor Store uses with off-sale alcohol 

9 licenses shall observe the following good neighbor policies: 

1 O (i) · Liquor establishments shall provide outside lighting in a manner sufficient 

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

12 security,· without disturbing area residences; 
. . . . 

13 (ii)· Advertisements in windows and clear doors are not permitted, and no 

14 mote than 25% of the square footage of the windows and clear doors of liquor 

15 establishments shall bear signage of any sort, and all signage shall be placed and 

16 maintained in a manner that ensures that law enforcement personnel have a clear and 

17 unobstructed view of the interior of the premises, including the area in which the cash 

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

19 (J2,,a) FRINGE FINANCIAL SERVICE RESTRICTED USE DISTRICT (FFSRUD) 

20 Boundaries: The FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer includes •. but is not limited to, properties 

21 within the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District. 

22 Controls: Within the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial services are NP 

23 pursuant to Section 249.35. Outside the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial 

24 services are"P .su.bject to the restrictions set forth in Section 249.35(c)(3). 

25 ( 43,1). C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facility. 
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1 

2 SEC. 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Table 721. JAPANTOWN.NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

* * * * 

GrccnhouscAgriculture. 

Industrial 

15 * * * * 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis R~tail · 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

•* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 

202.2(a). 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

3 SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

~2 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * •* 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* *· * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * 

**** **** 

NP 

**** **** 

**** **** 

**** **** 
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1 

2 

3 SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

* * * * 

Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

17 * * * * 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 
•, . 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * **** **** 

DR NP 

* * * * **** **** 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

.9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

· 15 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SEC. 724. SA.CRAMENTO STREE;T NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* .. * * * 

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* *. * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

* * * * **** **** 

DR NP 

* * * * **** **** 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* *' * * * * * * **** **** 

5 * * * * 

6 SEC. 725. ONION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD .COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * •* * 

* ·*. *. * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * ' 

Cannabis Retail 

*' * ·* *' 

* * * * 

'* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§~ 102, 202.2(a) . C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

. 7 SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

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

Mayor Lee; SuperVisor Sheehy 
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* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * ' * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 728. 24TH STREET- NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

9 Table 728. 24TH STREET- NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

10 DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * '* ·* 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 ' 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

GreenheuseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy · 
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* * * * * * * * 

·§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * *· 

NP NP 
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1 Medical Cannabis 

2 Dispensary · 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * ' 

8 * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

9 SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * *· * 

* * * * 
.·. 

· GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

A 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * *· 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * ·* 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

'* * * * 

§§ 102. 

201.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

c NP 

* "* * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

12 SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

·g 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * *. * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

*·· * * *. 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * *· *. 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§102. 202.2ca2 c 

* * *. * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy· 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 46 

i ! 



1 * * * * 

2 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

3 Industrial 

4 * * * * 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

. Medical Cannabis 

8 Dispensary 

* * ·* * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§102, 202.2(c) NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§102, 202.2(e) . C 

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

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING. CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Grcenhol:ffleAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

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

NP NP NP 

5 * * * * 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

*" * * * 

Medical Car1habis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

"§§.102,. 

202.2(e) 

* * * "* 

* * * * 

* * * * 

c 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * ·* * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

·Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* . * * . * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

4 GreenheiiseAgriculfttre. 

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

6 * . * * * 

7 

8 

9 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

10 Dispensary 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * "* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * *· . * * * *· * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * ·* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

*" * . * * . 

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 1VEIGHBORHOOD 

COMYERCL4L. DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* *· * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

8 * * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* ,.* * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

c 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 739. J\TORIEGA STREET .ZVEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

NP· 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

The Noriega Street ~Veighborhood Commerciei District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 

and incmdes the non resi(ientiel currently zoned ATC 2propertiesfronting both sides 0.£,.Voriega 

Street bet>.'rieen 19th and 27th and 30th through 33rdAvenues. 

The Distrj,ctprovides e selection ofcow.•enience goods and services for the residents 0cthe Outer 

Sunset District. There are a high concentration of restaurants, dra~ving cwtomersfrom throughout 
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1 the City and the region. Thete are slso a significe-nt number of professionGLl, realty, Gtnd business 

2 offices GlS '1vcll asfinsncial institutions. 

3 The }[oricga Street }{eighborhood Comnw1"CiGll District controls src designed to promote 

4 dcyclopmcnt that is consistent '1Vith its existing 1Gl1id use patterns and to maintain a harmony efuscs 

5 thst support the District's ';litality. The building standards allow small scale buildings and uses, 

6 protecting rear yards abo',;c the ground story and at residential [cyc[s. Jn new dc·,;elopment, most 

7 commercial uses arc permitted at thcfirst two stories, although certain limitations epply• to uses at 

8 the second story. Special controls arc necessary to preserve the equilibrium o.fncighborhood Ser',;ing 

9 convenience and comptirison shopping businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. To 

1 Q protect eontinuousfrontagc, drive up uses are prohibited and actiYe, pedestrian oriented ground 

11 floor uses generally must be provided, unless such uses ar-c authoriccd by Conditional Use. These 

12 co~trols arc designed to encourage the street's active rctailfrontage, and local fabrirntion and. 

13 production ofgoods. 

14 Accessory Dwelling Units Gtre permitted v;ithin the districtpursuGLnt to subsection 207(c) (4) o.fthis 

15 ~ 

16 SEC. 740. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMAIERCL4L DISTRICT. 

17 The Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborlwod 

18 Gtnd includes the non residentiGLl currently zoned }lC 2propcrticsfronting both sides oflning Street 

19 between 19th and 27th Ai>'cnucs. The Distrietpr-01ddes a selection of convenience goods Glnd services 

20 for the residents o.fthe Outer Sunset District. Thorp are a high concentration ofrcstaurants, drffwing 

21 customersfrom throughout the City end the region. There arc also a significant num.bcr of 

22 professiont1;l, rct1;lty, t1;nd business offices t1;s ·,vell ttSjint1;neial institutions. 

23 The Irving ·street }leighborhood Commercial District controls arc designed to promote 

24 dc·,;elopmcnt that is consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a harmony of uses 

25 that support the District's vitality. The building standar-ds allow Sfl1Glll scale buildings and uses, 
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1 protecting rear yards above the gre'Ufld story and at residential levels. In new deWJlopment, most 

2 commercial uses arepermitted at thefiFst two stories, ahhough certain limitations apply to uses et 

3 the second story Special controls Cfl'C necessary to prflserve the etjUilibrium efneighborhood scnJing 

4 con:venicnce and eon'lf'erison shopping businesses and to protect edjecent residentiel li·mbility. These 

5 controls ere designed to encourage the street's ectiP'e retailfrontege, end lornlfabrieetion end 

· 6 preduction ofgoods. 

7 Accessory Dwelling Units aroperniitted viiithin the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this 

8 ~ 

9 SEC. 741. TARAVAL STREET JVEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

1 0 The TaraP'al Street )leighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborh-ood 

11 e;ndfoeludes the non residcntiel currently cened }lC 2propertiesfronting both sides ofTaraP'al 

12 Streetfrom 19th through 36-th A· .. cnues. The Districtprovides e selcctirm o.fconvenience goods end 

13 services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There ere a high concentration o.frcsteurants, · 

14 drawing customersfr-om throughout the City end the region. There are also a significent number of 

15 professionel, realty, emd business offices as ·,vell asfinaneiel institutions. 

16 The Tara'."el StreeiNeighborhood Comn,ierciel District contr-ols ere designed to promote 

17 development that is consistent 1vith its existing kmd use patterns end to nudntain a harnwny a.fuses 

18 thet support the District's vitality. The building standaffls allo1v small scale buildings end uses, 

19· protecting reer yards above the ground story end et residential lc·."els. In new development, most 

20 commercial uses ere permitted at thefirst two stories, ttlthough certain limitations apply to uses et 

21 the second story. Speeiel controls are necessary to preserve #te equilibrium o.fneighborlwod serving 

22 cow."enience end comperison shopping businesses end to protect adjecent residentiel li·mbility. These 

23 controls are designed to encourage the street's active retailfrontage, and localfabricetion end 

24 production ofgoods. 

25 
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1 Accessory Dwelling Units wepcrmitted within the districtpurs'/if:fflt to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis 

2 ~ 

3 SEC. 742. JUDAHSTREET1VEIGHBORHOOD COAIMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

4 The Judah Stf'eet Neighborhood Commercial District is loc6ted in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 

5 and includes tho non residential currently cened }lC 2 properties fronting both sides o.fJudah Street 

6 jrflm 29th through, 33rdAyenucs. ·The Districtpro'i1idcs GI; selection <Jjconvenience goods 6nd services 

7 for-the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There are GI; high concentration ofrcsffiurants, drcnving 

8 customersfrom throughout the City and the region. There arc 6lso GI; signific6nt number of' 

9 professi01wl; "realty, and b'btsiness <Jffices as ·well 6sfin6ncial institutions. 

1 0 The )udah Stt•eet Neighborhood Commercial District controls are dcsigncd to promote 

11 dcvdopment th6t is consistent ·with its existing kmd use patterns and to m6intain GI; harmony of uses 

12 th6t support the District's vitality. The building sffind6rds allow snwll sc6k buildings and 'UScs, 

13 protcctin$ rear y6rds abo'i1c the ground story· and 6t residenti6l levcls. In new dewlopmcnt. most 

14 commerci6l 'USes are permitted 6t thefirst tl'ilo stories, although ccrtsin limitations (;lpply to uses Rt 

15 the second story·. Special controls arc necessary to preserve the equilibrium of neighborhood serving 

16 convenience and comparison shopping businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. These 

17 controls are dcsigned to encourage the street's 6ctive rctailfrontagc, and local fabrication and 

18 production offfeods. 

19 Accessory Dwelling Units arepermitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis 

20 .eek 

21 SEC. '145. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSJONSTREET1VE1GHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L 

22 DISTRICT. 

23 The Excelsior Outer },fission Street }kighborhood Commercial District is located along },fission 

24 Street between Alemany Bouk1>'flrd 6nd tlw San Francisco San }Jatco county line. Outer },fission 

25 Street is mixed use, combining street fronting rct6il businesses on the groundjloor and ho'USing on 
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1 upperfioors. The range ofcomperison goods end services offered is varied and often includes 

2 speciettJ reteil stores, resteurants, end neighborhood serving offices. The eree is trtl.nsit oriented 

3 end the commerciel uses serve residents ofthe area as well as residents end 1'i&itorsfrem adjeeent 

4 and other neighborhoods. 

5 The Excelsior Outer fr.fission StraJt l'kighborhood CommerciCll District is intemied to pro!lide 

6 c~nvenienee goods end services to the surrounding neighborlioods as )!?Cll as limited con'1parison 

7 &happing goods for a wider mark<#. Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the 

8 sec~nd story•. Existing residential units a-re protected by limitations on demolitions and upper story 

9 eom'Crsions. Parking for residentiel and commercial use& is not required. Buildings range in height, 

1 0 with height limits generally ellowing up to four stories. Lots vary in size, generally sniall or medium 

11 sized with some )!Cry lMgeparcels. Accessory• Dwelling Units ere permitted within the district 

12 purs.ue:nt to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

13 SEC. 748. JAPA1VTOWNNEIGHBORHOOD COMilfERCL4L DISTRICT. 

14 The Japantovm 1\Teighbor-hood Commercial District extends bent1een Geary Boulevard and Post 

15 Streetfrom Fillmore Street to Laguna Street, the north side of Post Streetfrom W~bstcr Street to 

16 Lagun€l Stree~, and Buchanan Streetfrom Post Street to midv;ay between Sutter Street tmd Bitah 

17 Street. The c,~aracter of these streets is lti:rgely commercial, including large malls, although there are 

18 some residential units abo..,,e: the ground story. Buildings are typically two to four stories, although 

19 there are two taller hotels .. Geary Boule'olt1:rd, Fillmore Street, end Sutter Street are in1JJortantpublie 

20 trtl.nsit corridors. The commercial district provides convenience goods and services to tlw 

21 surrounding neighborhoods as well as shopping, cultural, and entertainment uses that ettract ',•isitors 

22 from near and far. 

23 The Japantovm Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to encourage and 

24 promote dc"elopment that enhances the '1ValkBble, commercial character of this Brea and to support 

25 its local and regional role. ~\Tew commercial development is required on the groundjloor and 
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1 permitted abo•'C. Mast neighborhood and •'isiter ser;ing h"bl:8inesses are strongly encoureged, 

2 including eating, drinking, end reteil "bl:8es, es long as they do not create a nuisance. Less ecti'f>1e 

3 commereiel uses ere encour-ttged ebove the groundfloor, along with housing end institutional uses. 

4 Accessory DH~elli~g Units erep_emtitted '111ithin the districtpursuant to subsection207(c)(4) e.fthis 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

f;ede.;- . 

SEC. 750. NCT-1 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 750. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT NCT-1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * ... 

Greenhouse Agriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 
20 * * * * 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary. 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis. Retail .. §:§ 102, 202.2(a) NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 751. NCT-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBOR.HOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

9 Table 751. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-

10 2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

·1a 

19 

20 

21 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

22 * * * * 

23 

24 * * * * 

25 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail. . 

* * * * 

8 * * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* ·* * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

€§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

**** **** 

**** **** 

NP. 

**** **** 

. 9 SEC. 752. NCT-3 - MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

10 DISTRICT. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

. Table 752 .. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT;.3 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * ·* * 

* * * * 

GreenhoUBe Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC .. 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. . . 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial· 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUP.ERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 
. . 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 754 .. Ml.SSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* ·* * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

·7 

8 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

*. * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

. * * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * ·* * 

* ··* '* * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

·*· * "* * 

{§102. 202.2{a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 755, OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Page 60 



1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Greenheuse Agriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

· 202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

5 *· ·* * * 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

*" * * * * * *" * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary. §§102, 

202.2(e) 

* "* * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * . 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

"Table 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * . * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

·s 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Greenho'bt8e Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

* * . * ·* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102,. 202.2(e) DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

H I 02, 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 SEC. 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

2 * * * * 

3 Table 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

4 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. * * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

~~l~L,,. 
* * * * 
Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Sup.eryisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

{§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

.2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONIN.G CONTROL TABLE 

* *" * •* 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * *· 

~i~ttrtt~f~., .. -
* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

DR DR 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

' i 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

* * ·* * 

SEC. 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT . . . . 

DISTRICT. 

*· * *· * .. 

Table 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT 

* * * * 

* * * * . 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial · 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* . * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * .,, * 

§§ 102, 

202..2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

. 3 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail . 

*· * * * 

4 * * * '* 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

5 SEC. 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

6 * * * * 

7 Table 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

8 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

9 * * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary · 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

§§ 102, 

202.2{e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * .. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

6 SEC. 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

7 * * * * 

8 Table 761. HAYES-G,OUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

9 . ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 * * * * 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

GroenhoUBe Agriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary · 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202:2(e) DR 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 
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1 

2 

3 

.4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail · §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 76Z. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial · 

* * . * '*" 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ .102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 
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1 Medical Cannabis 

2 Dispensary 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

8 * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR NP 

* * * * ·* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

9 SEC . .7Gi 24T·H.STREET-MISSION NE.IGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
. . . . 

10 DISTRICT . . 

11 

12 Table 763. 24TH STREET -MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

13 DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

14 * * .* * 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * *' 

Grcenheusc :Agriculture, 

Industr.ial 

* * * * 

. Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * '!< * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * *· * * 

NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18' 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * '* 

Cannabis Retail . 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* '* * .. * 

§~ 102, 202:2(a) 

* * * * 

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

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

*' * * * * * * * * * * * 

c c NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table.764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Greenhouse Agriculture, §§ 102, 

202.2(c) Industrial NP NP NP 

*·* * * 

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

Medical Cannabis .§§ 10.2,. DR NPDR NP 

Dispensary . ' 202.2(e)° 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

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

Cannabis Retail H 102. 202.2(a) c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.2. USES PERMITTED IN CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

No. 

* •* * * 
803.2.75 

* * * * 

TABLE803.2 USE CATEGORIES PERMITTED IN THE 

CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS 

Section Number 
Zoning Control Categories for Uses of Use 

Definition 

* * *" * * * * * 
Cannabis Retail f890.125 

* * * * * * * * 

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

25 conditional, accessory, temporary, or are not permitted. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(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 requirement are: accessory off-street parking and loading; uses which, 

when located outside .of a building, quaiify as an outdoor activity area, as defined in Section 

890.71 of thi~'c::;~de; Neighborho~d Agriculture, as defined in Section 102 of this Code; 

Wireless Telecommunications Services 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 limitations set forth below and in · 

Sections 204:1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R Districts) and 204.5 (Parking and 

. Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, a·related minor use which is either necessary to 

the· operation or enjoyment of a lawful iErincipal uUse or -eConditional uUse or is 
. ' : . .. . . . . . ' . 

appropriate, incidental._ and subordfnate to any such use, shall be permitted in Chinatown 

Mixed Use Districts as an t&.4_ccessory uUse when located on the same .lot. Any uUse not 

qualified as an a-4_ccessory uUse shall only be allowed as a p£rincipal or -eConditional uUse, 

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 

pfrincipal uUse which involves or requires any of the following: 

* * * * 

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

Section 204.3{a){3). 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE 

DISTRICTS AND· SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern 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 aA_ccessory will be considered 

separately as an independent permitted, eConditional, temporary or not permitted use. 

* * * * 

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

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory 
. . . 

Uses fo~ Uses Other Than Dwellings in. ROistricts)T.. 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to 

Other Uses). and 204:5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an 

accessory use is a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or 

enjoyment of a lawful p£rincipal uUse or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental._ and 

subordinate to any such use, and shall be permitted as an aA_ccessory uUse in an Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use District and South of Market Mixed Use District. In order to 

accommodate a p£rincipal uUse which is carried out by one business in multiple locations 

within the same general area, such e4_ccessory uUse need not be located in the same 

structure or lot as its p£rincipal uUse provided that (1) the a4_ccessory uUse is located within 

1,000 feet of the p£rincipal uUse; and (2) the multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990-(the 

effectiye deic ofthis amendment). ttA.ccessory uUses to non-office uses (as defined in Section 

890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the p£rincipal 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

uUse so long as the.tt4_ccessory uUse is located in the same building as the pPrincipal uUse 

and .complies Y!fith all .other res~rictions applicable to· such eAccessory uUses. Any use which 

dO$S not qualify as an ed_ccessory uUse shall be classified as a pPrincipal uUse. 

No use will be considered accessory to a pfrincipal uUse which involves or requires 

any of the following: 

* * * * 

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

Section 204.3(a)(3). 

* * * * 

.SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT. 

*. * * * 

Table 810 

CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Nb. 
. Zoning Chinatown Community Business 

§ References 
Category Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* 
.75 Cannabis Retail H 202.2(al, 890.125 c c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* *· * * 

. SEC. 811. CHINATOWN.VISITORRETAIL DISTRICT. 

· Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
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·*· * * * 

Table 811 

CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning · 
No. § References Chinatown Visitor Retail Controls by Story 

Category 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * 
. . . H 202.2ca2, .75 Cannabis Retail 

890.125 
c c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 812 

CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning 
No. 

Category· · 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

.. 

§ References 
Chinatown Residential Neighborhood 

Commercial Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* 

. .75 Cannabis Retail 
~~ 202.2(al, c 
890.125 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * ·* 

SEC. 813. RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

. . ... Table 813 

: REO- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * *• * 

rr 1. - ·-- n7 71.T. -· .. ·~ ~ ~ .. ~ ... J' 

813.71 
Industrial Af!riculture 

.. 

* * * * * * * * 

813.74A Neighborhood Agriculture 
.. 

813.748 Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Residential 
§ References 

Enclave Controls 

* * *" * * * * * 

§ 227(a:)I02 NP 

* * * * * * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * 

* * 
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SEC. 814. SPD - SOUTH PARK DISTRICT. 

* .* * * 

Table 814 

SPD - SOUTH PARK DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category . § References South Park District Controls 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Senrices 

All Retail Sales and 
-

Services, Except for 
§§ 102. 890.104, 

814.31 Bars ... and Liquor P up to 5,000 sf per lot 
890.116 

Stores and Cannabis 

Retail 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

814.75 Cannabis Retail SS 202.2(a) 890.125 Cun to 5 000 sf ner lot 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

*· * * * * * * *. * * * * * * * * 

Ir T. ~- ·~·~ DT ~ 

I'-' .,...-....,.; "' ~ ..... """'""' v v A. • ....., r ,.,, 

814.74A 1
,,. r~ •• ~ _, .)' Industrial § 227(8)102 NP 

IA P-riculture 

· Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

.12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Neighborhood 
814.748 §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
814.74C §102~ c 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * *· * 

SEC. ·a1s. RSD- RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

' 
Table 815 

RSD - RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

~Ii° Retail Sales and Services which are not Office 

Uses or prohibited by § 803.4, including Bars, 
815.31 

Limited-Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis Retail 

and Personal Services 

* * ·*·. * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

815.74A rr 7 __ -- --· n7 ll.T. ,)' Industrial Agriculture ~ .. -~-·-....., ..&. ... ., ..<. ..,.,. -

815.748 Neighborhood Agriculture 

815.74C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Residential/Service 
Mixed Use District Controls 

§§_J_Ql,_ P, pursuant to 

890.104 § 803.8(c) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ ~~f.(6)102 NP 

§102~ p 

§102~ c 
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2 
..____.___I* * _* * ___ __..I*_* _* * __._I*_* *_* ______.I 

* * * * 
3 SEC. 816. SLR - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

4 * * * * 
Table 816 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

SLR.,... SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USED DISTRICT 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 
.. 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

~II Retail Sales and Services which are 

not Office Uses or prohibited by 

816;31 § 803.4, including Bars, Limited-

. Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail. and Personal Services 

·* * * * 
Other Uses 

. * * * * 
r'.-- L D7 H. .fJ d fr" l 
~· -- ···~·--- ~· ~ -- .. ~ ·•·u~•/ n us ia 

816.74A 
A f!riculture 

816.748 Neighborhood .Agriculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 

§§102, 890.104 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§ 227(8)102 

§102~ 

Service/Light 
Industrial/ 

Residential Mixed 
Use 

District Controls 

p 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

p 
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816.74C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture §102~ c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 817. SU-SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 
.. 

Table 817 

SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

~II Retail Sales and 

Services which are not 

Office Uses or 

.. prohibited by.§ 803.4, 
' 

817.31 incl.uding Bars, 

Limited-Restaurants, 

Restaurants, Cannabis 

!Retail and Personal . 

Services 

* * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 

Service/Light Industrial 
§ References 

District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§.LJ!l.l. 890.104 p 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 
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rr· 
7_ -· ·-- D7 ,.; 

~ ... - ~ 

817.74A llr~ •• ~-·.; Industrial . § 227(a)102 p 

IANiculture 

Neighborhood •. 

817.748 .. 
§102~ p 

· Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
817.74C § 102J§fbf c 

Agriculture 

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

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 818 

SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

. All Retail Sales and 

Services which are not 

818.31 Office Uses or 

prohibited by § 803.4, 

including Bars, Limited-

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS· 

Service/Secondary Office 
§·References 

District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 890.104 p 
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Restaurants, 

Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail and Personal 

Services 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * "* * * * * * * 

r. '1. - -- nr ,./. - ~ ~ 

818.74A u:. .. ~~· _,. Industrial § 227(a)102 

'A rrriculture 

Neighborhood 
818.748 §102~ 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
818.74C §102~ 

lA.griculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

* * * * 

p 

p 

c 

* * * * 
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Table 840 

MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. !zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * '* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
840.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

*· * * * * * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SS 202.2(a). 
840.52 Cannabis Retail 

890.125 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * '* * * 

17.T n •1 rr 1 

~·· ~ ,,. ............................ 

840.87 T'01 , 'JlT 
IV .L i.w.-1i-" .LI CIJ,I UVI .J 

Tndustrial Awiculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

'* * * * 

§~102 

* * * * 

Mixed Use-General District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 
-

c. SuMect to size controls in Section 840. 45. 

* * * * 

* *· * * 

p 

* * * * 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Neighborhood 
840.978 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
840.97C 

~griculture 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ c 

* * * * * * * * 

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

9 * * * * 

10 
Table 841 

. 11 
MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

·Institutions 

* * * * * * * * 

841.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

1\T, n :7 /'"'. 1-~· - n1_ .+ ?.L ____ 

""' .............. ,_ ..... "'-.I -----·"'"'""'"'· .......... lJ' ~ , ..... .I. v"' ...-- .J 

841.87 
Tndustrial Agriculture 

Other Uses 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ 
Mixed Use-
Residential 

References . 
District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 890.133 wP 

* . * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 227(tt)102 p 
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22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

841.978 Neighborhood Agriculture §102~ p 

841.97C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture §102~ c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 842 
' 

MUO-MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * 

842.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

7'.T n ,7 "-·- 7_ -
...,, ... --· ~ '••·~ 

842.,87 
Tndustrial Af!riculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

--· T>1 11 r. - ~ ~ .......... ....... l.J ...... J 

§ Mixed Use-Office 
References District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 890.133 iVP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 227(a)J02 p 

* * * * * * * * 
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25 

842.978· Neighborhood Agriculture §102~ p 

842.97C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture ·§102~ c 

* * * * * * * * * * ·* * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 843 

UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § Ref~rences Urban Mixed Use District Controls 

* * * * 

Institutions 

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

Medical Cannabis 
843.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

7'.T n :7 rr. 7_ - ·- -
...... ... --- -~ .............................. 

843.87 r.1 
•• }' r~ •• u ~· J Industrial 

A P-riculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§ 227(t:i)102 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 

* * * * 
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23 
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Neighborhood 
843.978 §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
843.97C §102~ c 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 844 

· WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE~GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE · 

No. . Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
843.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

11.r __ n •1 re _, __ ·-- ---
...., ·v .... ~ ...... ~ - ·~ ~ 

844.87 ni :... ,.,. 71.T. ·-·- -- Industrial 
·--•~I' ,I., ~I JJ ..... I J 

A o-riculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 

* * * * 

§ 227(Et)l02 

WSoMa Mixed Use-Residential 
District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 
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15 

16 
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18 
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25 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

844.97b Neighborhood Agriculture §102~ p 

Large-Scale Urban 
844.97c § 1024).(h) NP 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* ·* * * 

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

* * * * 

Table 845 

WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
845.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * •* * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

11.T -- n . .L "1 
...., " - ... - ... -- '" 

845.87 
f':'.. - -- 1. - - - __ n1 ,+ 
,~ - ·- ._. ...... '-'11 A.-·-·'" 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§~102 

WSOMAWSoMa Mixed Use-Office 
District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 
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8 

9 

10 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

845.97b 

845.97c 

* * * * 

i11.r;_, --.r Industrial 

l4fTriculture 

* * * * 

Neighborhood 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 

Agriculture 

* * * * 

11 * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ NP 

* * * * * * * * 

12 SEC. 846. SALi - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 

13 Table 846 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SALi - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

846.87 1\1~~ D-L-.:1 
·~ . -~ .. 

lr"l_·-- --l-.-- 1-- -~ 
1- ~~ -- ~ 

p.Jaffi 

"
1
··---- Industrial ,.'-"• - J 

Anriculture 

* * * ·* * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§ 227(a)102 

* * * * 

SAL/ District Controls 

* * * * 

p 

* ·* * * 
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1 

2 SEC. 890.52. LABORATORY. 

3 Laboratory shall mean space within any structure intended or primarily suitable for scientific 

4 research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities 

5 and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from office uses (as defined in 

6 Section 890. 70), light manufacturing (as defined in Section 890.54(a)), or heavy 

7· ·manufacturing (including uses listed in Sections 226(g) through 226(w)). Examples of 

8 ·laboratories include the following: 

9 * * * * 

10 (h) Core laboratory;-; and 

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

12 and Professions Code, Division 10 ). 

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

14 A commercial use, including light manufacturing, wholesale sales, and storage, as defined in 

15 Subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) below. 

16 (a)_ Light Manufacturing. A nonretail use whiehthat provides for the fabrication or 

17 production of goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for 

18 resale off the premises, primarily involving·the assembly, packaging, repairing, or 

19. processing of previously prepared materials, when conducted in an enclosed building having 

20 no openings other than fixed windows or exits required by law located within 50 feet of any 

21 R District. Light manufacturing uses include production and custom activities usually 

22 involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication or 

23 production activities as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code Manual 

24 as light manufacturing uses: 

25 * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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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 l, as defined in California 

·Business andProfessions Code, Division 10). 

* * * * 

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

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

cannabis distribution (License TJ<pe I I-Distributor, as defined in Calitornia Business and 

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

* * * * 

SEC. 890.111. SERVICE, BUSINESS. 

A use whiehthat provides the following kinds of service$ 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 (or adult use, and that may also include the sale of cannabis (or medicinal use. Cannabis 

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

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

of(a) a valid license fi=om the State of CalifOrnia (License Type 10-Retailer, as defined in California 

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

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

3 

4 Section·3. Repeal of Ordinance No. 186-17. The City enacted Ordinance No. 186-

5 17 on September 15, 2017. That ordinance, a copy of which is in Board of Supervisors File 

6 No. 170516; i.s hereby repealed in its entirety. 

7 

8 Section 4. Alphabetization. In Article 7 Zoning Control Tables, the publisher of the 

9 San Francisco Municipal Code, at the direction of the City Attorney, shall place uses in 

1 O alphabetical order within their respective use categories. 

11 

12 Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

13 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance~ the Mayor returns the 

14 .ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the 

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

16 II 

17 'II 

18 II 

19 II 

20 II 

21 II 

22 II 

23 II 

24 II 

25 II 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

2 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, artic;;les, 

3 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the 

4 Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board 

5 amendment additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that 

6 appears under the official title of the ordinance. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
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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 Distrids (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 XX.VI 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 
NCO. In most NCDs, MCDs would be subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the 
Planning Commission; in some, Conditional Use Authorization would contin~e 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-Sand NCT-1 Zoning Districts and would 
create a cap of three MCDs and Cannabis Retail Uses in the Excelsior Outer Mission NCO. 
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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 a day 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 I 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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The case for equity IS deai, For decades, the Wanfr1 Drugs nas hadcons~quentfal impacts on cbrrim Lihlties 
qf_coJor in San fr~nds_co. The impacts of:thlsd!sptoportfonallty are acutelyfolt today: poverty, gduqi#tih 
.g-aps{ apd criminal records are tJ;ievestfges ofe)(plicitty and lrnpEcitly i:ad$t dru:g-enforcemerit policies. 

The City's challenge today js,aJso ()lrr opport4liit'{= As y.je thDvetqwards emhrac[ng tr tieW incfustrV, we 
n}_tt;shaJSf! tbe opportT{J1tfy fo han;iesslts poie[]tia! to begin to restore historicinequitles, 'Som·e citlE;s have 
already created industwspedfic ,equity pmgrams, but San Frandsco should develop arid Jmplefaeiil a 
pthgram thatmakes sense for the residents ofour Cify, baiah~ing our.ptior1tle5 ancfreflec;ting ou(yahJes; 

ThiS rep9rfwas drafted bythestaffof the Offiq: of'Canmibls, Human Rl~hts Commission, and Coritro!Jer~s 
Office, with .ass1stahce: frotn nun1erous City apd 09rnrnunit')1 partners. lt .examines th~ Iocat :State ,a_[ld 
D,~tiorial history of cariria:bis tegµlation, the W<ir.on Drugs, and itslmpact on our COtrJmunifie$~Jt revJews 
kno-wn characteristks of the City's 'existing cannabis industry and discusses barriers fo entry into the: 

.. fndostry. Thls' report also looks at -other jurisdktioos' etjujty programs for .lessons Learned. finally, the 
Jeporfmakes-recomn1ehdationsmeant10 inform the c:reatirni of San .Francisco's _cann<ibrs Eqoity Program_, 
Dutfirred below are key ftndings and highlights across the various sectibmi withJn the report, and a 

· st!fumary of the final re~ornmendatlons. 

EqmfyAnaivsts 

• S~h, Frahclsco hi)s a'Jways'b:e'en·'t>Ji'tfiefqrefro:nt Of -c:ahnabjs:legallzatloh, 
l> AfrfcCJJl Am~rl.tans ir'I ~i'ln Franpis<;p b~rile endured, tlisprq,porti_onately h'tgher felony 4rug arrests 

-and cracl<downs. ' 
'!; f\ilot~reci;:nt decriminalization efforts heTped 'tQ .fitlrroWihi:J~~ gaps, IJ:uf peopfe of ~ohr~1 

lnter<ic:t With·the:JLl_Stice system9t:g rah:!far highert_t1an vllhite sari i=randsca_n:s_'. . 
.. Sigriificantsocfal hurdles' resnltfroiirr:lisproportfonate artesta!id Jntarceh.ltion r.ates. 
i! AltnoUghlo.cal data ls incomplete at l;iest and m:isle:adlhgc\tvv¢r;;t;J't reyeals:?·strqng_corfejqtion 

between pove_rty aJ1d cannabis -arrests. ··· , · 
.. Taken t~gether,this pai11tsa tfoublirig pit:tur,e aftbe-War-00 Dfqgs1 lmp<ict Cin :<:omml.lhities of 

cblori evehjn aprogressivedty'fike.San•frahdst:o~ -
,_., ba~g $Ugg~ts tliat San Ffarid~coi~ ~-~hnabis industry J?-n4. the. na:i:iorilat Industry:} skews 

dis pro por:tionatelywhite arid male:;, 

·s<!r(iers to Entry 

,. Finandal'-ahd.i":eal 'esfafe.bilrriej-s·-pres'ent'maJor equity fli:rr.dles foind)Vlduakseeklhgto enter"tbe· 
tegulat~d c<iM!lbisJ)1dustry . 

. ~- other b9rfi~rs lrrdude the soft ~kif/s ofe:n.freprr=neurship_; eompliarice; andlegai compfeXity.;. 

.·1> Whik~ Prop. 64 dears the wayfot people: ti:>rniic:ted of cannabis crimes to ente:rtb~ industry,.;{ 
pas± t/imlhal bTstory -c:ancstilf present sJgQifh;ant challenges; Hke accessingfi[jaf)Clllg',(Jt s:Tg_ning ?:'. 
fease. 

~- Wheie'theCify allows· ta ii riahi:S b1-JS'ihi:i55.t:!!? to'~p~raie .. wltl haveirripbrtantTm p~cts 01;whetherW.e 
¢~tj:~r9vi/~b~ ir:tdti,5try equ!tably. 



'f:annabis Equfty Programs Anaiysis 

:.. Qakland and Lp~ .Ang~Jes bqtb have re.al or proposed equity progr<:ims that may ~erve as a good 
J:llOQel for San Francisco. . .· .· . .. . . 

•• · '$0th .dties. <iiin to help ·p~ople either arrested}or i;:arinabis or reslden.ts bf hiih~en'forcemer\t 
·n?igl:iborhoods~ 9Jid ·C?Jfer a s1.fite of fee waiyers.; :techtiical ."1sslsfance1 :an~l subsidized ·i9ans fo 
equity applicants. 

... Oth~r cifies.?bd state:s also pµtJ(l place pohci~:s to try Jo co.rretrfor h[~todcai imna'iances. 
·"" San frands.co shonJ.d. s~.Ject the policycomponeiiis that ll]ake.the niost:senseforourcity .. 

. Fincfings.ii..'Bi!'commendatigns 
. , 

The Office of <:a11nabfa and supporting agencies chose fo present a series. :0f tfhdings and·. 
~ecorr;m~fldatiOns\6 g~ide the M~Vor arid Board of Supehiisors ?s they legt~lat~ an ~qUity:p;.:~·grahl: Th~ 
follqWitig pollc;V ar~·as of.f9¢ifs represent ;t;his report's car~ rec9mrne11ckti9.~s; · ··· . 

J,. ~ligiJ:>ilitv: infoi:m eJIEi bHhy criteria wrth data, set tiered' eligibility. criteria to aHow ffi.qstaffeq:ed 
•groups t0 r.eceive higher-vallie Jlenefits}. While eXteridirig some . beneffts to Cl wider range :Of 
ii:pplican~ irnpaci:ed bYtne W"1r 6n. orugs,· . · . · · .· ·• 

2; :~ermi1:Hng: prior_ltlze a·ndassist I:quity Applicat)ts dt1ririgthe permitting process, ancf~stablishan . 
Incubator program fo .inc~nthlize pe1rtherships betweer:rEguity ApJ>lfcants a.nd other canhahis 
hperators~ 

3; .Co1T1111unitv~R~nvestrnei:it: dltect .nevy potential fynging fro in 1oca1 ca1rnab.·1s fa}{es 9rth~· state 
toward programmingfot.comrituhities impaded bVtheWaron Drugs. Bu5inesse.s should also .be 
t~qoitedto dest:i'ibe howthei(busiiiesswlil provide<;omr:nUJiity b:encllts~ ... . · . 

4. Wo.~kforce Dgy~Jopme11t: promote ~qtjhable emplqy.rn~rrt ·opporl;unitle!). at, all C<,'lr)nahJs. 
businesses, espedally for former!Yciritarcerated. fndiyiduals ahdthose liVing rh .fiefghborhooi:fs 
l tnpa ctedbvthe-w~r:o1tD.rugs . .Expand First source·ah~fLC:ica!JlJre t~ .. cO'ver the cannabis industi:y. · 

$;; F.iiJ~J1c:icil ;&'~~P,it~I )\g:~~:take·~n .active ?cJIJOµlGYJ()I~ W op~11 t!j:l banklr1g ser.vice.s, p~rtkulady 
· through state and localcreditunions, forfhe.cannabis industry. .·· . .. · . 

· s. T~¢hnic;'JjA~sist~nc:~;i:ijr~ctt;qlijfy Qp~rcltors·to~g>ffst!Jigt~chr'.t.ic;:1)~ssfstance fosow~Eis l'rit}ie CifY, 
Jft'!d creat~ fl~W te<::fii:iical:r~sgurc~i. within the Office ofCfanT}al:lis., facilitate P<lrtnershlps. \!Viii; 
,other eilsfinKOperaiorsand·non"profits'fo help tn/ercometechnlcal ban;ler:s, 

'{. ~ifii! n'al. Hlstcify:J1_old. stte'ari1 \ii1.ed expun1.@fle)1f e:vi;ntsJpr titiz~ns tci n\fl cte;d:of .eJi gibiatarl()apjs 
.Qfferise.s~ ·.•. . . .. . .. . 

8, Stakeholdet 'Eniagement: create cUlh.ira·lly seti.s1t!ve ahd aisfrkt..,spedfic.outreach, i;lni:l :extend 
Ti:lsKForcernl;!-rftb:i;irsfijp t(Jif1:c'lud¢·regr.¢jeptatlves'Jrorn c:omirl\lnlt.feswlth :hlghconcentr~tion.sof 
Jnqiyi~µ~is·ei\gibl~:fo.t ~quj{nb31u?:o' . . . -· 

~; Public Awareness &Education: deploy .ah outr.each tampaTgn for the Equity Program. 
10; o.ata .Co1iectitin &,Accountability: gather data c0f! G~neJ~J an:d fqultyApplitants on a regUJar. basis 

tp ariaiY?e the q1.1t<:q(TI_es: 0.fthe Equityfr:9grpl}1; ao.d lJS~ ihi:;datatd,,r~finetheprograrn. Enforce 
compliance of comrnltrnents made by.'applicanfs, ; 

11, Mo!:fifica.tipn' a C'titit5e Cc:irrection.: p·ermittlog Jrt pha$es and ¢b}Jiri:\ uiikatiog \7\.tftb stakeholdei 
gcjups Will aiiqw for 'Steady 1tnJ)ro\f,i~tD§f.ltphfr~X~giJJ<itory sj;r'~cture,, . .. . ..... , . 

iz .. Land Use&Zonliig: qeafe land use col)frols.:that mitigate.overconcentra.tlbn in d{serifraQ~hJserl 
:neigJ5bottfoods: 



it lntroductiori · . . .. 

fylayor lee 'has designated San frBneisco's vision to be a safe., vibrant dty of shared prosperity. GLJfded by 
:iher.Human·Rights·~ommission, theCity intorpatate~strategies and p.rograrrrsth~t address i.het:halleoges. 
r~\;lltlng trC!rlJ prejudrce, intolerqnc~, ~igotl)', and clisditn'fnatLo1'1" 'fhe City tj:pdertakes these chal!enges 
With the knowledge thatthe cu1111llative im.Pi3cf of systern!c discrimlt:ratlon has depressed prospetity for 
.Us .collectively,. · 

Jn 1964, the :Stroke ofa pen ended legaldJscr1mination lnthe United states~ However,as ouh::ouhtry aiid 
bur l;ity has learned, the deietiori of~xplieitly rac;isfwo(ds, :amendments to explicitly racist laws, aqd th~ 
termTn:g ou:t;of expJicitlvr.\:telst policymo'ker? were ins,uffi~lentto·aqdres.scentu.rl12s ofracfalized.outcotnes~ 
ln-the United States arid ih San Francisco, the legacy of those. oistrimi'natory laws. remaihsU:'.ommun1t1e~ 
pf coJpr are stiildisp(aportionatelYincafceratea, u.nernpioyed,,and impoverished, 

The sanHahdsco Human Rfgbts Comhlissioil has cieveioped an equftV fram:ewcYrl<, known as E;rigfheering 
for Eqyity, for all (jty ~ncl C,::oµpty tJ.f '$ci11 Hahcistb. depa(triJelitS/ tndoding the. Offi~e of <;:or;i-nabJs, to 
f)rov1de tfie:tools and strategies essential to making our governrnebtservicesmore equitable fbi'alLThe 
equity frarneWo'.rfo h~lps t:ify departments create and uphold tr:<insformational systems and eipproach 
;;!dual ~nrl/ Qr pertelve~ ljmitqtiori~with ihnovatJon,'lt[eflects_thebell~fthatcitY go\fe-rnment can support 
re.silie.nt people and; in partnership with C()n1m1;.1oitfe.S,.can help deveiop found9ticms that UpijfU:ilL 

·thlsframewqrkhu\lds 9ri.shared. d_eftnmons; deveioped·inthe inter.est ofcreatmg:al1gnmentci~ro?s:cJty 
:.departments :working to ~11sur.~ t.h.at aJf people ~re .s·een and heord fairly. A.ctotdingly, this report .adopts 
thee H:urrian R'f~hts tcirifrnlssion's.:deffriltfons for equity and cciJrimunlty! 

• :fqut):y: F.ufl $ncl "~gual acces_s to oppo[tuniti~, power ~nd resou.rces, whereby :an :~~ople may 
thrjve-i!Qd pfp~pg.r re~<Jfqfess~ofdemqgrpRhlC:S'. . . . . 

• ~l)r.n11;1tmJb/;,stakebold~rsacr9ssSan Francisco's diverse he)ghborhoods w.hoate either benefited 
orbGr<lened· by t:JublicpoliCies. 

the le'gaiiZ.atfon o¥adtllfoi5~ carinaois· presents ao)irgent oppibftl:irilf')rfo !~;:jrfl from th~ pa~ ~tind ef~j:!t~' 
.a':c::O)u.rita bf'e:rne_c;h-a111sltl.? t() aclii<;v~ S.heirep Jfrosperlty. ln:antldpatlon qf~liis:r9n5eptember ~5 ,2oi7, the· 
Bocird pf,Supervisors unanimous.ly passed Ordinance No. 179859, trefitlbg 1;ne·Office pf Cannabis: ah(:l 
tt:!questibgtF1atthe Offl¢g,of Cafiitabis~ theHufnanJ{igh~ Cornmission>and theCoilfrol!er<s·Offfte deliver 
to thern ~nef the MaYQ:r rill :later' tbatt N.ovemoer 1; 2017~ a r.eport ~halyzTng i;lYalJ;,ib.le data tf!lah:d to 
dispar:iti es in the can nab is ind u:Stry; and. providiflg ree-0111 mend atio.n s regarding poJi CY' optio os that co ulcl 
{A) foster 'equitable cicc~ss:to participation in the, induStry,Jncludingpromotrori 6f ow.n~·rshiri-cand:sta1:>1~: 
'ernploYhJ~t)t PPJ'.l9ttYniti~ In the? iridgstry;, {13) 'invest City iax.:.r~vE?n~~s Jn ~i;Onqmic fofrastru.cture fa~ 
'CDmmunities that have hisforfcafly been ctrse11franchfsed,: Lt) mitigate the .adilerse .etteds ':()f dr:ug 
eriforci:!ment poficieso tli.at fuive disproportionatefy .Impacted those ~.cotnmunitles, !and {D) pdorJtiz.e. 
}Ddlvid,u~l.s Who h9\/e pe¢n pre\iiousJY:cirreSj:ed,.qr c;cmvkted for niarjjua)lci-reJ::jted offense, . 

,As detaileci in'thi~ repor.t, the W.t\f'oh Dt'L!gs, has had dtsastro_L:is~ilnp_acts in sanfuhdsco. \hth\s ¢1ty'~nd. 
1n cities acrqss the QBtiQli, the.se effeQt$/in~i11ffipgJh¢ qeafl_o,n ofg~nercitiomrf poverfy,Joss of property., 
t6mmunity degradation, and loss oteducahonaJand employtnentDppor1:uriities, hi:ive t1e'grr 
4tsprpppH;(onate_iy sJiouldi;re;f_Qy thgpoot andpeC:fple'of. cqlor,.spf:!~ifiqaily)\fricanAl)'.ler'ican cindia,t1ox 
pppµ latro:ns, · ' ·· · · · · 

lfthe Ci±v.1!> s,eifous al:iot:tt f:rnproyipg the quaffty gfiJfe In Son FrnncJsco and fie1plngthose whq have 
been disprop~rtfonately burdened by public policies like the War on Drugs, ltmµst address systenift 



bamers and un.derstan.dJhe 'role that :po1kies, practices, ana procedtir:es pJay ~n creatingthecurrent 
heaJtFvsafety, et(lnornk rriobiltty and community environmentdraimstances, we rriust tememberthe · 
part these factors playfn developing an equitable, inclus,ive :and diverse "City~ 

San francisco is (:Urren'tly consiqeriog a propos~d regulafqry structure for lqc;:ilt:Qmrnerda]~annabi,? 
adfvity begihhing)n 2018.,The Cdminerda1 :cannabis~HegulatioiisOrdinan'Ce.d:mt~mplafes the creation 
ofc1n Equity Progr;;irr\ .;rnd makes f:!eBr tbatappltcatlons for aduit=use commercia.l c:~nnabis :activityW:ill 
not l:>e rnade avaHabie Linfil the CiW estab'iish~s a program designed t0 foster equ·itapl~ .ap;ess to · 
participation In the caru:iabis industry, incluciJngaccess to workforce and ownership opportunities. 

It fiour hopf!'that this report anil:its recofomendations h~p inform the deVelopmentof:a robust equity 
prpgram tnat ehsure:s ii t6besi:Ve1fe;sui:ts-orietited strategy. Asucces.stul j:rrogra.rn wUl'strengtheh 
E)quftabl~a~tesstq the.cannabis inqustrywofkforce; en~ourageeritrepreneµrship,tind expand 
educational opportunities, It will )lelp eliminate discrirnin<itor\dnstituticlnal antf structuralpolides and 
. practi\:.esarid~rive to curtail the stigma a[fainst9c:tiyitiesnow iegal unde(PropOsition· 64. This will 
requfre rel.evc;int departrr)~nts fvt'ons.iderthe impact of theirservices anc{ cievelop fransfprmation9I 
approaches that cut across multiple institutions,to.disruptinstitutiona1 culture1 and:shift v<ilues and 
political will to crear~ equny. 

:', 
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Ill. Equity j\nafys1s 

M~tliodOlogy 

This Equity An?lysis se¢of1 -first .examine? th~ 'hlsto;y Qfdrug e:ofqrc;ement,policies in the UhJted States 
arid ih c~}ifoi'nia, ·which irifbrmsthi56Ve.ra1l equity ani:ify~is.Thissectfon.also examines arrest rates rnsan 
Franclsco,starting1witb a broad view ofall drug:.arrests and narrowing to cannabis arrests. ft uses census 

data ?rid arr~sj~s cta1at(:diighi)ght which :Qo'f;Lll?tions in San .fratidsco have~xperlenced disproportionate 
levEis of cannabis arrem. Ffom thereJ it .defines the size and scope of l6W-ihtome communities fn Sari 

Frandsco~ and geospatfallycros;;-r~erE!nc:es c;ann~bjs arrests witl:i loyv-1ncorrie census tracts. '.The ovedap 
Pr<)Y)des ~pme insight. Into the ·c.Orrefatibn between c~hhabis; taW .enforce·rnent and· mcome status, 

highlightifig. wbkh liiciilci::irrrrrninities have likely been t:!l::onom1cally tlIS"adV:antaged l;'>y cannabis 1aw 
e11forcement .. Flnaf[y, Jbis arialysrs kmks 'rnt.o the demographics. of the exrstlrig legal cannabis Jndw.;try, 
f~Qffi a natio!)af perS:p~tt1ve and a total .Oriel gxhlbitin_g which populations h<ive begun to ecohorni¢aily 
benefitfrorng.radual c-annabfa decriminalization. 

llistodcal.&LegislatiVe CcintextciJ Cannabis Policies 
United States Orn and &innubfs Poli··.~· .. - .· .. -· g ' ....... . ..... cy 

f,oo.d and drug r;egufaj:ionb~g;).n 11}.th~ 1Jrjfte·d States yJiththe _F~~fetal Foo:d~ndbi:ug Attbl19D:6; rfie law 
pei,"it]itted tile (J.S. Depar:tmerit :Of.Awiculture1s Bureau of Cher;Pistry ltJ-test~ regulate, and• stahdaroizE: 
tomrnerc\afs[JbsJ<li1~es~1 .Se.tweeA 1906,a.M ;l94i~ ihe focleral government prirnariJy r~gulat,ed narcotics 
'through taxation; with the ~c:eption ()f opiµm ~nd gqci3if1e. 'Jne Op1µit.T ExclUsio~ Ac~~of 1909 Jimrted 
opium Jnipoft:S, partially· ov~r- Jegi'timate corieeros regarding the drug's level of addiction an.ct bealtn 
effec:ts, 'How~\/er1 its 'l:)ass_age '\llf~s tqtrl:~IJJpcifyl!JeoI,1slY sup~(Jtted PY xenophobk fear~ pf ·East Asian 

·iri:Jmigrants, forffshadoWiT:igth.e f~de:[!:il gavernrne.nt's ra1:;faliza~iOn of drug polity throughout much ·Of: the 
2D19 centUr\;} The B;:irrisoiAtt of ·:1914 ~reat~d a -pr~seriptidn reglsfry and imposed a sped;:il taic 9)1 
n~tcoJitsj(l:ipo~. 

rrr. 'i_9.271 Cbhgress reorgalijiEOd t~~. IJiug teg(.ilafory structqre by: .eyf,3blishirig 'the Po.Q'd,· ~r~& i1J1d 
1.nseci:idde A\:i"mlrit~trati,9n, whfc;h \.liq?' ~hQtteo~d tq. fbe Foo9 ai;td Prf~g 1\9nilnistration. in 1930;, 1930 
brought ffiltner administrati\ie•a-od bureaucratic changes; lncludlngthe fra·nsfer M powersfroJTi t;!Xisting 
agen.di;:s:·to theneWIVc;recitei:I at:iteau ofN~rcot!csJThe Bureau-0fNartoticswasglven broa_dji.trf?d,k.tiort 
tiver" cor.itrolling o'a,rcot,its, and XWfltst 1'.:'QfiltnTssJo.ner; Harry J, An~linget,, ·r~b~ci canna~is :reglllations 
'filrthertowal:dscrlmfrra1izat1cin andas.an otitletf~r discriminafior.i ari~:i'mcirginalizatfon.4 

Thr~ughout Ms ten um as Narcoiiq {:,(,m_mi~sio.r1f!r.; )\.nsHnger ,g;:i\ie s;peeches: .. across the United 'States, 
pc;irtr~Y.ifiit, ®._fi h~bis ?s, "ii sc~urge on sodety, rµiriirig th~ ro~ir:<'lf fabrk of ArrieritC),.:'1 

.. 
5·Ansling~r often 

ln;ip!Jc~te:ct'.10 gx:l¢~ns; Mexlci3Ji-Arr;erJG<f0s1 .a n9:At~i1;a._11 Aillerita.n:s o:s.drug users, even staHr:igexptidtlyth.at 
Mexicowasrf:l-sponsibfo for:lr:i~r()d_uc:lr::ig.tanJ1abfs to the Un:iteg States:Jln MarUJJana: A$hortHh.tory, John 
HUctak cq~ririe:Cts' tbe :radaliiatlon of.C.ar\nabis policy ta wide(-&eapolitical events at the time:; .Afti;r' the 

1 Hudak,;1ohn. l\..farjjuana:i\shonl1Jstoty,. W.ashfnfilon, ri-.c.: Srookingflhstitution' R~ess, Z'Q:!Ji,·3:2. 
2

1b:~d·· 4·.· .· .. -... , ......... , ..... · ..... ·-·· .... ·. - _, .. -· . - ·- ... .. ·.. . . 
.. .L ;;:3 .: 
3 !!Jiq., 3S. 
·~ Ibid., 350.:35, 
S'Jbid.,3o, 
6 AnsJinge/;.Ha'.fry.JV1aiijiianiJ,,Afsq~sfti cifYdtith,The,Amerit:~n f\ilaga:?in¢, 12~, ho.1 (1937). 
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IYJexicah-American War .(i846-1~48) and' continuing frito the eady .L.Oth century, America leceiv~d an 
fnflux of Mexi~an itnmiiir(i)ln, whii:h further exacerbated e~istiiig tacial tensions. Bl.ldak ·wtJtes, ;;As 
Ame.ricaps sought a preteit tQ. vliify this ·n_e'{lf in]rplgrant co1T101UJ1jty, • the;Y found an ideal ~uiprit ln 
marijuana ... fear and anti-irnr:nlgrant sentTrnenr prompted state-level bans.oil {;annab1s ... " / 

Ans!ingeicotiducted pqbiic op!nibn carripa,igns~fo support the crimlnalizali6n .ofcanmib1satthe .state and 
. federal !e\lels·; e,y the time Congress passea the Uniform State NarcotiC Act in 1932; 1'.irging state.$ fo unify 
parc::otks l<Jws ·and rmp1erneni: crtminal :puril~bment_s;. ·2,9_ · S:Wtl=s hacf,;£Jlf1=a.dy criminalized the :µse -of 
cannabis} The. fylarihU,ana T!=!x Act .of·i9.:37 JevJe~ a' tax on every .woup involved With producjng, 
cffstribtititig, sellfng and pi.ircliasihgcanriabis, 1nc1Uding importers, grower:S,.seJLers, pfesi:;rloers; physidahs, 
v.eterlricirians, pa:tient~, and othercoJlsurners. Failingto p~y a[ly oftfiese @~es resuMdin heavvfinesand 
jail time:9 · · 

{)espite fac1ngosorrte obJect)()llS againstirnpierhentinghcicsh pt:ttiiShrn~ritsfor <;:a1rnabis offens~s,Ansllnget 
and Congress continued to ¢riminallze cannabis Tri stricter terms.~- The Boggs Act of 19.51 created 
mandato.ry m ln.lrnurn sentences for those convicted o'f ~rog~rel9t~d. 9ffer1se~.;fh.ese ~entenq~s we-re :so9ti 
i_11creasedwit'1 the N<!rrnfics Control Aci; ofi956P .. 

The. ~unterculfore rTIOVemenlsOfthe i9i0s p\:lSb~d pack~gC)if)st ?.OcJg(pcif!llS and gpverntnent actions 
cind polici~s {hat were perceived as unj~st:-12 Cannabis took on ·:a vi~ihle ·~ole ·within some.bf th_ese 
~.Untercµlt~[E!s,<3sWeJI as V'vithlri the i"r\UsiC,induSti)I ahdh1edl~. C:a.nl)abisu~ejij'Cfe?Se:d~n:ibng'Ainerkari 
:Votith; a_nd the Orfrted Sta~es govemrneot; f:l¢r¢ei>iing ltseJras u(lde:r sJe·ge; tesp()ndecCl;~galn:withJiicreased 
~lhiinalizaJioh.13 · · . 

f>residentfal a"dh)ih1Strcitibns from th~ ws9~ ori\N§~d fr~qtJeyi.i:fy ·p4,sbed t[le crfrnfna1ization of cannabis. 
.alongside urgent.·s<idal narratives. Presidenti:isen.howeYs lriterdepa\-tJ:rieritaJcommittee on Nar'cotics 
pubfl~b~d a report i'n. j:g55 that detailed tl:ie ha.rrns: qf cantiat:il.s' 6n youth: ~nu c()rntritJhJtf es, ·wif.fiout 
screntiflcal ly eya l yatingtJie'ifiiPCl\:~St;if C<Jnnabjs'Usage;'14 Qn..e ¢Xf:~cpt)o T1 was president i{enlled/s;l\dvisoty 
Committee on Narcotic and Dn.igAb(:Js~T established.with Executive.orde(11o76'in 1963, whkh found 
thatdrugs.were nt}tgrobpecf togethe(leg~fi{basec,i 0)1 the ffskor\tadiction or: level cifheaith effe(:tsl and 
eyeg ·s1:ated_ that rncind_atory rp(qjm\jm~ should br; :re.~(>,11si~f:!recl.;5 Howev~r1 'K~nneqy was assassinatecf 
shortlythef:eaf:tet; ilnd hfs s:uccesso·r, P(esiClehtJObnson, did noftake action on many ofthe Cornniittee'.s 
'ff(id(ngs. . -

' ' -•I 

D~pitethisj Lyndon B. Johnson ~ad:::1retativeiy nLianC:ed stan'ce.-Oii drug Usa·ge, distir1gulshifrg betWe'en 
\:lealef's·:anduser$ and rec0gniZ.ir:ig.th~ pu,bllco ne_p1t.h '~i:ld :sqJ~tv n·e.¢9. fQt w~.arm.E!nt. f-fow~Yce.r; Richard 
NlxoQ's electiori Jn 196R·redirectectthe gover:nmi::nt!S. focus back to, crfrriJnaljz.atic>n arn:! pt.1pfshrnenV6 

After Cqllgre$ pcjsseqttw contnQll~d 'Subst!lnce~ Ad-in :1970~ Pr~s\detit NiXonforrnaJlydei:.U=frgd ~1 "War 
.· . . . . .. :: .::; ·. '•'.. . . .. ·.-:. . .. .. .... ·::: . . : . :· 

1 fludak;ioHn. Niarlfut.ma: A.short HistDIYr ~8. 
·'l\.fhi.d~; 37:. . 
_ffe;]biq. . . 
j_R lbid.,38'..-39./ 
i1 Jbid°.1 ;!9: 

J.2 l~rd. 1 4i~4~L 
Blbid;,42; 
14 Jl:itd., 43-.41t 
:rs i~1d:;A6: 
i& [])id., 48; 



on :DrugS:'J"lNixo-JJ, however, had beenJocused oh this\i\lar fo{years, asa pariofbisr'sciutheni Strategy," 
Whfch sbughtto,rriarginalize vuJ.n~r~bi~ p6pulation5, ·espe,C;iafly min~r(ties}8 I rt fact, N)x{)I.J'~ac:Mser;]dhri 
FJJrJichman, Wcfsrecordetj In .a 1981:inteivi.ew with L~e A,.tyvater; say\l).fF . 

We:kne.wwe. couidn;tmake iti/legtilta be either against i:ne war. otblai:.;T<; Eut by getting the public to assoddfo. the 
;!1Jppie~'W!th marij@r1a andblati~•.with herola1 qnd t/-ie_n crhTJfoalizihg bqth Jieqvlly, .we ciiuld disrupt_those. 
¢qmmilhities; We cduldarrestthefrlead~rs~ raicf:their homes; T:!reakiip fheJrmeeifngs, i::mdvf/ifyt';ef:n nightafter 
.niriMon the evening news. Did 1;\te know we. were Tying about the drugs] Of.course we did.1!f 

The.~verits and actions.that led to.Nrxoh's formal War oi\Orugs pfotlamatlon lridude ·cj 19ss speethta 
Ctmgr_ess;. in which Nixbh declared .canl)abfa a nC]tiona{ threat; tbe SupretnB Cqurt .case Leary v~ United 
states.; Operatiof\ intercept;·~ rniUtary operation tnatselzed contraband at the lJ.5,-Mexkci border; and 
the 1:969 Bipartisanship Lead~rshi~ M~eting brl. Nar2otits and Dangerous Drugs. :io. . 

The. 1970 ·contrOiled Subsfahce5 Act ls iit.Ucial because it forma1ried drug schedules, which categorized 
qrugs into. legal groups.· for sentencing and. bther pUrpcis.es.il However; Corigress, not the scientific or 
::ffiedtcab;:omr.nunity,sorteddrugs'into scfledules, ph:\cingcanna}Jrsih Sch_edule I alOngside:dcugs Viilth much 
higher levels of addktionand bealth effects}ZcThe lawexparidedthe government's powers'fonegulating 
drugs and g~:w~ .Nixon the foup~afloh for bis upcomirig W'i?r on Drugs.13 Nixon's frnal substantial actoion Jn 
·th~:Wcir Q\l Drags wa~ h!s proposal totongtessto reorganiJ;e the government.~gendestheitregula:te drugs 
and narcotics,. 'the ~'ReorganizatToh FJan2 of 1973" .24 Congress "approved and the drug Eliforceme'nt 
Adrn1nistration (DEA)wa:s):re'ated \,l\tltbin the D.e par:tme:nt pf Just1q~. The DEA consolidated functions and 
Jl!rls,c;li(;i:i()f)s: 'C1li~ has pbo,s1stefit]y rec,elveq s.fgnJf~c:gnt lncrBag!s ll) ·'funding and ~pJ9yees ~incl? its 

. creatfoh.25 . 

.. . . 

'President f6Fd' fontlnued Nixon's tough rhe1:oric, expancllng; lne United 51;at.es' lhvoJvernent li:i tlrtig 
dper:atfonsinternatiorialiy, At the same t_lrrierford supported ·treatmen:t<ihcf prevention, 1.atern~veafing 
th~J: drug ilddict1.on was~ personal issue t9 hi? famlfyi LHc~ P.resial:!nt Fori:\ .bef9t£:! him, carter worked to 
:stem international drug.trafflCking while attemptinglo reform aspects of-drug policy at home'. 1n hls 1977 
1'Dtug Abuse Message to th~ C:cili~r~s;" C~cter.latd·ci:t;ilhls. Vision t.0 fri~r&ase funding for re?eafcn1 tr:i;Rte · 

i7Nix1m, Richard. "Sped9!Messagetothe torigress .on QrugAb:use Pr:evention: and tontroi,June 17; i9]l!; The 
Amerit:~n PresidencyProject;P:ccesse.dbctober30, Wi7.http://wwiN.presidency.ucsb,edu/Ws/?p1d=304K. 
i8tiu~ci~;J:9hn .. M~djllf!ija:c,O; Sfiortfli~t-0rY~50. · . · . . . < 

~9 :13th: DJrecterfby A. ouvernilY·· gr-Oau.<:~9 bVtL J:J~rfsti.a'n95,A11eric1<. tJnited stareS:~NetFHx.,..2016~ 
iO fluda1<; Johni.Marjjuana~AS:hor't.History; s1'-52; NiXon, Rlchard. "SpeCial Message to the t&ngress qn the· 
Contrg)of Nar.Cotics and Dangerous brugs,J'u\y 14, 1969:.~' The American :Presidency project Accessed Octc:iher 301 

· ?..Pr7. J:Jft.(J:/JWww.presidenc:Y.u.~b.edu/w5/?pld=:?12,6. , 
21.lJie rnversiori Ci:jntrof Qi\tiSit>n. "l]tl¢2+ Q!'Jited~tate~ Cdcje H,1$C) Coritrb.ll_ed Sub.stante-sA~t,11 u~s;oep,artrnent 
<of j usiice. Accessed'. October 30; 1017.·lifipsi//wWw..d eadbre r.ii on.Usdoj.gov/21cfr/21 usc/a1:i.htm; · 
22. Hudak; JohnAVla1:ijuana:A Shc:irtHistor}r; 54. · ' ' . 

. 2,:3_,lb)ct, 55~ 
24 Nh.<on;. Rii:nar:d 0 'rMessage fo'fhe ctmgres's fr.aosrblttli;ig 5-ecjr~filpitidn ;rfan:2 of19J3;Establlshii:lgthe Dr.ug 
Ehforcernerit-Admini.str?tfOn, Mardt28, 197$." TtleAO:iefican Preside~c;y Projed:Accessed octbber3;0; '.2.017 • 
.ht~p://\WliW.presidency.ucsb;edu/ws/index.php7pid~4159. ' 
;25 The {)rug EnfortetnentAgency~ uoEA'.Staffing & Budget/' i:i~.A,gov;)\c,C,e55ed Pcto])er 30~ 2:9i7, 
btt:ps://www.dea.gov/pr/st~ffihg.shtm[ . · 
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feder;3L preven:tkih and treatment progra1hs~ and shift 'the·gavemment's t:'!~gd1atory focusto drugs wrth 
more severe health con~,etfuenc~s. CC)rter'sproposalswere nev·er rea:Jized,16 

like Nixorj Reagan tt}co_rporated drug polfoy frifri l1is broaqet potitical strategy. He -continuedto expand 
the Unlted States' drug itwolvement efforts internationally While enhancing penaities and reducing 
defenses for the atcl1s~d ddrhestically/i flnaliy, Reagan expanded education .ahdtreat111ent prograiT\~1 
~nli_stlng thE! hefp of First_la'.C]y Nanty ffeagan: Wit~ Executjye Order. No,±2368, R~agal) cre;;iteq th¢ Drug 
Abuse Polic;y Offi~e:2$1.he Office quickly won a .seriesoflegislativesuccesses, :lnduqi ngthe Comprehensive 
Crime Cohtrol Ai::t:Sf1984; the Ahti-DrugAbuse Act of 1986, andthe Anti-D"r'UgAbuse Actdf 198K29 AIJ of 
these ic1ws eniianted criminal pt:inishmerts .for drµg-reiated.offenses. Ih.?·19E'6 law e~panded the crimes 
towhichmancJat01yminimu111s applied, and thei9s8 [aw enhanced these mlnirnLirns;3c0 fn1989, :PresJCfeht 
1-tw~ Bush· created tne Pffice-ofNai:iooa fDrug Control Policy_; teplaCihg-Reagan':S utug Abuse Po..liCy Offite .. 
The· dlrec~o r of this 9ffJc:e l~ ref~rredi:() a,s th.e ''Qrug Czar;,; whos-e infiugn_c¢ in Us. drug policy c01:itin ues 
to this qay,~ ·· . . . . . 

.. . . . . ... .. . '• .·: 

The 19.?& fq~~ a!So lnc:re£!seqfunding for eoyc~tioo prog!""a;,,s, ·a.rid redired'ed fund~in other prq15rnms 
towards rlrug--:felated programs.- Hesearchers have .evaluated the effectiveness- of drug .education 
progranis', :ahd fdLind IJmite~1 Jf any,, effects on curhlngd(:ug.us.e·amongAmerJc_cirtyguth.3i 

. .. . 

Nesident'Bill ~Unl6ri ihtbfp6ratetfkii'ider·rJietoric wfien speaking about ·dfug Use, aftnpugli his p'olfcieS'. 
contlnu.ed to inten$ify crlmin~i_puliishti)ents forcanrrabis"'3:i for Jristaric:;e; tf/_e ViCilentcrinie Con_trol ·and 
:Law EnfQ:rcoernent Act of 1994 1nfansified criminalizatlon, ititrodtldilg the-. ~'three $trTk~" provi:sJon for 
trafffd~ers~· ahd increased funding f6t .Prisons and iocaJ lawenfor<:ertie°ht~4 -Aftenbe19941aw, atrests for 
cannabi.s ~s.etsincreasei:L?ignific<fhtly, 1.111QB1; th~H~ wer-e ~t.oPnd.327;tiob .arrests for.4annabis-:related 
offenses.13y2.boo,therewere over 70b,ooo}5 Meanwhile~ states began legcillzihg medj<;a!cannaJifs'.i so1rie 
states a~utf}drized_ medital.tarYrrabisdrl_the:cfay .Clititonwas_hielect~dtb office}6 - ·-

P"ublic opinion about canria5is reversed becarrte Lllcr@si-ngly positive ih tile ls9osand 2ooos}i aJte~a 
that b'9s co ptiqyed to tM p f~seflt frf 2000; 31 % bfAm ~d~a ns s_upporte q the.] eg91Izatlon qfra nryab l~, ~Y 

- .. --- - ·.· . ·-· - - - :.-

26 John F:ludak. !Vfarljuana~Ashort Riitory~ 67~70; tarter,)fmmy. '"Di-ug:Abuse Message to:thec6n&ress-,Augl1sti1 

i977.'' T-he· Atneritali Presiden_cy Project. Accessed october'3o; 20J'z, ·. - ·· · 
nttp:jjvjM/~q:ire~iClenc1:µ:cil:);~J~a/w~/?pia,;,79913, -- ---- -. · · · · 
'-7 Hudat<1 JOhri:;MarUiiaria;AS,11ort•Hisfor\i, 73.. . . . .... , 
18R.eagan, Ronald. ''Executiv.e Orderi2368:.brugAbuse.Policy-Funcffons,.Jtinei4, i982:"t:he.American 
fte1;!4~_ncy Proj17tt; ~tcessed October 3bf 2617. http://www.ptesl.d17flqi;~cs.b_.e99/1Ji_s/i'ndex.php?pid=42$J2~, 
29Hl,ld~k; John. Matuua_ria: AS.btfrt f!lstory,76, 
30 Ibid. 
3t1b1d. ..; - - ' .. ' ' ' ' -. ' •' 
~?t:ngs,,~l:Jt_h,C., antj Fors,~tuartw: ;'BtugAbus~ Hysteria: The c~alt'e~ge o.fReeplng_Pers,i:iective/Jou:rnal of 
~qho-ol}-:1,eti,ith 58";,f:id; 1 (1Q88}:2~~2!,!. · 
a3;Huaaki 1ohri.:£0arif\iari:~~AShort \-llstoi}i, s1~-s:z., 
34 Ibid~182A33. . ... ·-- . . - . 
.35 King, Fi., ~hd ri.fMa.u~r/'The'War on Marijuana: The f r:ansforrnatlond'tbewarpti b~gs fothe.19~01~.i; The 
H~rfugecii.idici~J~afri~h iJ~; ofao_o9:J; '.• -- ·· · ·- · - - - · · · · - -- · · - · - - · · · 
~6 Hucla~;John. MariJuana:A;ifioH: HistOr\i, .83. . 
'.3iPew Research Genier. "In bei:i~te overi.egalizingMarijuana,b1Sagreernentovertii:ugls bangers:~'Accessed 
Qtfo ber 29; .201i. :ht~p://www. p~()pie-Ji"ress:~rg/ibis/64/14/jn-del:J'at~over-leg~ llzfng;,rrra rijuana':di,sagreement~ 
f>¥er-tjrtigs=danger~/2/; 
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i013., n~ady s's%ofthose po(fed ;;upp9rt~c;!Jegalizatfon;3s Much ofth]s shift in public opinio.l"J isatlributed 
to generational at;i:eptance ~pd an 'incre?Se in the. .number .of jhcjividuals. Who have tried or Used 
cannabis}!! 

Wf:ti1e__tampaignlt1gforPresident, Gebrge t,N_; Blisht;C)ilyeyedhis stipport for alloWlngstatesto determine. 
t.heir own c.anna.bis poljcies. Doring a eampaign· everit in Seattle, Bush. stated; "J b~Ji~ve'.ea,ch state (fan 
choose i:hcit deci.sioD as they :so th9psg', 40 bespTtE! th1-s initial stancet President Bush's drug policies closely 
resembled those of his. predecessors, foc;usirig oh inteYnatiohal trafficking, law· ehfor.cement and . 
:tre:aimeot.41, Wlla6 more, the, B[Jsh AdministtatlOtl frequently COl')QUcted raids ·tili medical cann<:ibis 
dl:spengrles;)ric::ll1cilng dfspensaries th(lt fun,ctiOned legally under state Law;4z --

~re:si(fent Ol:J.arn(l voi~ed support fqrfhe- cqht€0pf.ofrnedicatcannabls; and prcimiseda Justice Department 
P.olky that would allow·dtspensar:iesto operate unimpeded;. Jn a,form~l merno to United States Attorneys 
.in zcio9l_Attorney GE:ner.al 'Holder wrote that the o);iama Adtnlr1)stratfon'wou1d ,end' rai.ds or1 cannabi.5-' 
dist:rj~utors, ·It c?:tates th;:it '1,,;_tf:ie pfosecution -of significant traffickers of illegal ·dnms1 ' including 
marijuaoa ... cOntlnues to be a ~o~e,pd~rity ... pursuitofthese priorities should hot: focus federal resciur.ces 
Jflyour st_;;ites o_r) Tndividuals whose actions are In ciearand unaQibiguous cornpliante with exist_lng state 
}4y1tsprqyiding fo~ the medical t,tSe ormarijua!1a/'4".Holder did~ hqwevec; opposead_ult-use canhabis. His 
position became public in response to a 2010C:a1ifornia ballot1nlt1ative, which would have legalized adi:i1t
lis:e. c';lnhCJQiS jn C::ailfornia,'but falit~d tb'W1n,a maJoritY\lofe44 

Then, in 2011, the Jttstke bepartrnent announced' a crackdowt{ on rnedieal 'Cannabis di5pensari~-s <itrp-~s 
the Vnited States, i.n :a til$m6: retea~ed on ~une 29, 261;1, be:pyty A#o,rni;y' :GenE!raL James Col_e~ 
communic:;~tecf that the Justice Departmerit would prosecute persons lr:iyolved in producing; distributing, 
and selfing cilrinabis, -"regardless of state law'' .. 45 Shor_tlY Mter-War'd!;; Caiifoi"ni9's four. u.s_. Atti::itti~ys 
1Jroc:eeded to ciiirl6litice trim Bia I charges_ ?gainst cann~~bis dispensaries ilnd .tqreateo. landJ9rtjs. Wltfr 
_property sefzµre {See ~Califo~£1ia Cannabis pof!cy/'_beioW}, 

Like. Geo'rgeW: ~µ~h hE!fore-hiqi( Oonald Trtu;np vowed to leave ri::iedkal cannab)s pi:>Hcyto indlyiduat 
.$fates while 'filinpaignirut~. -As Presideh~, 'however, Trump nominated theri-5.enatot :Jeff sessior'is'Jor. 

~-8 S:wi~, A[t,_ '-:Ear tH~ Fi\:sl:Tirni;, Americans Favor legafliing Mari]uan:a:,; c3~_IlLip; Acce5seg Citto!:i:er 3o, 20i7, 
http://news:gallup.com/poll/165539}firsHime-arneric~n~c-favof--l¢gaµ1ing-tna(ijuctn!:l,asgx:, 
39 Hudak, Jolin; fvlarij'uana:AShortJlistory,'91-92.-
4bHsu~ Sp~ncef; "Bu;h:. Ma:rijllana lawsJJp to States; But GOP Candidate Says-Cohgress_ Can BJockD.(Measure:f! 
Th~ W9sb)flgtdn P,o5t, Qc~ober-iz, ~9Q;.Accessed 09:ober3o, 2.QN!' h~p:/}news.ga11up;co!Jl/po_TI/.i65.s39/fir_st" 

· -tlrne-arneiicans~f<Jlio_r-regal1z)ng"niarijµa11a:asp~, -- -
41 Marqliis;.thristopher, '1Bus°h's $i9 BrJHon.AntJdrug ~ianfocusesprd .. aw Eqforcementand Tre<JtriiehU' The Nevi 
'Vorkiimes, February-i3;ZODZ_, Accessed Octciber301~2017, fittp:j/www,nyt'trnes.com12002/D2/,1.3'fus/bushc,~"i9" 
f.:li_ili()r;i7ahti(jtiJg:'p-Jan~f pcllses~ar:t-iaw-enforcernent--'and~tr-ea.frn~ritJJtmJ2ref=topics .. ---· -- -- -
4,ZJohnstoh, [)ayid.andJewi~, N~iL ''.Ob;J.i}'iaf'.clniinistratii:lii ~o StoP. Raids qp Mi=!Jrcaj Mil;rlju_a.9fl. Qi.spensl:!tle?i' Th¢ 
fliewYorkTirnes;:March 18~1009. Accessf!d October 30, 2017:. 
·http-:/ /www..rwfimes.cmm/2oo9/Ci3119/us/19.holder,htm!; taylor; 5fllai'ii '1Kilarijuana Policy and P:resfden'tiat 
L~~dE;?ts!iTJi: H91JV to ;,\viijg C1Fe.d~~?i-st;jte:JrC1il1 Wr~cif-~' the. Brookings fns~.tutiOn, AprH·ii, 20l3, Accessed 
Octi:Jb e:r 3Q>_2D17 .. _ h~tp:s,:/ iw\6.!o/;bro o k,i r\g"s, E!d!J/ r~s.e a rci})rn a rij ua ha-f-l'ofi cy;:;:J.rid~p resi d enfial~IE!a cf~r.sh ip-11 qy;i-~q-
a\ic:ii dca~federat~s.fate~fra iii-wreck/. ' 
43 Tayl9r1 .stuart. ,;Mar]Juana Policy and f'res1dential le~dej-:ship: How to Av6ld a Federal~StateTraih Wted</' 20~ 
14 lD[d., 2i .. 
45 ll:lifL, Z2, 
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At~orneyGener.al ofthe.lJniteq States, 46 <in oppon~ntgfiJl~dicaJ ~~nnabis and :anyeffortto.decrJrnlnaliT~ 
cannabis orio reduce criminal ·punishments. At a Senate drug headngin April 2016, Sessions stated: 

;,.:we need groWn-Ups.fn charg!! ln Washington to sav marijuana :is riptthe~ind i:>f tfjitiitthiit·oOght tp b~ legalized, It 
ought ndtfo oe m1nimii:ed, thaflt's in facf"<J Very J'eai d<Jii_gef,;;th1~ afugis dange[OUS; YOU C<jflnot play :W]th jt, it :is not 
fonny; it'-5 riotsometbrng t_o f~ugh about: .. ai)d tqsend th'atmessage with daritythatgood pebple don'tsmoke-
mariju~na.•1 . · . . . . . . . 

AttorheyGeneral SessfoM stance Op cannabis rs reminiscent of~Arislinger'.s sratemelits~-whlclit~jected 
C:alinabis 9h mpral groi.u:idswithoutacknowle'dging itsslmflaritlestd legaLsubstances suc,:.b as tobacco and 
~rcohoL 

Cqlifornfa Cannabis Polley 
.. . . . . 

!h 1996, 'c;aJlfornia passed Pr()positiorr21s, the Compas,sio11a,t§ Use ,Act, with56% of t~evote.S. statewide, 
and78% in San Fralidsco as illustrated In Fi,gure 1 below. 

Figure 1 .. Prop,c;i~!;!?~-~-;_ torl}paris~ of Callfornrci and San Francisco Election Results r· .. .. .. . State hf Ca11(otnia: . Smi ~~-~~~~or 
.
1
. PMpoiitfo112i 5 Electlon ]lesults J?.ro~osici.011215" Eiection Results 

i! 

J 

l 
1 
:1 
1 

. . - .. 

ftJ.t19ing so~ Ea!ffornJa bec~me the first· state. fr! ATi1er1~? to: ]egaiit~ c::!lnnabls for :medfcaJ :use:. ihe 
.cfomp~ssfonate.C<,rte AJ:t allowed pciti~nts and quaJiffod earegiv~rs ·to cultivat_e and possess cannabis for 
p'el3ohal \jse, hbweV~r Wtlidt)ofprovide a regulat0~\i~t~Uctllr~}~1Todarifytl'l~ Cciiripass16n~te u;~Act, 
the state Legislature passed: .s·enate· Bi.II 420 in ibo~; This hill ~Jso provide~ for i:he creafrgn :of an 
;1(:/entiftcation program frg: qualifi~c.\ j:H:itient,s;49 

fh addltlonfo legalizing medical cannabis,. Cci:Jllfprnia voter,s ptopii)!~d tb"e ·stci.te',s d.nm p91fcy awav from 
crirriiha{iz,ation :a.nd har:s~ pyn1shm,ents. ln 2000.1 voter:s approved the Substance JS;bus~ and Crime 

. :,~= 

. . ······ . -. ··i ·:· . . .. . . . . .. · -. ' 

4q lrig('abarn; <:;hri-?ti:iphef,,;Trilrnp's:Pick forAtforney Gen~ia1::~G06ct:Pei:iJ>le pqJi'Vi_tiiok_e!MilrijU;ina";_l:he 
Washiiigton:Post, Noven:iJJer 18; 2.01&, Accessed Dctober 30, 2017. · ·· • 

fatps:/jV'Jww.washingtonpdst;cbn1/news/won1</wpJ2016/ii/is/trqmps-'pi~k~for~aiiomey-'gen_eral"°good-'peopfe" 
#ont~srnokr#ri1ari}uana/7utm_:term=,8?4263ei}~ee. · , 
~~ ' . 

48 "Uniform Controlled Substances Act/California Legislative Information. :Accessed :October28, 2017. 
}ittps://leglnfo .. iegislature.ca.goV)faces/codes:_displaySectio.rpchtrnJ?sectlbnNum=1136:Z:5,&i;lawCod'e=HsP .. 
4~"Bili Nur11ber;·SB 4Z:o,.$iJlText/~liforn1a Legisiatj\ie lilfo:rIT)atici5.Atces~~-dQdp!Jet i!l; .2011'. . 
ffr-1~//wWw:Ieginfo:ca.gmr/pub/Oic04/bill/sen/sb ff401~o450fsb 420 bill 20031012. chapfere!J.htiriL 
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Prevention Actj dlrecting the state to -Offer eligible offenders treatment rather than Jafl.:time for drug 
possession and dru·g tise.5Q · 

BetWeen 2003 and 2015, the commer.cial cannabis it:idu:Strv grew with fow rufos:and regulations. lt viiasrh 
uhtif2ois:and the.passage of :the :l'v1edica1Marijµa:n:a Regulation a:nc;[Safety A:ctthat Q<Jlifornia established 
'.alegcil f.rarrieworkto regylate and monitor-cannab1s c1ispensar)~s.s.1origihaJ[y setto t;;ike effectqn January 
:1r. 2016, the IVledica.l .Mariju·ana Regulation· arid Safefy Att was amended v.ia the Medkal Cannabis 
~egulatior:tan~ Safety Act in June 20i.$. l'J1is}.lptjC1te_d pi~c;e of l~gLslaj:ion aitneci to inco_rporate stronger 
eny'ironrnenfal prntectfrm policies wrt:hin <1 comprehen~lve lh:eris1nKsvstem..52 

()n N6\rem'ber_8, 2o'.I.6, taltforola voters passed Pr9p,os!iion 64, the }\dultl.Jseof Marijuana A¢t, IBgaJfzJng 
tbe distr'ibiitloh, sale, iind possession gfcan·nabis}3 Pm posit\ on 64 passed with 57% bf the vot~ statewide. 
ana.74% of th~ VQt€ in San Fra,ndsco, aslJl[Jstrated ib Figure z p,eJow~ . ' 

Figiir~ 2; Proposition 64~ comparison 'of caiifotnia and Saft Fraiidsco Election Results 
.; •. ,.'..'.» .-.~.·~c·· 

Stb:fo of .c,;filori-iltt: San F.i:~ndsco: 
Propo~r1oh64 Electioii :R.esulr5 Propos:ltion 64- Election ResUlts 

Tl:ieAaultUse oflViafij\.\anaActIAUM.A) of2016was inodeledon the Medical Madju,ana Reguiatio·n·arid 
Safety Ai:t fMMR:SA) of 2015,_ In 29.~7 'C~~'!if9n1t~ 'soughtto create cine regulatory system .foy l:Jotb fr)edka·1 
1;1r:id. ~.duJt-:l!se u.s~, Ther.e,fore,, tflis last June, 'Gover.nO.r ~(:fry ~rov.zp ~lgn~q th~ f0"etj[cipal anO)\clultUse 
tannabis R:egulatiortand Sa.fetVAct irrto l~w, refoi:i.cTITngthedifferences between AU MAah.d MM BSA., :and 
taking. a c.tucial _step towards d·evelqpihg'9 reg[ilatqry rr:a1)iew,odcto facilitate fl [ega1, for~prbfirc~nnabis 
?¢ct9r fo.r both n:i~dicjnal f!nc! adur±-use.~4 . . . 

s'o"TheSubstaiic~Abi:Jse S::~rimi: ~r~v.eJii:fori P,t;t'of2QOO/Ci~W:ify 9f;Sc:intaC:lan')'.s.PuJ:ilit Defender. Office,,ivlarcb 
13, 2013. Accessed October i?.81 20i7. nffps://Www.sfri,;~v.org/sltes/pdo/Pages[SA~PA.aspx; .. 
Si ';'.AB~243j Mei:!kal Mar1]uana,"Californfa Legislative i.rirormatlon; .Accessed dctcil:ier 30, 2011: 
!lttp_s_://feginfo;leglsJatbre.ca,f!,ovifaces/biilNavb.ient;xhtml?bUL.ir!~~Ql~~Q,lE)(JAB2,43; · 
$2 '!SB-:£~43; Mec11_qil MatUw.iria:'.; caJ\fomJ~ LegJsl<itiW1hfo(mation_, f!,'cc;e5~edOctob~ri9, z.bii;; 
btlps://legirrfo-legis1ahire;ca.gov/facesibil!NavClient&htmll'bi11Jd:=2bis2.{)160SB643, . 
53 "AB"64, CannabiS: Licensare.and Regulatlon:H CaJifornTa legis°iati\ie·1nformai:lon_, Accessed.October 29; 2Q17, 
~tlps:fflegtnfc)Jegfsia.ture.ca.gov/fac;es/biliNavclienq<h_tmi?P.ili:J<l::2b~72g1~6A13~4:. . ~ 
$4 '~SB-:94 cahnabis: Medldna[ahd:.Ai:lult Us~ii _c:alifot_nia._ Legfs!~t)\ie l,rifqr!Tiatfofr, Ai:;ces;i;ied October:30; '2017~ 

.. https ;//l eg1t:ifoJegisfatti re.ca:gciv /fa.:es{bil I Navel! enf.xhtiril ?bHI id~2.iJi7201SOS 894). "state and Local (?hpahis 

. regulatfons·uni:ler i:iie Medid~ar anc1Adult:Use:Cai1nabis Regulat1on and Safety Act (IVIAUCRsA):"·'lhe Sonoma 
t:olinty BatA5soi:T?tiori. A.cc~ssed bc:t0ber 30, ~b'1'7. hftp://~wv;.scn:r~!TlacouQtY!Jar;org/Vif.p-
i;o_ntert/u p load5/:2.0;L 7 /09/12'-cf2c17 -C:a n na4is~Regualati()f1~$afeN.f\ct.pdf. 



San Francisc.o CannabkPb/icy 
Prior to the pa~sage o°ftbe}i1:9te~lde c;'.orripassior;iate Use Act, San {t.andsc:o votgrs_p;:i?Sed Propos)tiqn p~ 
Hemp Medication, ln1991. The .proposition asked whetlier San Frandsco would recommencf thattli~ 
.State ,c)f California -a-na -ihe califorhia-Meditaf Assoct@Ori re~tOre "Hemp rn.edkal -.preparatiorjsjj to 
talifornf~'s otficial_. li~t pf :rnetj'idn?~, 55 There W!;!re thref.! paid atgumel:f\:S ori the J~ajiot th -favor -of 
Proposition P1 -which ·'provided qi:rntes from 1Jhys1dans and cited scientific institutions in :arguing for 
(.:~rihabis'. m~dka{behefits.~~ Voters appr:ovec{the proposi~fon With :nearl)f:SO% of the Yote.5'.7 ' -

1.ni99'9; sanFrancisco;sHealtti;Comrnission adopted Res6Jutioh Na. 29:-99,_"'Supportlhgtlie Development 
;;ind ·1mplementatia_n of -;;i \7.qlunta_ry Medkal ci)hnabis lde_ntification t~rd pr._o-gratri/'58 ThJ~ tasoft.jtl9 n 
.%.0.l'.)ported the d~yelol:im:ent gfan identiflc~tio11 carq program for tT.fedlc<1l f:an11abls forlnd(i.i)dual_s. :wbo 
qualified Uride~ the .Compassionate :U,sa A.Ct a_s pa_tients or primary i:areghlers. ·lb 2000, the Board. of 
~~pi;irvisors.forma'llyirea;tedS_ah Fr~ridsco'?'cUtt~nt ic:lentificatioij program formeqical caanabis.s-9 ' 

~ . . . 
.. .. .. . ~ . . 

l·n· 2662 t"he s6,;;FL.1 cif su· erv:' isors ~ lac~d- Pro··· 'osit'r'oifs :titled· i~M· · ~a'-1.c'al .-M"•. '"-'-"'u'·a._n_ a·,; "o-'•: .th .. _e_ b·"a·l .. ·l.ot .. "'r.c>. 
, .. , . _I , <!!-I , p p , :· P , J . , -- • at'1l I J1 .. . L~,!t;\ 
praposjtipriwas a d~~la.ratiof! of-p0Jicy1 .djrectingtheMayor, Bqardof?l!Fi~rvis()r~; District Atiqmey, tlty 
.Attomey,and.Depaitment of Public Health ta e'xplDre the possibility ofcreatlng a program to grow'and 
tjistributernedtecil rnart]~aria.WPrripositf~n S pasied with a'pproxim~t-ely 62% cifth~ Vote::-61 

IJfiV,Jafch 2rios, theBoa'Tdof.Super\lisors passed brdlriance Nb.~ 64~05~.J'Z.oliicig-lntciitn M9rafqtiLiri1 on 
'M~didlecanj1ab!sDisperfs~'i]gs1i.s2 Tbe orc:finance expr¢ss'ed cpJ1ter'n. biJer i:hesrgriificaQt increase iirthe 
pUrnber Of in_diyiQ(J?fS :~tlr<:JJJed in·the dt_v,7s.voluntafy rnedicaJ C<iinnabis ldenfif!cation program, statlng'i!]Ji. 
2002~ there Were ilppr6xirnately .:2~2DQ TridMd_u13ls [egis'te(eci .. andthere are now ovet?,000 or 7,000 
1nqivid!:!ais. enrolled''..63 Ttie. ordinance 9ckn9wJedged that thera were no mechanisms to te.gulate or 
monitor rriedlca[ca.ona~is djspensaries. ar)d '.tfleref~r~ !rop(Jse(:J a'.itli:Jrator:iam o:n new .medical dubs cihd. 
dispensaries. Oti.N6Yeniber 22, 20Q5, the ~o<,ltd afS!.lpervisors un:aniinousJy passedNtltle 33 of th~c-S<i,'n 

:-55QJf'ic:eof th,e Rggistrar.of'\t{)ters~~ 5.?r:i i=r:andsco Voterlnformation ParnW:il~J:<ir<i;Sarppl~ Ballpt. Phf, Th~•San 
Jrabcisco.P.'ublic Uorary; 1991. ACC.~ssed o~toO-et29~ 2011. 
frl:fps:jj~fpl:orglpdfJmain/iic/elections/No)l.efJ:lbei~j9B1shorj'.;pdt 
.:S$JbTcL,14q_. · .. -.. - . ._.• ·.< __ . . ·· . · --. .- · .. :·· ... -·. · ··• _ ....• _ ::·. _ .... 
57. ''San Frandscq .B~llc)t ffnposjtjons: _bata~_ase.a'Tl:ie San Frpncisco Pµbli(Librafy._ ~cc;~ss.ed October 29~ 2tJ1,7. 
:https~/ [sfj:il.org/Jnct.ex.phji?pgf:i9o[)p2]2Ql&Pri::ip'JWe=&DescriPtiori=&Propl:etter-'=p~Mor(i:h2&Xear'=1~91&s.ubmi 
\=Search. ··. . . - .. . - .. -
:S8The Sa11 Ffajjclsc9 H'ea1i:h Commissji:m.Jvlfoutes.ofthe 1iea1th Cemrnissfon Meeting.The San~Frandscp-
Dep-ari;mt;n.t:ohiJb)ic:Hefi.itk 200(); Attes,sed Octob~ 29,.?0i7. ·· 
:nttps:/ I ww\,i./.sfdpJ\qrl5fd j:il:i/files/lic/HGMi ris/llCM.it\2000/RCM i nO'Z18 4:000,nhi:l. 
591bii:L :: ".' ' ,' .:. ' • •. .•· ,· ' ' 
6DThe Oepad:tn.e.rit gfEletflons.Voter Guide: .Novemner5';:io6i PDF,;Thedty.~ncfa:'.'ounfy of San FranCls.co; 2062. 
https:/lsf.Pi;org/pctf/r'nair/eiic/electloris/Noven:ibers:.).002.piff, ·- . · -
!)1 "San Francisco Ba!Tot:Propositions Databa~~,, i:nesanfrabcisc;oPublfc Dhrary: 
62'1lie Sjln Etancisco !foard of:Superviso'rs •. Ofdinance No. 64-0S:"Zoning·" ln_terimJ\lfor9forium on Med(Cal 
C~nnabisDj_spensa[ies~ 'PDF: The City ofSan Francisco~ 2005.Accessed October 3Qi 2017. 
63ibid~ . . . 
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Fn:inclsco Healffi,~ptje, whJc:li prow~ed fl;ldes, tules; tegulat1ons1 an.a.9perat}ng ptoceqores for rnec:lical · 
Gannabj:S: dispensaries.54 · · · · · 

Despite the dij,s :ibti5 mor~.torium pn cannaJ:i1s dispensaries, San Francisco anc) jts Board of Supervisbrs 
_ tontinued i;6 support carinabis for medkinal porpbses :?S it Whble·. tn 2007, the Board of Supervisors· 

passeci Hesoilltl~h 'No .. $.D7-07, "ad(nowledgipg {the] .frriportance ofsafo f'!rid lt:gal access to medical 
~nnabiflrdan Frandsco.1165 There!Jolutl'ot) further 11rged the D:S. Attorneys Offic::~fr1 San Fn:mdsco to 
i;:eqs'efrOm iri\lestlgatingahdprosecUtihg)nec]jca]cann . .abis ph:rlfiders~ care~ivers and paiferits. 

On.October, 1, 2011;California's four Uhlted States Attorneys announced law·enforcement efforts against 
illegal pperatjob,S yvithfn:tli~ f6f-P,roJit:<:annahis lm1ustry,66 Meiinda Ha:c,g, tbe us. Attorney Geheralfor. 
Norther~ Californi;:i at the tlme, forecitene,d 1<1.ndfords of cannabis d1spensarieslm:ate:d fiear schqols wlth 
pmperty seizure:67 -

Anticipating the decdmlnafizatlor ofaqµlt-t,Jse cah.habisJoradtilt:S; the San Francisco. BaardofSupervisars 
created the Carinabis'State Leg.afiiatlori Taskfi:ifi:e iri 2.01s.68 'fbe faskfc:il"ce· is comprised ofa range of 
~fakeholders, frortr ri:pyese1\tatives .ofth;e D~piJrtment of Pcrj:>ilc H~alth, tci inciustr.v tnernb,ers1 .and 
coromt.mJty residents, The task fo.rc~ hosts p(Jb:lic:: meetings to discuss issues related to the regulatfon of 
. adu[t-frse cannabi,s activ}fy. in ari effort fo advJs~ the~ bty1s policyinakers ci.rfthe legaf1i~tion ofaault~Qse 
cannabis. to date,,thetask fgrte, h;:fs created ov.er2.0u recommenpatfons for corjsldetatfon. 

So.ii Fraridsco's ;;s:udget ~ncl. Appropriatfon nrc{inanceir for th~.: Fistal Y~?t .i017-2d18 estaOlisheci the. 
Office' of ca.nnabis:to coor~lnate City deP<1rtrr1ent.s.a,ntj state agencies fbr±he ft?gul'cifo>n .of ,cornmerdal 
cannabis activity [b2018.6~ 

Arrest llateyihsa:n Frani::fsco 
i:ohetter t;ii1d~f:st~n~0

Vi/Ilkh lndiViduals ai:idcomnitinffies have been d.lspropdftfohateJy. itnpacteclby'War 
911 ,t:)t(lgS)trifOrcemerit polide.:s; fl}i~ sec:tloi:i:take.~ .?vaJlci.ble data sets. apd reviews :;:1rr~t:s rates: by r:ace; 
~thnidty, and geb~raphit locatib~ lh th~ City atid c~ahtY of San ftahdsca.The.arrest ana1ysis relies oo 

·- .·- •'·. · ..... : .. · . 
.. ... · ·. - ...... · . .. . - ' 

64Tbe Sat\ f.i'aritjsco Department.orPiiblic He'a1tK Artlc:le33; Medi~al Can.nab.i~.Ai:t. PDF. Th~ tfty:a11d Cp1,1rity of 
:San Erar\dsco. Accessed October 30';.2.bit htt.ps~//www.sJdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/MedCann~bJs/MCD" ·. 
Attide_;33.pgf. · · · · 
65 The,san ftal'.J~i.~~9 ~Mfr~ pf SJ,1JJ:.ery:is6.til,)fesolutiq11 No, 307.:o:h Gqocti:init:iTr\g Ncis~c~t!ob cifI\lredicqJ J\l)an}ila'na 
by theFederaLG:OyeYr\ment. PDE fli:etity·of.San.Frandsto, 2001. A¢cessec! ottobeoo;,2tJ17. 
· http://sfbos;org/ftp/uploadedfifes/bdsupvr4resolutionso?/r0307cbi'.pdf. · 
fi0. "CallfcirnTa' s,To~ fe.tje~nil LC!W ~nrort;t;me~t OffjcialsAnnq\ince ~forcerne11t.Actions agains~'st;ire's' Widespread 
irn~ Ul~g<Jll\llarjjl,ia.~~ lndustry/'Th:e::uni.ted Statfi.sfi,t)'orney;s: Office; Oc;ttj~e~7;20;J,L Acc}'!s'segOcto.beJ 3(1,.zo:tz. 
·htlps:j/ww'Jif.Justlce,gOv/archiveA/sao/t:ac/P~ressrooin/20f1/;l,44a.btiiil;; 
.67 Uhlted Si.ates AHorney, Nort'frern District of ta·liforni<L Re~ MarijµanaOispensary at.REDAITED. Cityand Couht\f 
:Qf San ftan.cis<;o APN: REDAcTEn.:P.of:. KO.ED: Accessed Octtibet3b,_'2017. http;//ww2J<qeci.org/news/wp~ 
mnt¢nt/uploadsjSit~:S/,1q/ip1izi9/UScA1:toh1~~~ihariN.a11~;lett.ecpdf_., . . .. .. . - . . 
68 "Kndwfedge,sharit'lg Bi. Collaboration: cannabis state legislatjon TaskFO:rce,;' Ute ~an FranCi.sco Department of 

''.Public .Health, 201s~ .Accessed OcfobeY.'29~ 26i 7; https://www.sfdph.org/dph/cofnupg/kriowlccil/esl/cfefau lt:asp. 
:69 Office oftheControJler, Budget and Appropriation .Ordinance145~16. PDF. The:C~itY,and County.~fsan . 
;Frandscq. Atc~s;ed CJqoher :n iofa · . 
http://sf corrt.roll er,.'orgf ;it~~/ def~ ult/files/Documents/Bu dget/Fy1nli20%26%2.0FY18:'%2.0M0%2Qflf\JAL.%20B,i.ld&'et 
%2owitb%2Qtai1~.j:Jdf. ·" · · 
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data provided by San Francisco Police (SFPDJanci°Sheriff s bepaii:ine11t (s'FsO), 'ahdfeati..tfes earn parable 
statewide ·s~atlstics, :published by the Cctlifdpiici Criminal Justite :Statistics ·c~ntt::r and posted o·o the 
Attorney Genen:il1s Open·Jqstice sit~ (QOJ1 id17) .. . '·;: 

JI; broader anaiysls ofaJ)qrUg <if!'!::#~ WaS:C,6{1ducted largeJy by the Center oh Juv_en'jJe,and Crir)'llna!Justlce 
{otJ)~ wbich haslssued .a•series ofreports defailing.a pattern of.racially discrim'inafot'y-arresf pYactiees 1h 
.Sari_Fi~.l}cis-co,partic~lariy foYdiug qffe~e$.70 Th~ a/ralysi? begins with OCJ'.s reVieW bfail:cfrugarre~in 
San Francisco fr:(:lrU-1971Jo 2Q16; Wit.ha strqngfQcus on foloni arrests, (whicfrip('.Jude rna;\1Uf?~fure1 sate; 
•arid large~.quan_t[ty drugpossession} Thisreport then analyz,es San i"rancisco's cannablsarrestsfrofu 1990-
201,Ei. The cannabis arrests, captured ib the.(:l~ta :set Inc!udefekmy charges :Cihd custodial mtsdemeanors 
and infrqctJons.7i Mfsden1e!31_1ors pr'imarily involve Jow-guantlty posse_s$ion; thqqgb µ.qs~es?lon ·of less 
than an ounce, wa_s dow11graded to an fnftactioh ln 2011. 

SFPD cind SFSd data fawe sever~J .df!tlcjendes. iii how race and ethnicity ·cirn treated,; Most crudalJy; 
Hispanic/Latino ethnicity" is posite-d as 'a type :pf facial jdentjty in the dafa', erasing th~ nuance .of 

.race/etbnicit\i withinthet:atinotot'nmunfty« tlispank·codedar:rests __ alsoliniy represent~dless than i%of 
;arrests Trom .1990.:20161 a level that -is highly inconsisten1:c-With availabfe. conviction data for thattime 
p~dod, Jn :othero ·woi"cls, it is lik.~1/ fa-tiho: ;~rre.sts are distributeci'~lrmhgs'r !'White11 and oth~r facial 
· categori~rw'hicfr l'.i;lay ·Lihdetrr{ine tbeilalidity ohttrest nites_ac~ossrai:jcif-cciti;gorie~:: 

In responseto thee iacko{d~ta cm ~tji;lltHispanii::Aatfrro cBn11abis.arrests,_C:JcJ supplehtented their ~mil'f's.is 
Wlth •sta'i:is.tks' from the Sar]_ fran_cjscoJuvf!nile .proba1ion !)epartmr;p_j: (~fjpb) {iGl}} whlcJ:r ;rrinre· 
accurately re fled how drug; arrests- diffef by race :and .¢ilihicity ·amongst Juveniles. furthermore, :th.e 
analysis ,bf cannabis a(rests. IS- con'.fme;~ W ·exam[n\ng Afrkan American cannabis arrests P.e'rce11tag€s 
'reic1t:lve'to fhelrpercei:iWge qfthe PQP,)Jl<)tion, rathert~a,frln tornparfsohtgth,eaxr~st tates, ofclthe_r ~a cl al 
:group.s,_ 'ro compare·di:ug afrestsacross populatiOns,_dCJ ca!Culated artest'rates bydhndingtotalsbystate 
Department of Fir\ante~p.opUlations for each agegr~up, gender; and race. . . 

brugAtrestsAnaTysis, 1977-2()16 ·.; 
~ • • • • • •• ; • • :·,. • -.. ~ .: : • ·' .•:. ; : ,. : • '. J ... :-.:.· ·.:. • • • • ;!- .. .. . . . ' ·.· . 

CJt:l's' study at drµg arre:st datci for'fE;!lqn:y c!J~rge,s'f~u!ld significant fji.ictµat)oJis ht th.e City's qrug law 
8,ofq.~cer:neni; primarilyJc:ivolviog African Amerka11'afrestr9tes; their~ey ftndlrigs lr1clud~d: - --

- --
,;_ , Horn 19'8q_ ~9th€! Q1td~199.P~j .San Franc!sc;o'siacial'pattero~-tn ~t:iforc-?m~nt of drag law~ CT)ugh)y. 

, resembiedtt'iose stgtevJicie. Stiff;.AfricartArn~ri¢c!hs in San Ffani::isco wr~Ye 4Jo5'.tit_nes more 
' ·likely to be ajtested.for drtig felonie~ prfoft-othe mfd719.90s .thanthe)rproportion ofthe fotal 

popdlatiOJi W#µf1f.pJi~:c.l~tt.; 
e · Prqtii 199.s,,2oo91Saci i=ra.\:idsc:O ~pet;j_~bc;gtJ:an _e){pfosiorl in: drug:felony arrests b} Afrlt~fri 

Am erkan'stnafdfd:noto·ccur efsewherein"the state, rtor fo_r other ICl'da:J categq_rl,e,s tn: San 
•J:rancisco,_ 

ill from. 20:0$-' 2.0i6,the'Cft\(5 dec;.ll~eJ!l. drug.cii'res'tS fof aJl!'acesWa?'larger-fhan .. occui:red 
sta~ev.iide, 

• From 2o:io:~ 201.fr; drU~·:arrests feil'?b~rpiyfor'<irJrf!ces"ih San Fr~ridsco from 20.lOthtoLigh 
2016. fo 2bo8, :a numhe:fequaI.t0-8if% bfSai1fomdsco's African.Am,erican.populatlonwas· 
·~rreste:cl for dr(,jg felonf_es;Jn 20'.l6, fhe nurn,ber had dr-opped tb 0;7%·; 

79_s~e Appendix A, Cehtet ori Juv~niie and cri111_inaJ Justice Dnig Arrest:S Report; ·2qi7, 
715.e~ ~ppendlx B. Fl.ill List ofCa!]nab1s.Spec;ifi~ Statutes Reiiie\i,fed; 
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• From their 200S pec;ik; drtigfeicinv rates fell 9:2% <lmong_Atriccin Artrer1C<ttW?nc:i by84% ·ainong 
non;-black races In the City{DOJr2017).T~~e declines were .much Jargerthan occttrr.et{. 
eJsewhe~e ihXallfornfa {19% for Afrkan Amtirkans) '68%for other races). 

Figure 3. San Franciscb fefony drug: arreSts by race, per 100,,000 populafii:in; annuai averages {1977-
.2016) 

6,692' S,597 .• 

464 

·~Nonblack 

. S:oorce:OCJ(20i7J. 

·• Whil~ some of the d~d1ne lri felqny <'!rfests 1s .dtte to r¢~{!(ri:st~te reforfl1S::fo.r~tl<l$.sffy rnany . 
felony'drl:ig offehses'.as misdemeanors, misdemeanor drutarrests afsb feitby'9o%·in 'San 
rrarici,sea rrom1D08 to 2oi$~ ~I~() ci much larger q~dine than st¥te\<\flge. 

• Rada I dispar:ities ii1 20:t6 h<lve na.ri:owed from 1:he peak year~ ioos, whetfAfrlcan fi:foerkani in 

;san Frahi;iscoweYe 19.Ztirries more lilfolYthah non-'bla{;k Sar{Franclscans, arid 4.5.'tirnes rh6re 
,m<~ly t!Jan AfricanArn~rl¢<;iJ1S elsewhere Jn Ccil]fomla~ to JJ~ ar{'esteqfor fl drt1gfelony, 

• $vep <lt tc:iqayi~ mt1ch lower l¢vels, how~ver, lan~e tad al c!ispMties per~is~~ lh2016, Afr[cap 
Americans ihS.ah Francisco experlent€dfol~ny drug arrest rates 10 times hlghei-i:han San 

f ra ri cJscans of9th~r rqqes,'a(tc! 2..4tim~~. higher than Afriqrh Amed<::a,~s el~ewhere ln Cailfornia. 
• ArnohgV6Utn (averysmaii samp1e),tatToos·~re n6wtw'icea.~ ifkely asAfrkahAmerlcaris, ~e. 

t1tnesmoreJikely than whites~ and neady to times mbre !\lce!ythanAslans.to bt; arrested for a 

·dr11g feJon.v!; 



Fi~ure.:4~Juyenlle felonV"dhig arrests perf00,000 population age 10.,,17, San-Erancisco .vs •. ,rest of 
califofoia, 2009 vs. 2016 

FEMALE 

Af(ltan 
F;,1P:nV' Drug Arrest.Rate · · ,\m~rlc~·n 

Source;·CJCJ frni7J 

.·tJ·• Afl'ican .Arn~rican girls and young worrren w~r~~u·ntil recerrfl')lt"1tgeted for criminal Jaw 
~i:iforceinenfat m.uch higher rates;Jn Sa1f Ff.3'rkisco1n c::ompat:lson to all otherdernographfo 
groups in the tfty, ln 2007 (th~ peakyear f9r youth drug~~trests)! 'S<in Fra11cisc() 1

S African _ 
Am~ricanfem:aieyouth accouoted fof 4D%oft]1~ felony i:lrLtgarreits· of African Amet'Jc::an female 
Vc:iuths in CalifothiiHmdh3d ·arrest rates_ SO times_ nighedhan ih~i[ counterparts fo otner 
i;:ounties; fn 2oi4-2d1u; onJy:one Africat'i Arnericat1 female youth WPs arrestetl irtS?ri .Frar;idsco 

for a di"Ug telonV: 
·ii' lh2bd7, 125 of th~ City;s 16S you'th{frugfelony arresteeswere Latinos; 112 wereAfrft;an 

.A.riJedcaris, and 12 wen~ Asians. '1n 2()16, seven were l;atlncrs; one Viras Afii.cClJ1 Ainerican,two 
were Asians, and iiorie\rJere .White. • .. .., . 

e Racial patterosjn_9rugan'ests do notm;:itchracial patterpsin drug abuse, Of th~ 8J,6 pe6ple 
Who dl'edfrom ~l;Juslrig1ilicftdrugs iriSan Francisco duringthefive"year, 201i-2bi.s period, 55% 
were tii:J.h--latl no Whites, 2i% Wete Afrkan A.rhedcans;id%we re Latfri~s1 and 9% w~re. Asians, 

Jilco1yi:rastei3% qfthet:ity's 6~581 drug felony a(rest$. clurfr1g 

CdnndbB Arrest~; 199o:c20-16 

Patf.'.'erTll' Sitnilar ~'.ffiose found in t,Icil's anafy~ls ar:e apparent \Nhen ~):lecfficailY .ei<amining qnna:qis~ 
:related feiony ·.and~fostodi~I tnisdente.anor. attests; As dernonsfr~te.d in-Figure s·below/ffom 1990"2016, 

' . ~' - ' . . - . -. . . 

Black??. 1hdiv.iduais repteseht an inc:re;;is]ngly 'larger percl=!ntage of totaJ ~nrwbl~-rela~e~f arrests. hi $ab 
fra:i1dsr::6~ Though (r:1.fli-io:arre,sts were notdi:sq~rtiible from the .tfat;;f.set,. Asian cannabis arresfs. reflected 
onfy1%oftbe tcital cirtests'ftorri 199.0:toioi6.- ·- .. 

n·Arresti are radaHy coded in the ~t9 as "s"" tCirBlackorAfrican Amen6m Tn the SFSO cannabis a~restsdata.set, 
meaning individuals from th~Afrti:an .diaspora may also. be ~eflected in'the data. Thksection of the analysis . 
addr.essesthe Black population inSartFfa.ncisco with-an understanding fhat an 9yerw,lieJfriii-tg !11i3i9rity <if ~lack 
arrests n~ety involve Afi-kafi Americans. 



figure :5~ San Francisco CannabisArrestsfor Black Individuals vs. Art Other Races (1990::2016) 
.. . '" ·( . 

400 

Perct!11t?g~s <lbi1gthe 13Iack t:anrr<@~· 
.aiore~t> 11oer~reS:en.t• tf\.e p~rceriLD:f 
tot41 eai1n:abis atrest{iri 'Nhkhthe 
c1e.tairiee:\vas. bJa~k 

.Sotirce::sfSO a(restdata(~990:2019) 

;>'.. 
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Th~ ]ump in tdtaL arr~stS ln 2000 was accqmpanled hy a jUmp To the dlsproportionaftfy of Black arrests. 
ArrestS'increased by 1fib"/o between 1999 and 20001 fforn. i164 to j042, The percent of arrests featwing 
·~lack detainees ~ie_nt µp from 34% to 41% of <J.liarr~sts, a io% lncrgas~; bespifo th~ higl1 perc~nf9ge of 

Black cannabis .arrests; Blacksan FranciS_canscompi'ised7.8% bfSa_h Fratkisco's popufation in 2000. Even 
·~~- tht;! nl.lmbi=_r;of tot(l'l'arr~ts drastically falls ar-oµnrl 2oit- after the downgradin_g of n:iisc{emeqnor 
cannabis possessforftoaJilnfractiot:i,Blacfreatmabisarrestsas a Rercentageof total arrgsts hov~rsar90nc:I 
soo/o:. Asligcire 6 shows, efackpeople ot.iJyrepreseri.ted 6%of San franc1~co;5 popuiiltion In 2:010. 

Figure 6; l'.ercenfbf Blacl(Catinabis Arrests Compaiedto Black Popcilatio~in San Frandsca (1990~2016} 

(!% .• ·----
i9s;h is·ss 

- . . . 

SOURCE: SFS o Arrests:;D!rta (i990~2d;I,6li u,s ... census:;(199D;2.0oa~2010)1.. AD1erica ri Co mm unity Survey·{joi6) 
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iden~ifying i:>fia,dvantaged Communities~ 

~)tidicated pythe radal disparities in Sar:i ff:aii_dstiJ arre.St .and hocikiftg r'ates1 the War oh . .[)rugs has. 
produced d1sp-arate ;'lrtest rat~ a.cross racfal groµps, And while r~tes· ·of drug use ;;ind sale are 
-tort:imensur<1tecjtross ·rad?l liries (see Figllnf7j; '8fac;kand lt!tin.6. cotnmun_itj~;; l11terac_~ with the cdminal. 

· 51;1stice sy.stem1 Including vra arrests1 bookings:,. ahdTncarceration, 'at'a. rate far hlgher than thefr White 
-counterparts; 

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

?j)~:· J_ >· _ .... . ~~. (D::J:: . 

'there is-a dear refaflqnshfp between race; 'tne•crlrriinai justice system, ilnd etonorriic opporti)nlty, berth 
Ju sari. Ffands¢o ail~ niitlonaily; Ah Op~hici Whfte Hous.e Report, Econ/intJ.k:Petspi!ttive_s on jTJcarcerqt16n 
qru/1. the Cr/mi no/ )ustj<;~ sysJ:em/3 µses: ~<;9QJJthf9 a_tialvsis · to ~hderstancf th_e; ,costs; benefitsJ 9fld 
consequences of criminal jjJ_stke policies. Notably,.the teport pqir:its oUtthat having a ciJmtna!record Jn, 
the US,mak~ itl:ricir-e·difficulttcr:flnd .emp!ciyment ahdthose who nave be·en lticart::~tated earh 10.to40: 
perce,ritl~s?fl-ian~ltn1fa.r:wprkefsWithout~.Hist()ry-ofincaf~etatfoii?4Ihereport~JSoe.s~imatestBatrq.fes3 
of:parerrfalirrcarcerafion are 2.to7tlmes higherfor Black and Hispari'ib·chil'dren than White children/ ahd 

parentalincarteratio~ is a~1:rongf1sl< factqr fQ.ra tiiitnber ~fadv~rse'Dutcorn~s, indudill,g but not.limited 
±o .m.en.til health 1:irof:iieros1 :$cboc;i1 ;Cfropout; . .amJ liJJi;mployrn~nt: Finallvc; tf.r~ r~p~rt · ci;lndude.;s ;fo;;it 

oon$~guences of inte:racticihs With.the,~r!ininal justli:e-system_G3n Jnclude. not onl~r-negative.'impads on 
E!m:ploymelit,. but a1so l:iealth,, de!Jt tra_nspo,rtatioi\ h9\isin_gi and fpoq. se'c.l1rity, <lii.d 011 a.ha:tion-iillevel,_ 

:;;3https~//ciba maWhfi'e}muse.a:rc:hfves .gov i sites/defa Ll.tt/files/ p age/fites/2Di60429.:.. cea _1 rita rceratioii__::crii:ni(lajjust 
ke~pdf . . . .. . . . . . _. . 

··-µ, Exe.cutive Sun;i1:1iary; gage.S::; iiF{ecent~ob applicatl()ri. ~5qjerJmehtsffnd that appHcants:with qif\li[ial t~con:{s were • 
.so percent .less likeJy to recelye an interview reg u-e:st orj ob offe f; relative t(J iclenticci I ap p He.ant~ Y.,ith no cti ttilt:ial 
feeord, and_;these dispanties were larger for BJ;3tkapplica_ni:s/' 

.I 
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these ltnpacts are ,,disph:iportionate1y borne hyB!a~kafid HisparliC.: n'lei:l, poor ihcjividuals; and individuais 
1Nith higfl rc\tesoflt)~l1taifllnE:_Ss ancj s'l'.jbstanCe abus~;"75; 

QVerafl;theWhite Hous~ reportmal(esdearthai rriter~ctioh~ With th(:! crim.1rial Jtisti¢e sy~terii~ includlrig: 
in rough e,Ji/9rce merit c>ft;annabiS;-related ac~j\fity, canh~ve neg~tl\i§·andc()Dseq ueht)al etonom ic imp_ ads, 
on the arrestee-and their immediate family: · ·· · 

. Jde~lifylf)g ~an Frcmcisco?s 15/sacf~@tgged Cdmmun.fty 
. . . . ..... .. . . -· . 

·.san Ffanc:i~i::c:iis dat~J1n aiiestrate_s byJocatio11rsi(;iaqequate fqr th¢purp,o~es of tn~pplligarrestfates PY 
ge.ograppiCfocatiqns over an .ex.tensive perfo~ .ottrme,.an~{hereforeundersta nding long- terr,n. ir:npacts 

qf 9V.¢r- poiJdng Jn certain. to[lli'rft.ifiltie$ .(Le~ p_@r fa 2.010}~ tioW,ey~r; this analysis utiJizes·;,vailabJe· 
location data ofdnnahis ai-re~t(oce(frrlilg betweeri Jar:iu~ry 1010;. October 20171, fQr the purposes of 
undersb;ind.!n.gwherehigh•arr~sEratE;.s•civl?.rlapwitbeconoil1kaJly,_a1sadva11tagf;lq i:ornmimTtles {se~ Hgur~ 
9 on theJoilow)nif P.cige). ·· 

... · : . . . .. · .... :. :.. . . 

'for 2017, CC1fifornfa~-,0~15a:rtmeb:t; .of HouS:i~g anc'L CGrhrn~nJty Development defrries ;sa:n Frandsc<:iis
extJ:efI1~ly l:ow~, v~ry low~·~H1dii'ov·fciricon1e J~vels'a'S'a;hoµse,hpfg an11uC1I int0Jr1~~at-0r be.low 80% qf ~h~· 
Area Mediao lii.cdme fof a 4~perS,ciii)1dusehold/$:i1s;.3Q0/5'AM.tfoay be broken_ downJnfo more exact 

. ffgures py}i~i.l.s~hokJ. ~i~ej~¢~Ffg\.rce $)_~,F.fowe\r~r;.ttlis anaiysis'fbt1~1Bers a low~inwm~ househOld'to b¢ 

··. ·:~~~i~~:~~~~N~~~~r:~i~ci:ti~1·~1~K~~.~~~-;~:;z%~~i;;~!i~~·1f n~~~z:~;;3~w;h:rgu~e•_a b~iow-
. flg~re s~ 2fflfSan Fr~n-Ciscoincb~~'Thr~~p(,lds,'brAreci·@iclf~n 'r~ccime l~-Ml) 

-··.·· .. :: __ .. 

--~~-~;e~-of Person~~- - ! 12 -3 _ 4 -= s __ 6 I~ ~ · s __ 
-Mousehold _ I _ -_- _ - --

I - - -

4"Rer,son: ' \terY:i.o\V- .s4fi110!J $s2,6so. $s.9,iso $6s)~o.o. . s7i,100 · $86,900 

AMH rneome· 

:S13;7sP $s4,3QQ ·s.~~,~$:b $los;3so $1'l3;8od 
,. 

75 corrcll!~i()i\, ... . ·. . .... _.. .. . . . • _ . . .. . . . 
hftps:f/obamawhitehouse.;archives,gov7site5fdefatllt/files/page/files/2Dlf;0423~ce9..Jncarceration_criminaUustic 
e~~ . . . . 

7q cA Heb. r,ncbfl)e Llmitsfqr-2017, httpc/)\Nv;w'.1icd;c;Lgc5\l/grants,-ftindihgfincome~iimltsiS.tatecarid~federal:. 
lJi~orne~li.rnit#dcir:sJific2k17:J:>df 
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Figure 9~ toncentr<llion of~C>w-lrttoJ'rf~'Househciids alor Below80% of Median Income by:San tran~iico 
Census Tractwith Cannabis Bookings by Arrest location {2.010~2017) 

!i BQoKings 

CJ N~fg~borf1o()cjs-

Source: Mayor's Office ofRousin$·and Community o'~ve.lopment{2Df7) 

·' .. 



. . . 

to further under.Stanc:Lwhich c:omrnunities within the. Ci:l:Y have-. e)<peJiencetj ·~ dispropor~ionatelY hlgh 
number 0farrests and potential economic disadvantage as aTesulf, the map1h Figur~ 10 is.further refined 

. •to sbow census tracts with bb:th a high° h~tinbe(of J.ow il\conie hob_s~hoJd; {defined as <80%AM1) and a 
·. ~lgfiJfi~acit number. oftannapis~rnlatg~ anests,ihe rnei:!iari per<:ent<Jge :pflow-lncpme housefo~lcis·across 

·· San frahtisco .censusfracts is 40:2%. according to .census· data. Additioirallyi the. median number of 
.bookings per 100 people aeross cehs!.lS-.:tfa(ts fb~ 2010-2016 Was QA3. Tiierefofe, the map il1 Figure 10 
bigb1ights.aH census tr.k.~tsthatmeettb.efQl.l()wfngtwo:cdforia: .. · 

a· Apetcentage oflow-income households higher than the rnedian\/alt:1e of40;2% 
G B~okings per 100 persons iiYtbe 70.t~ petq~:ntile; orra~ne:r greater tllati0,83 

. .. ... .. .. '. ···; : . .: 

Of197 PQ:~~ible cens[Js trai:.ts,4;3 mefqotb ctlteria and are:representeq ih blueh:i Flgur~ :lOb~Ipw. 

·.·!-

=··:'' :· 

·"/ ..: ... 



FigL1re 10; Tfact5Witl'f low inrnnie pDpufotkin. (<SQ%AMl}above foediatt percenta.ge &nq l:iookingsper 
100 persons a!Jqve7Qtllper-tentile 

SDurce: Mayor'.s Office of ci:irnfri!lh'ity Hoiisibg aha bevelopmerit (2017} 

., 
I 

··I 
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Mis:Sion, l§rid tbeT~'i'ldei"[oin combined. These neighh6th6od$afso allt~·aforecensus trads with significant 
rat~ of unetiJgloy[i'ieht ciJlp sorn~ ().f {hi high~st tat_~§ 9f cciriDaqis ~\f~~., ft shol.lltj-l;ie; pated ttat this· 
:9N1JYskqoes notestcr.bli!>h gir~ct c.orrelation [J~tW~et} t<Jl:in~b.')5· atr~$t and lt?JiHntt5rne hi:n.ise~ofd$. fP.T 
instance, the• high ntimbet ofstudents r,esidin~ in Lakeshore may be a drivfr1gfactor behind the lower 

1J19_01ne Jevefs_pr~~11f: ln c~rtsU~~foi~t 3$g;c)i, r'!ther·thi:Jn the higb cqp_r9b.fs_:C1rre,st:t~tes, Ho'f.li;!ilef1 gfyeh 
tbe ex[stiri~ li1#atµte ()ht11etEifcit1cinship f:ietv\leen ecohQ'rrjic opportunity andlne:War 0.n Dtu,i~s,thetracts 
identlfie·d :ab6ve;ar.ethe places: wherethatrelat1onshtpts most likely to have ryad <m a;qverse E?;GOD!?rDic 

i[Tipatt. 

,.t .. : 

. ':; 
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ExtstirigCannabislndustry Data 

"<3Jven th~ infancy.of the \ecgaJ cannabis market.and tbe continued illicit nattrre ohne fn8ustry .In 9 federal 
cpnteXt; there fS a dearth of quality dernographJc data Ori cannabi~ )hdu~try profes~Jcinajs: the existing 
industry, as. discussed in tb1Ssectlon, relieson small sample surveysr whkh limits confidence in how these 
r1\lt11bei:scan bed.ppliE!d to~afge(populations~ HovJ<;!\iec,thesesurV:eys ah~ ourbestlooklnto this emer.g:ihg 
jndusfry. ,., 

Nctfionat/(idustry 

M<lffiua'na Business Daily conducted an anonymous onllne pc:illof 5!)7 self~ldentified. cannabis Jndush:y 
busi~~ss owners and exe~citi~es, shedding ~ariielight on the compo~itio1~ ritthe' :ilatfonal market~7l 
Ethnicity Weis not treated distinct from race 7lh the Mar\juatici J;lusing.ss Daily survey; Jns:teaµ' re~ufrihg 
Latin.a respondents fo ~f1cios.e betw~eq responding fo the surveywith their rci.ce or: their el:hriidtyi not 
both. It should be noted that thfs has implicatfonsforth'~ data1s ciccuracy. Still1 acfofdliig fo the sl!rvey; 
19% of respondents were: radal/ethnic .111i11oriti~s, thpligbradai/ethnic minorities <;:omprJ.se 38:7:% ofthe 
na+ional p9pylation. Under-representation affects non:..Hlsparric: Afrkan Americans and Asians as well as 
Hispanic/Latino torrimllilities. No.hcHispanic African Amerkaris and .Latinos face the highest level Of 
dlsproportio'o-allty,. :$'.~h own!ngonfy a third of the market. tFratJheit strare cif the nationgl 'poplilatjop 
wouldJmply. 

Figure 12~ :Survey ofJ~at~ 8cEthnidty fn the Nationaltanna·bis fodustry 

.. . . 
Ill '°'0U11ar~uatia.B.¢11~011ners'c;.; fi.xincti;d: •. Si ·w;op:ota)PopO.!QtlQn 

.:Ell. 
'fl,{dc:aiAmerJi::an • 

'\ 

~A% 
:tEJ§_Mi!5@_ 

;,~~l~Jr: S·~·ii~ 

:Blll·t~~~· 
Mnrcq;

l'igianlcj li'l:ino: 

"'Note: The cbart'i:Iboveilssiimes cifl'sif(v-ey respoi;derrl:sthdtdfi) not fi!entlfy.as Hispr;mic/tatino-are non-.mspanfc, however this; 
.riiay,not be tf]e_ fa_~e1i_iVen respondehtfiver.e:qot given the option to ideritif)r libth thei(l'ate cind ethn1dt)l; 

Sourc:B:Marij~ana Business Daily (2oi?L ATl)erkanCoin111urirty.Survey (iol6) 

'Tl M arij ua na Business Daily· Qittps;//injbizdaily .coin/women-m1 norities-marl]tiana'-'ind u stry /) 
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California 1ndu$try 
i\linosta thJrd of respondents to the Mariju(lna Business Daily survey reportedthatthelr ousfoess 
headquarterswere ·in California. Tb is Is reflective of California's share ofthe national market in which 
Callforni<l. accoun1ed for 27% of 2016 legal market sales.?8 the state also boaslsthe highestpercentage 
of rnin:orJty-ownedcim"Dabls businesses, according to the survey. over23% ofCalifornia tespOtidehts 
wernadal rrrioorlties. "in c:;otnparison tothe s.tate;s t0tal popula_tlon~w&iCh ·is. 61% comprised of 
radal/ethnicJ:(llnorli:fr::s,there is stltlsignificantunderrepresentation in the industry. · 

fjgur~ 13: Sµntey of R;;i¢ & Ethnf~_ity in the California Cannab~s Industry 

:4~S:!S .3rt~~ 

17ffi#~.gi~~( . 
Other 

~°ii'N9te;"(he cftiirt qbovepssll_m·e.~ alh1Irvey respondents tfiatdid nodaentifY as Hispani~/latlno arerl6n~J-lispadJt, howevertlifs. 
rriaY frqt He.'th~ .case "given iespi:frigent?wei:e'riot.giveh tfie.option to ir:Jentify. both t/lf!irtace an.if ~t}jflicity; 

! .. 

:S.ai1 fiahdsco Industry 
A srnafl77-pe.tson S.Urvey:Conductecl by the Sap Fra,hdscti chapter of tli~ ca,Jlfortr!a Growers Asscidat"tcin 
f9~nd more div~rsity inthe ~npabfsjnduStry oh a Jocal_ lgv~fth?nw.Jthin tl1e n~tion ancithestate. 
Respondentswere.-able to self.:.ideritifytheir'face/ethniCity \'n a.tre.eform field .. Fig(.fre 14 shoiArsthat.fr6% 
cif res·po'n<;lents currenflV op~tate 9cc~.11n;;ib!s l;>usinessin tbe City, an0 pf them; $12%' ideotifie_d a$ a racial 
pr etbnicmlhoritV,'fhJs)s Cl higberp~rcentagetran)fie?t9t~'s.ihC1u.?try asrefJec~ed by the Marijqana! 
Business Paily5urvey,,:meariing the Sah.Fran~fstci rnarket'niay be a. heavyinfluence on the level of 
diversity. iti:Callforhia's cann~~Is industry/.St1lh racla'I and, ~thnic:minor.ities at¢ sS.%.ofSarl' Franciscds 
total popUl?tibn (A(:S'2Q.16}; 26 percentage pci[nfs hJghe.r ~hant~~ perc;~ntag~ of radai'and ethntt,: 
minorify business.operators irrthe survey. TheAsiatu:ommi.mlty \s especially undefrepreseiited inthe 
foc~d m~rk~t.,tepreseritlng34% pfth~Sat:r Ftandsco popula±ton 5\itoh)y B5%ofcarin~bls business 

. . . . . . 

1;!isi:weekly.~ http://www.sf\llieel<ly:¢om/news/c:alifornia-le<ids.:natiorHh·iegaHnadju~ma-sa_les/ 



35 

operators. Additjonafiy, ~1% of marijuana bnsiness operators responding to the ~~rvev-Were female, a. 
figure well below parify. · · · · 

Figure :t;4. S.urvey of Race ~ ~1:h11itjW ii1 ~he San Frariclseo-Cannahis I11dusti:v-

•5%. 

-~~ ... · • 
'*:Note: The chart above aS.siimes dfjs(Jrvef)ifi?.sporlqerjts 'that dlijpdt)derrtifyas Hispanii/Lal:Jno q.retjon-f/,isP..~fllc;·hcivv:eyer tJiis. 
iiici)iriotb~ the case, Sdiirck (A Gri:Jw~rs.Assodafioa -Sahfraadsto Ci) apter (2017);A,1f(eriwn CominuDilysurvey (201fi} 

~.'. 
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iv~ Barriers f<J f:nfry: 

l<ey Barriers to Entry info tbe Adult-Lise C(lnnap1s M~n'k.et 

Tf'iis•secttortpri:Niaesah overview offactors or barrier:sthat dm make eritrylnto the aduft-use cannabis 
mq.i:ketdiftitutt Ti-le bar.tiers to entryjden:tlfied htfigure, 15.zre not an exh~ustJve ilst1 but rather a list of 
key~factors that may b.§·Partic:u!ady difficult topverc:ome forcornmllnlti<=~th:athave been 
dlSproportionately fuipacted b\rcantiabis drug enforcement.Equity· pfograni c6rhponents should be 
'dE;>signedto m_itig~teth~se barrier~, · ·· .· .· · ·· 

Aci:;e,ss to capita Lor FiJ1andng 

fin.ahdaT Atce:.sstpi:lfa[£~ate 

tlcen~ing~i;idReglilatqrypees 

Legal and Re15ulatory 
Tec.hnital 

Tax 

•. ·. Awareness of EquityPro&ramk' 

finand~r aarrfors 

.f\f(nelfil hasiliesse.Sfo¢e fina.ncial reqtii~iteSto entefa newmarket.Acces5t9.caplta!or bu~ihes:s 
f(aanclng. i's n~cessa_ry to purcha5Eitb~ eq\;ltprneot;and (a:J:mr to get.any business \lp .:and runnJng:, for 
Jili:lhlidtials :dispioportfonatelytargeted 'tor rlmg€nfotcernentand consequently, disadvantaged socio~ 
etoficimkally dµtirig the la§t'de.i:;ide~ of c'.iinoabls prohibitibi\.these fin~nioial barriers can .b:e: pcirticlihtrlV' 
.tfffnf:uit\o r;:i'(erc:orpe, .· 

Acc_ess fo r:apitcd ,or fi1fgnr:ing 

~ven pqst,'",de~r[mina[fi:a,tlpnof W~flN?Jrn Dffe~~s fn ¢~!lfomfa/ tfa~.Dn:ig PolicyAll_iilnCe·.andthe)\CLQ 
fofXrjq thafthe cosfofmafijUana-felatea in~ractions "cari be a subs.tahtiaf b·urdetffor yo1,mgo,iid J6w
intot)ie p~·qple.;; a,n(j wcis ;,.particctlariy <1ft1tdotblackpeo:ple ahd young'men .art(!_ boys;.;, The cu_mulative 
effect:of ec0nomii:afly.::q]$advantaged n~ighborhoods th?thaveh~en.dfsproportionately targeted with 
enforcement (offenWitH punitiv~ rnbnetary fi~es) rr{eans that manv iilc;!iyiqua!S do not hav~the pers,onaf 
capltill t(j lnye°stJn ~ new hosif)ess;. . . .. . 
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AddJi:ionally, these incihritjuals-are l~ss likely to be al:)Jefosecure lraditiona'l business' financing Qf even 
open t~aditional checkf ngcaccounts associated with their bus;iness-As itiaJor banks <1re federally 
teguiated and tcitinabiS rnmalqs illegal atthe federal level, hjqst \Janks refy?eto offer seryices to 
cannabis busines~es. Without the initial capitcil to faun ch a business venture or to sustain operating 
.costs uritll profits are realized~; these individuals-are· t~~dered uh able to ehtet the ~dult~~:Se ca~nabis 
market, - · -

Aci:;ess: to Real Btqte 

t:los?ly related tofinancihg, .bun'.lf-ac:ute con tern fh San'f rah~i_sc9, Js aceessto re_al estate: 'N_ew 
businesses need a location from wfilch to ()Pe.rate, and $anJrancisco has an e~tremeJy c:qrnpetftiyereal 
estate market with some ofthe hlghesfients and lowest vacancy rates for commercial arid retail -
propertl~s; ~conomkaJJy-dlsa:dv,;~Jagetj indiv+c!u_ais rnav flru:i_SanJ=rancisco~aLe~tcite !qbe proh1bitiveiY 
expensive, antji:a11n-ahis ~!ltrepre.heyrs rn,ayfinfbaphiJnwillingfo _extend IOan.~'. -

.Ucen~ing andRegu/atbfy Fe!:;~ 

. Cannabis busines.~.e~ intendfngfo·op~rafotn:san Frarrdsc6~ill ber~qliiredto ~~tain~ ftc~nse ?nd pay 
~nY apJ)Jiqible f~s to legally operate a.bl1s)11ess;.1n addition to foe5Jor ~hi'! llceris_eltSelf; these fees'tnav 
ipduderegLili;itofy cost~ (e,.g.,. bblt~ing in.sp~c_t:ion, sec4fj!yrequirements} as W?U .as license reiiewc;i1Jee$ 
to: continue operations. Costly li~enses combined with corn,plex regulatory requirements 
_di~propottionaJelydisadvantage I:owe:r-1ncome!MividualS. 

T'e..chii!cal Barriers 

Techl:ileal barriers to entry frrCI Lide asp_ect~ of bi:tsines_s planning, tiwnership expertise~ ah'd operational 
practiceS't~citare typic:;~IJy knpwl~pg~-ba$~9 \Jarri~%· - - -- - --

f3L!slrre5_s Dwriersfiip __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ ___ _ __ ____ _ ____ _ 
' iridivfdua!s.startingci riew business may lack the technical k.f\EJWl~dge:,related to bu?-ines~ i;ifan creation,

~bc~uriting, bi'salesfor&~stingth~t ar:e beneficial tb any:-i~ew~entute.'While th~sehusiness f'it'<Jctices 
~re not:µnique to canh~b)s,, c:JJ:S~?-d\fapta_g~c! inqiViCJl1a Is vvillfiaye :ci:h;:ird_~rtiin~ payfng for husin~ss 
:Classes( ti:!chiiic_cil.consL,1lt?-11t~;,ii_rrd/orcorjtrac~jl:Jg oq~ specialized work. - - ' -

bmrah!s-ba~ed.husin~_~ses f?~e 11n-addii]9pal'ti9hnlc:~t know.~e~g~ gap offo~rnfog iryqustr\f-sp_~¢1fkb~"?t 
practices in a.rt-industry thath~sheeh historically secr'et!Ve ahd tihdergto:and; including c;uitivation 
:teclinlqiles an~ hianufactliring processeS: Us:et! in 5j:>e'cla1(f'.eq~t>roi;i4s:tstfJat are c()mpliant with Sari' 
frandscq re_gulations. , · · -· - · 

Legaf qn.d R_egulatory 

Compl_ia,ri~e With the ie_ga(c;inc! t.egti!µt()rY requfrernents surroundfo~ an adu.l~us.e ca,nnati~ business Is an 
unpredit::table harr.ier ti:i entry giyen the difredt uhestablJshecfteg'tllafofyframeworiei cannabis 
busiQ!?S.:Ses:wii'lrequfre;a iLc;ense-~b qperci;te frbhi both th'?. State,ofC?l1fl)rnf a andthe City'and Couhty of -
San Francisco: S(ln Fra_ri:c1sco1?;iic;en.sing pr9t;~ss,9nd concrrt1ons fof'Opel'C!tlbnare:)Jptyet e,st<1bllslfe_d a nil. 
cauld·be -r~latively ~~rrtpJex:to ri~vi~ateJespedallyrotfirsitif\i~ ~iitreptenkurs. Thes~ Harrier* are -~~re 
rliffi\:ultto naljigate_for fower~inco.tile, JrtdiViguais'WhQ may·:notbe u~edtg Workiog fo this envifnr:i:rifotit 

, ~nd/o:runa'ble to'. aff9r~·sp~c\alif~d tot;i§qlt1ng_ or [e_g~l:ci,~sisfanc,e,. - · -



Tax 

Cannabis businesses\1Vili be subjecttotradltiOnal sta'te and)occil buslne·sstaxes thatciffof1 require some 
i:)motmt of expertise t:o-e11s.ur? ;prq{je(compiiance, further cornplic:ating l')1att1=1"5 js thatwnna!:>is 
businesses will be subject to a state and local tax system that has not yet beeri fUily established, Without 
aolea:r 'picturf!. ofthe t?X reg/rne, entrepreneurs ar~unable tq c€Stiri1ate their taxbv(de11.:ever) ff they 
cquld accurately forecast <ilfqther-costs. Jn this atmqsphere; welUonC!edb,usfness~s that_ccin build in a 
finandal contingency for unforeseen fa}{ Iiabllitywlllhavean advantage o\/erle5s econm:picalfyc.. 
advantaged venture~. 

Awanmess Of EqUityPrOgfi:11j1s 

if established, an equfty prograrn tail belp m1tlgate·the other l:JagleWt9 i;t:ittY.'presfinte'ci Iii-this secticm. 
A program is only helpful, howeve.r~ ifdties ang states conduct the. necessary slakehojder·outreach .such 
that potentially elig:ible pefscins areaVv.3re ofthe pt'qgtarri and ;ts benefits as eat[y as possible. . 

The equity compOhent of licensing becomes partlculariy iinport;rnt When the total number cit cannabis 
pdsine~ses are ca_ppec! ata certain number; giventnatwell-rE!?ciUr'ced opera_tors'l.i.Jill be abie to move 
fowar,d lkensi ng faster.Jn il ~cippecl licehsingf.r:a111ework, there is increased urgency tO ens11retnat 
potenUatly~eligible appJfr:ants are educated on the equity program before applications are accepted, so ·· 
that they are n·ot\:towded out ofafinite number of licenses. · . . . 

·Crimlna! B-arder~ 

l:altfoJtil~/$ Propos1tion 64 ?~tes thatappiicants caniio.tbe de11ie.dai::at111aqi~bu~Jfjess li.!.:eriseS:oJely 
~ec.ause ofa~ prior drug cotl'Jjc~lprk 1t 1s 1m porta.nt fofecbgni,ze; howeverI that <! sf cite JJCense i~ riot the. 
pnty.barriei:to entry that c~fr\ be re'lated to a drug cbnvicti6h:Ai::rlmiiia! reC:ofd can Hmit an .indivlduif's 
ahility to.gain Jarrfplo'{rne91'; a_ppfy fbrgoverrunent;assistanct:;c:)f e_ven·obtain ~doaf);lrt thi;! case or 
lndividuaJsconvlcted ofa <;lrug:offense,·thes~ ~u.mut;;itive effeci:s~oupiedvyith fines, court costs, 
incatcetation,: ahd other subseguent disadvantages cafi be1tisuriii6Lintabfe. ' 

Bcickground Checks 

While Pfopositfpfi 64 s~at~stliat dr~gbffenses wm notbar'ah fni'.i}\;ir;luar frcfmlicensitte, 6therentitles 
thact ari eni;repreni;ur rn_ay eCTC_Qpnter can sti1J l:ltflize bac;kgroi:Jpd cbi:'Ck?; for eXampie; a b.anl( Cgn UJiJ1Z? 
a hackground check as part of ev~Juatlng a lqan-applkatfo!i_. Propo:Sitlon (54 do~s hotreqaire -
r;'!xpungernent r:rf pr'e\ifous cann.abis:<;'ohviclibns from. indiii.idw:il's ·C.rifil!fi'al r.etotds~ rneC!nlng that a 
critninal_reco~d can still pp~e; a batde'rto enfry for iii~ny applicants; . . . . . . - . 

. :otherBarders 
..... 

Geography 
:Geogr;:;pny can pose as :a barrier to entry.wben ~llow<!ble tones for ·cai:inabisbifafnesses are too. farffohi 
potebtiai'. eritrepreneurs,Wbile San J:rar:iciscd;s recreational ·eaiinabis f¢gUfaJiofis are tfot yet established, 
tnany dtles restrict )Nhere,th~se pusine~se~ can exist through zorijng. @~:ogl'.;:iphy wTll be an)ropc?rtani 
0i::ons!C:feration to balance iheventual tegulatfon:.onone hand; ricighborlioods that have ·been 
:dispr:oport!o tiat~iy impacted :b)lfne Watcin;Drugs.shoufd· Jiciye· acte$U9the.h1.lsitfes·s opport1lriitf es' 
providedbythis:ne~ i:narl(et; ciojheother,tb~r~$r.e,unknownarid pntentfajlyne@tlve impaqs- [su~h as 
hea[th impacts) ofthese businesses onthecsutrouhding nei'ghborbood!.andthey'sh6uldnot be .. . . 
,ciJnif.entrated in areas. already:reell_ng'frc~m disp_fopp l't)oriati:Ldtu[. enforcement, 
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Distrustin GOl!ehiment 

An lmportan:t barrier tq ~ntry to address isthepen:eption of the c:µrrent di.mate surro.unding canllahfs 
~nd Jegaliz.atlcin. While'some indiiridt.lcils may foei encouraged thatlegalization ofCoriirnercial and . 
recreation a I me1rijUana may mitlgat~.histot]cc.H[yfaclst drug enfc:rrcemerit, others i:nay wtinder why: a 
cannabis convjd[o11 W.JIJ stay on an1ndividual's.ain:iinal record oril()\'•tth~ sj:ate will handle federai 
rec;juestsJcirinforrnafion about cahtia.hjs oUsfoes.SJ'>perafor,s' The currenfambiguifY around what .is. leg<d 
at the !peal~ state, andfedercj)JeveJS'. t:nav 'create a.barrier fu entfy7alnong populations that do rrot i;rlist 
'the goveromen:t t() act[h_thelr bestJntere?t; 

: . . .. . . : . 

As distu,ssed In tbe Equfty Anglysl? S{Octlo11.of this rep~ri:; artest.and '"oriv!_ct19o ofi::ano_a}iis offenses .have 
disproportionately affected communities of.color:, despite studies showing relatlvelysimilarrates ofu_se 
;ofcahnabis between radalgfoi.Jps. fti this c:.ontei<tt Jrwst between these commtinities and thepolJc:.e or 
;goverhmer'Jt h:as. been io_w, Tfli;sec()rrimu11itiJ=s may be particularly vir<?ity .of estal:Jl{shtng ~ regrsten~d 
busine,ss ln a11 industry jn which theyhave been historically targete.dforcrlinfrral enforcement. 

.. · 
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v. Cannabis Equity Program BerlC:hmafRiii_g 

Overview of Peer Jurisdtctlons'! EfforfS:Jn Equity in Adult-Use cannabis !mpfeinentation 

Since the Jegalfzatfoh bhuedicaj a:nd adultA.1se cannaois in several states across the C:&tlli:try, many .cities 
ang #ates h~:ive te'wgnized the ine;!quities imposecf bytheWar pn brugs an:d i_rnp)f::!rnente{pragr(:lnis to 
achieve equity goals and mitigate barriers to eritry into tNS-emerglngmarket 

This s~dion prpvrdes ·a broad overiiew ·of ~ql!ity ·frnmeworl(s Jh otherjurlsdk±fons !hat o<1re ·alre(ldy 
experimenting with orJmplementing€quity programrrilnginadult:-tJs€ cannabis. Fbr a suminaryoverview 
of equity progrClm ~mporrer]ts·, ?.:Od :?ssodatetj m7tlgated barriers to ~n~r,y tji~cu~sed. Jn the previous 
sectio111 see AppenCil:x C 

Jp syritJiesize various~ ppssible equlty prqgrammat!c elem~nrs as w,E;ll as key consider~tiOns and 'iessonf 
feamed, the Cqntroller's Officer reseat.died local and state adult-use cannabis programs and conducted 
t~lephon¢ tnterviews with the fqI(ol;\i.ing peerjurisdictioi1s: ··. 

• dak1cind~. cA 
4t tos Angefes.{ CA 
·."' :Qenve1·1 ~o 
·•: MFIS.~dJqsett~ 

California s!;.ate laW te£arding cannabis delegate~ !rlLich ~utanqmy ±a localities over !ken.sure -and 
regulation -Of. «iaht:labis. 6p~t,ilti()hs. paklanci is the <Ohly city in: ·the i'.:oliiitry to .ci:irtently nave ·an 
implemen_tgd caJ'lnab)scequltyptogra!i1. LosAr\geJ~s pre.seriteda Cannabi~Social 'Eql]ity AnaJysistoits City 
Council in0ctob"er2017, detailibg recommended tt:iterla for eql!ity programming; As the onJy.californi~
pgers expeffrrien.t!11gwith equityJran:ieWcfrks, both are pfofiled iii detailin the figure~belo:W. · 

Mas~chusetts isalsti coTisideringeqUity-concepts,btifop~rates oha very differehtlicei1singsy5tem than 
Ca]ifprnia ·as the" state retains~ tub.re' ~Qntro:J_ cv:er. Jl¢ebs\Jre. and teguJatio11, .QeilVe( does not nave. an 
establishetj eqqity program! but has be.en li<:(:J1Si11g BcltJJt-µ~e c~tin?bis since 201479 -a.nc! Is an irop9rtaht 
con1pailsor(as it was thefirsthiajorcity fo legalfz€. aduli:-Use-0foanna):ils. f1nallyta :number ()f states have, 
r~entKY e)(peritnented with~ ·equity tpncept$'f9r either irretlica] or;adult:-t1se ca:br:taJ:i"!~, which are also 
surnrrE3ri.zed .atthe end 9.fthis section. 

?9:1he~Denver Collaborat\ve:Apprnach: Leacfiftgtn e·way In munidpcil niar'.ijliana iiianagernenf G~OI7 Annual Report} .. 
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Qaida,-icl 

Tbetfty ofOakland1s EquityAssi:Stance_Programwa~ ~stablished by city ordinance and Js atnb.ng the rnost 
5 well-developed programs focused onco,nnabi!; _€quity in the hatjon. Although i.t currently onlyapplies·to 
metlica.1 dispensary pennlts/ Oakland fntends to operi the:program to aduLFuse applic~nts as the state 
begins to issue adµlt-Use p~rmits in 2018; Th.I:: P!-C>gt~n:p.Jti!f.z\:!S l'(!sidency;0g~9(:;rnpbi9al ar¢91.B_QcJ in~pr.ne 
nonditionsto qualify for eli~ibilit\f ln_the-p/ogta~.·a~~ho\f.Jn in. Fi~pre i9)~l6\o/~. > ··· 
f .-~~-" ~~ ~--:Fli\ire ilt::·mui'fiitV. R'eililirem~nis- fc?r oalcliin-ci's.~~nnallis- equftv l'rogra!O:. · · -. - --- -· · · ----~ 
~;_'.>...~,~'~,:::,~ ~~o=;."-::-:.:_.._--- ,_:_·~~-t~'-~-~z?_~_:_~-~ ~----=~--~=-" ·"=---~ ~~-.-~~---· --~ ::_.;.:_~·~--~-=.:~~-::: --
l\lllist be: 

·. '(i)an.oakla_nd·resident, · 

jXNb 
- . ~- .. 

·. , (2.J earn 8b% o~less of:Oai<fa,nd average median income (<$52,6SO), 

AND 

(a}.haY~ !ive<.iwi:thin 21 bigp~eriforc:i;mentp91Tte . . ·. OR IP}. ha?e !Jee~ arreste'd ;;in_d convkted of a.carim1bjs 
beai:sfor10 oflasi: 20 _year:s. ,, ·· · ;cnme m Oakland afte.r 1996. . 

.. ·.. . · ... , .. · 

6i:lkfanifs etjufty.· pr()gr'a]Tj Jt1fenqs f(j .~dpr~'$s·ih1andai batflers t6 entry through a foHnteresf foan 

-~;3~:~:ntr~e;~~6ti~~l~f~~sg :u~~~s~~?W&!ftf~~-W~d;f !f~~~fgsl~a:~P~f J~:~~f ~~t~.\~:;~a~f~J~ad· 
. reac:-heS. a t.hres)'1Qld arnountof$3:4 mJlli.oh. Until that..t.lme, the pen:nftting of;canriab\s.buslnesses has 
· };i~enrestrictecl ~uchtbatpermits mu~t be issu~d~to equ]ty~b_d-general .<:ipplicants ~ta i:1Tatio~ if of!E! 

~quitvapiJlicant'is µe:rm1tted, one gen~ra:r aµplicantcan b~ iJermittea. Atter thr; initial iJh.ase, permits Wei fr 
be.fa_sl.(ed b_n a fJi-st-<;orne/flrstc.$etvecl oasts;,qut equity ?pplkants wm 6~ eligible for idditiomil be.nefits 
frge~'figµre 17li. indugingt~chnfcal •assistarice-a_fldfeewaiv.ers. · 

Incubator 
f'fograrn' 

J3usin:ess 
• fochrik~ 
·Assistance 

. Jni:lustry' 
·t~chni~i 

• As,Si~taft~e 

0Zet()-Interest 
.Lo~iis 

. During the initial.· (testr'ide\i) p~rm1ttJng'phase, noncequity <ippliCa.nfs ca11 receiye prjor!tY 
perrriit issllahce.for'pn>vidlng: an. ~qu!ty apP.if P~!11: With t~~'l ,estateorfr~e rentJgf thr.e~ .... 
ye~fs~ 

Oakland:)}as'par:frteied 'with 10-c:a1-Co'ti:Sultarits ar\qnor\prorlts fo provide hothit;>usihe,SS.' ·· 
.. technical. ass1Staric~; $1Jchas b):isirieS.s plan Worl<Sbops, · 

Qaklandh~s alsopaftn~ted Vlith!Ocal.6r~anitatioris to ~rovide:cannabis-~pedik,asslsta~ce; . · ·.· 
~uch .as cultivcitor permlb:ompliancecdasses, . . . ' 

;Eqpityapplicants .can}ec:€1ve'.zer:g:intereststartup}pan~ to.co_vertJ;e.cos.ts o.f e!;taP'tishlnifa 
.. 011:1r\.a\:iisb_u,siness, · 

· i:q"«i~y:flppfjcants,are notassessec;l a fee for Qakiand Qty permitting. 



Oakland 'has been :accepting appJjcatio_ns under this ~qui,ty. frame1iyork sjncethe ~n}i ofMa~ 2017 :{see 
Figur~ 18). ll: has be~i1 tr.:tcklng data regarding general and ·equity applicants, arid .¢cirrei1t!y. have 216 
cqmplet~d applications: W,ith a ratid. ot109 gejner~I ?pplYca.nts to 1io equity a,ppllcants.tn :addition). 21 
appJicanls applied as anlncubatorwitQ f71)10.re expressingJnterest Jn becoming:an irrcubafor:}6 

Gene'ral:Applii::atfon.S (non-equity) · 

Equit)t Applkations (based on residency) 

T:at;];l complete Applications: 216 

As the :otjJ)f m~Jor dty -~ have an implemented $qLifry prcigrtlm, Oakland Ts lnstn1ctive ln whal it 
1mplemehted in ifs e'.tjuJtV program and wbat ft is seeing duifog the early stages of permitting. Figure 19 
b:elovv is a surnr1-rary9fQakland's key componf:fnts of its !'oqi.Jity programming ~rid a brief dl,sctl,S~ion of key 
consideratio..ns and lessons learned: Breen buJ!etsfepresent potedti<cJlly ;:idvarti:ageous factors, while: fed -· .. -· -- ·,. - - ....... _, . . ., . - - . . - .- .. - ... ·. . . -. . . 

bul!etsinditatepote.ntial diallenges •. 

. Eligibility CritE:rla 

· Qn~-f,or:-oge: 
.P ehnittliiit 
,framework 

· •·· tnciihato/ 
~ffllV~DT 

. .,,. The program 1s targete(dto high~cannabis~enfOrtement zones or cari.riabiS-con\!ktfon~; 
which clearly·Q"efihestheefigihlepopulatio.ri. 

··• · :p[llY baid~ndi~1d~1Jt5 ?T~·'ejjgi~le, Whithdoes not a,c;catrptfof re_centyeaisof 
: disj:ilace_metitoflqw-int.ome1ndhiiduafs, . . .. . . . . . ... 

•• CorMctfPi:1s on1'idnC1udetfiosewithiii Oal<Jand; which .ckies notiridu~e Oakland 
.residents convi~ted.anvwhere:outsI'de th~ Git\!; ....... ···. .· . 

:e tnsl1res~a rnand<1tqry level,~f pgrti,dpatioo 9V eligible appllcaiits iNtrile other pn:igiarti 
cqmponents are establisfied.: . . . . . . .. . 

.- Guards·<igalnst equity applicantsbeir.i.g'crowded.out oflimitednumber of permits ~Y · 
· more well~resourte<! c0n'lfi¢tkots, . . .. 

.: • ,Pb!¢riti~r:r~r-~rtlfLda:I b_ott"fer'H:ckJf there ;ire irysi,lffiCiegt equity'applit~nts (curre!lt data 
fr:6mOaklanqdoe~notsbowth1slo.bethe·case)~ 

9. • Oakland caps"dispensaryperrrilts at eightannuaflv.,Th1s means that wh11ehalf ofnew 
·dl~pens:arie~ wiflbe ff.(JrD. eguifyappli~a_(lfS; the tjis_cr~te·nLJ.niber ofperm.lts'iS low{four) .. 

·•· Tb:ere is p_otenti~Lfotnii3fl(eJ disfortion·gJven tiif¢ap on;dlstrihqtioti poln:tS · 
(dispensaries) )NJth no eap C:in ctiftivatiori or manufacture facil1ties, 

·~. · .Aiiowsgeneralappficants t() receive a benefitfor providing penefitsto ec(iJli:\i 
·~piJjl_cants; #hl~b ·~lipppr;tS ·Q<:tkla:nc;f's eql..iiW gpaE~·at no costtp tf:\e .. c;\ty; . . 

ii! qnJy.<ipplje_?to:teal e~a.t.fo; _6th et potential.benefits; like money;technl~atassi~tahc'e,·6f 
·.equipmefltare.hotlii.d1.1ded .. 

80 Per interview with City ofOakland. 



Business 
Technical 
Assistance, 

Zero~tnter.est 

loans· 

· LasA,ligeles 

4.4 

.~. The program provides a benefiffo. well~resou)'ced applic)3ptswho havethe spac;e, anq/or 
// capital to pr6vMebenefits to equity applicants.; Small-and medium-sized op~rators a~·e 

relatively dis;;dv<!ni:ag~d a~ainst larger .compe.tjtors who can.afford thfs peiJefit., 

~ Use of contracted or{ianiZ~tioi)5,~flows9akland to mininjize city staffwhne:reverag1rig 
local industry expertise.. . . · · . · · · 

l3o Confracl:ingr~qµfr,es ~pcfrontcfuJJdtng pefore atluft use.tax reverilleis col.leet.ed. 
. . . . . t: ... ' . .· 

'!> . Provkies SigTl.ifica)ltbenefit to equity appffcanfrwho~Would o{herwisi:!' pe.:unabfe t() 
affori;l- or ev~n qbt~i)'l- a prhi;ite business J'ciao; . . 

" The progr-am ls dependentupbn tax ~~v~nti~ geherateq by permits to bu11d up en9ugh 
'iniifal capital to b.egln l~suihg funds; but fi.mdlng:stre~J1Js,'are potentially limited by th~ 
ilispehsary cap and the one~faf'.-'one permii:tingframe\Norlc. · 

:Los Angel~s1equityprogfa.rn has notvetbeeri ~ta\:>lishecfln cfty ordinarce, buta,n in~depfh e:quity rePe>.tt 
Wa~delivered to the Citi,i CoUtit'U iii Odober~i..iith ·retoiifmeh.d~ttofrsthaf prOvide;guidance dn·a potential 
program frai)ieworlc The.t~P.drt :provl\1~.d .qptfons:fo-r h()tb prog@n.i e!igib'!Tlty and' services thatwilJ pe 
offereci to qualifying app!kants;-\i\lhif~~!'.n'i:ll1YOPtf()n5Werepresente:d,Jhe city OJdinarrcehas not yet be.en 
passec;I, so it is currentlvunl<i:rown wh~t eX'aetc:Oriipohentswili be ifnplernented. As ,commercial permit 
i:;ipµir~atiqns will be ayaUable starting,ln ,De:¢ember2.017; Lo.? Ahgele!; ~q1tltlpates thatlts eqqity pmgraiij 
\fllllJheimplemehtedas ear1y~swfing2d18, ·· · · ·· 

L9$' A~geles ,l)as propd?i:d bavlrig .'P/Jq wtnd~yJs for arpJ1cants; The first wlncioW Wiil per.rtiit al,teady~ 
established medical cannabis dispensaries that have been compliantwtth dtyregulatfons. The ,secrrnd 
wi~do~ WH!permitoperatio11s Qi'l aone-fot-9n$ l:iasi?; o"t'fe j:l¢rtnitfo(a generafappJicantforevery permit· 
for a qua lif\ed equit~ ~pplitant {so% ger:iet:aJBo(l.5o%. equity permits)., This. cme.:ofoH:ine frarriew.Qrly i~. 
iecarnmende.d fo·con±inuefor the lifeofthe. equity program,.whlch.1s curr.ently'undeterrnined~ 

las Angeles; G,cinli~.b1s Social gqH.l~yAnaly~is·a:f?o proposes:a tieredframework {see Figur~:2D}ofellgfbiJjty 
baseff on the·.direcf and indfred irripads of cahtiabfS law ehf<?f®iTient in an effort to· rn~ke:its·ecjUify 
j:lrogran:\.il~ Joclusfve afpassible. rndlvJcfua1~ whoJ:iave !Je:en:afrE!sted for a· ¢ann;:(bi~ crime {lntaiifomra) 
are.:priodtized, folloyved oy i.r;hr;n~di?~e'@mi.iy; tJ:ic=p 11~'igh,b~rhpods i_mpacted .by bl15P( et}f9g:~me:nf fo\(_els; 
,and finally rielghborhood~ehdorse<l .a:ppli.caht5·who are not otlierWise .. qualified but provlcie a benefit 
.{space, or ~ssistarrce and capital) to :a qualifiech:ppJicat:)~; ... 

.t. 



. . .. . . 

Figure ~o. i.o~ Ange] es J;9uify Prow-~m Recommenqe~ EllgibiHtyTI-ers 

• ___ -_ --- Tiet 1: Convletcd-Of 
~ cannabis c-rime~ 

/ 
/ 

f f:imil'(cbtivittci.! of 
cannabisa,irne 

iinr 3: Uvl)'s or has fti.•cd: 
.~ tr. blgh <:arinabi_i 

c:nfortrnne!)t area.,. 

tie.r4~ Non~qu;ilifyfng 
~ppl/tillll~ "ndors~d-by 
}Jelghbo11)69d C:ou_ndl 

*Mtrst oiso qt·wlif? <JS 
Jqiv_inC:oii1e_ · · 
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faith tier of. eiigibiUtY comes with a different suite 6f benefits. or progr;;imm[ng offored to the applicant as 
g_etai.Jed inf=:igure 21.below. ATier 1<ipp[i6:\nt1s gfferec:l acc.esstci~ll progrqmrn.Lng;,including two b.enefi1;s 
hot offered to cirJY ~th~r group;.(j) ·~ ¢1ty-bp~rated·oq~ihterest;of .toii~i11tere·;tlo~n 'pfbgramahd (ii).a~· 
incubator/Industry p9rthershJp' prbrMam,Tfors:l thfodgh;4 off~f a P.copo'rtibii~Jjyf~tjciC:eci sefof be'rrefi:ts~ 

. 11~ 
;1 

Low-i,ncome resident of.LA . 
with ap_tfor,cann~bi~ 
convlctic;in1n CA; 

Low-income resident r;ifiA 
with immediate fa niily 

r~ .· member convicted of a 
canna!:J~..:telatedcrime: In 
CA, 

. Tjer · 
3 

~ow-i_nco1']1¢ resi\ient of LA 
who liiJes o:r hasllvet:I. ih 
eligibl.e districts. 

· Non-qualify_irig ap,plicants Tle:r- · 
wlio ai:e endorsed by a 

4 ~¢ighborhood i:olfntfL 

. . _: 

.Pet'mi:t:i'lng . Business Fee Lo?ln 
.Assi.st\Jhte Tl'.Cl(nihg Waiver,<> J?rogr~m 

:if. .j 

... 

. -", . . . : -~· ·' .. 

. ./ .. v .. · 
. : ... ·' . .·· , .. : 

·~ ... 
.: . :: ;.:... . . . : 

'* E:!id.ib/aorfee. defe.rra 1 
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figure 22 provides detaTis. rega~dlng proj)osedbenefits offered to e{julty applicants. 

No- o.r L(iwdnterest 
Loans 

lricubator/lndusb'y 
Partnership {Type1) 

lncuhator/industry 
P;:irtnership (Type 2) 

Tedin}c::<!lAs~is1:ance 

pty-mahaged Joa.ri f1,1ild offering no-0d9w~inJe.festloans ti;i eJ\gible applicants; 

Geneiaiappli~antgao provide spai:e 6rc:ap1talfo eligible 1Jpp1Jc;aht to be e!igibfe for 
;atax rebate and potential qualificatfon as Tier4 equify appBcant. Equity pennittees 
:\"louli:l also receiVetax.req~te. . · · · · · · . 

Lanolords with curre·ntly unpermitteti .cannabis operatkins (which iS µu·nishable by· 
punffive finesj ca.fl ~e.¢eive,fi~e waivers ]fthey provide space .toeqt1fty_app(ic;_ants; 

·Assistance.with ~navfgatlor'l 9fCity permitting requirements aricl co[ilpliance: 

; . City-owned property hot eligiblefor·afforciablg housing.may he m~de ;:ivailable:for 
·.· frec=.o~ reducetjr~r.itto equity a!J_plicants, ... . · 

. · f":quity applicants rrlaY,be@gible fqr",condH:ional apptoval of a per!J]lt;\/Vithoi.i~, 
•., -seturlng'Jeafe5t;ate for thelYopefatfon. 
! - - .. -, -- ·- -·-·- - .- : .. 

in addition to eguity program componenfsfor which only elfgible .pemiitteesxtualify, th·e: Los Angeles 
r¢p:O,rt aJSo recomnienqs severai 'g~ner~i 'conditions o:r pr.ograms; ~:Uch as i.•iorkfor!::e~commitmentS and 
t!l\fet~fy pi an? from new pi:ormitt~es, wrnrnunity 'reinves;tm~nt;• educcitfbn program?; an.cl e?(plipgem~e11t 
eventsJn highly-impacted communitlesi Which arefurthe(detailed in Figure 23 below. 

· A stl'.earnlio.ed pennitlirig structure and a suite ofctevefopmeht st-andai:dS:wrnr-educe 
. 'Sfreamlfnfng operatlcnial d~wntime spentin application te\liew,.which disp.roportionateTyimpad:sfow~. 

\11toh1.e appiftarits. . . 

· Phased Afff!f ~lreaay-eXls~in~.me.drcai-bu~lp~~se~are.perihltted.(grandfdthered)/eqµJtYa11dgerre~I·: . 
f~rm.tttlhg ,a:ppllcantn;.iif(be'pei:f.!1itf:€qori,iiJ:,1,fcir-,J. bas!~ {so%permitsto ~qJ.1ity·ariplJqirii:s), · 

E!luc~tion ~" butreacharid ajµcatfooal fltbgt'ains W~ted tbJ>btehtiaJ applkant${6spf-eacj'<.1W<JI:'eriaj;S.C of . 
outre.ClC:b the equIWJSrograrn; 

Cpn}ill,t:InltY ~eJnvestin~ntfund .:t11d P.togr~/nrningkarma.rk:edfOrcomm11ni~~di.sph:ip~orti0na~ajy· 
Refovestinei:it . ,<1ffe.tted .by canbabis .. enfoh:emen"t. 

Expuhgemerit 

Workforne 

Expungefhent eye.fl~ ~-eid Vi (llspr6portio!late!Yaffe.cted cof)1fnyffftlest(i help 1711ith crjfnitial 
expungemerit. 

Ail buslri~*~{riat just§qlilfvl must tririin1itto 5o%eiigfofe Y.1orkforce {ltiw~iii~O:me. or 
. impacted~ and sLibmfta dlversityptan, 



While the Cann:ab.is-:Spcial tci~[ty Ari~ lysi:s m~de -i:h:e 13bove. equity prggramming r~com.rne·ndatlt:in~; thf!re' · 
ha?b~n-no estab.lishment :ofl:his program rn-legis'lation yet. Asst.1ch,wni;ch C!)inbihatioh of~ompofients
ate lnCllided the final program remainsto be." se_eri, .aJ1dtJYere rs n!:i'prograrrHtiatic d;:ita. t:urtentiVal-!~iT?bie. 
NQ:netlleles~, for th_e purpose 6hhis r~p9:rt, figu(~ 24 lndug~s a sµ_m~mary of theg~ reCOrl]IJl,~n~.~d equHv· 
progrq,rr1_rrilhgc9mponehts·and a br1efdiscussion of.its key.implementation co~siderations.. '• 

· comi:nunify 
.Reinvestment 

Conditfonal 
· Nrrcival 

Cccimfo\JBiiv 
Outreach.~ 

· Education 

EXp\l!Jgelyr@t 
· fvent~ 

Tvpe} 
Jnc(lfurt;firs' 

:· ... ·::i 

.e. LA's eligibility frameworkwovides·a progressive feve1 of lienefits depending on an 
;cf.PiJlkatit'sdir.e:i:t ·9f(ndir~ct iinpact:s frolll cat:inal:Jis'elif9f~el11¢1'lt,. · ·· ·· 

~- <tonvrdio.iJ-based ~ligll;iili:ry i.n~Jvd~sacqf1yittion anYwhereih_ caJifqrbia.,Jifrecognitioh 
tnat dlspipp.ortionate .:rrreit:s anc:l i:;oiivicti9hs )Jappe)'j lri .rrrany'pJ~c~s throtlgh.c:iuttl:j~ 
state.ancl'shoufdJiot beiimited to [osAngeles. . , ·: 

· '~ · ,~'the progr·~m fs: hotYet estabii~hed, w6ich'b'E!n~fitscire approv~d ).n the fi~aJ Pt'6.itt;1):ri:\ 
·· are unknown .. lfceti:~iri· pri:igi::qm elernevfa'are n6f:apprq\lfid,Jtffii:!y arl)itr;:jr1lVfn'tpaq 
. what.each ellglbHitytier qu~lifies·for:' • · · · 

•.o • ~etommeria<itlon~ inclyde tl'i~ use [Jf adultµse revi=.nuE!J()r c[Jmmuriity re1i')y~~tment 
pr'Og[arns.These:ptokfarnsl1avi;dne pof~nt[aI fq itnp.rov'!'! oppo[tunitij jn h$ighb(i(hooas: 
mostd1spropotl.lona'tefy fmpa~ted bVtheWar on: Drugs. 

a ThiS~lloWsappJ[c~qts"\fhO~aye notyet.:SE!cur~d.rf}al estate;to a~kiid'hbn,-·operafional. 
i:i.iiwntlme_'Whilethefr ·pef.mifa)Jpll<:atii:in is dh¢gtt;evieil'[, :rhis''otter~ fle~fbJlify to 
applkanfs who do hot b.alie f6e resolirtes fci:cafry:the cqstof commercial·reJ1t~ wfiile 
they are noto]:fefatihg IJ<lslness~ 

G> .Cri r:n irrn1·r.e~or45 e!(p4 ngem enf~an 1Jeh ~l~ih cdh}fo ul\lt1~fth~1vifer~highiyimp<'! ct en_··· 
by the War on Dtl1~s; ·Expungement can mltigafe other ff nanciarbarriers·:~u~h·as denial 
;ofbusines~ loah~ ba~gg qri tbniiictih~ hl~tory. · 

a ToJncenflviie, iJn1JeiTilit1;ed ap~raforsto entertne leia1rii·arket~land\o.fd~:c:ai1. f:~i;etve 
waivers from significant puriltiv.e Tlnes.fcrillegat opera"ifons• prr their property if they 
qffer fr;ee space or rebt f.c) eifg1bie equjty appjic~nts,_ · · · 

~ ' :ltfa recpmfoenae:cun:atlA cohs!d'er i=itfown~dpfopgity tli~t1_snpt eljgilileJc:i:r ' ',•' 
-affordable hou~frig.aspofonttal s_pacefor eliglbfo0appficantsfo pp;e.rafoforfr.ee or ··· 

~ ·~~Y~~:;~:·b.e,f~s1bre:fo San ~r~ncisco; ~hi¢.r1~cE!~··a· ~frn1T~nnforr!a:b\~.tea.fe~t~1;e 
crunch W a inuth?hia1Tet<ge6gfaphi~al.fc;iotprir'.itth"tlfi ~A, Tneb~ are aJ~Ci legal 
lmplfcatfuns to this polic•rthat musti:Je -considered. 

. . ~ 
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MassC!cflu~etts 

Massachusetts.approved adult-use qnnabis on the November ib16 ballot andJ1as hot·yet finalized its. 
state iiceiisit'\g fr~meWork; although it anticipates issuing licenses Jn the"5ummgr of2018. Jn ·contrastJo 
California, loc(ll jurisdictioris inM~ssachusetts ?Je ljmitecftozonfngcgnt(olover ~antie1blsbusinesseswhile 
the stafe retains control overalmosb:iJI Jicensingmndltiopsand regulations; Thepiimary.equity provisions 
are~urrently.cbti'lprised_o(langUage·thafwasiriserted ibto.stat€J¢g'lslatioh, reqi;iirir:ig·tbat-c~rtain.~quity 
proiJisiop5 be l~tl)ide~Jn.the eventl!_~I $tef~gw?tiqn.These··ar¢~llrilh:iar!zed lri ~iggre;2.s below; . 

- Agency Representation 
:and legr,s\a.:ti\fe 
1Y.J~rjdat~s 

· tl'imlnai R'ecor:d 

Spending Priorities 

Daf(CO!ieC;tion and 
Sh.Id'{ 

• The ¢ai)r]ablsCoi1tro!C::otl'}rnis~loh'mUstinc:lud'~ ·;3 <:eft:<iin nutn!Jer .bf 
cornm!ssipners ailc:l ;i_gyiSory board .members'wltb backgrounds or experience Jn 
soci~l jLiStii::e and mimirity business ownership. . 

• The t~mmission must adopt rules to pronwte partidpation ri1 the cam1abfs 
ltidustiy by peopl¢fromcommunities thathave been disproportionately 
hari:n~1f by c~hn~bis pfohibitlon ~i;id enforcern~rit. · . . ·. ·. · . -

• A s\ibconil)1ittee.of the Advisory J3ciard wilfdevelop recomi:nendations on . 
women, minority, and veteran-owned businesses, and local a&riculttire and 
gro\Ning cooperatives. . 

• People wit.Ii past-Cannabis pi:?ssessfonc.liar~are etlgible th have their records 
.sealed and there w1ilbe an'awareness tam:paign to ln~orm the pl(bljc; 

'It Past cannaofs offenses wm notdlsquafify .an ihdivi:duaifromworking nreiWriing a 
.canna!:>is ljusiness {except sale to a Jn-in~r). ·· · · · · 

PttOrify licen'singfor applicants thafptomote ecc:ihcimiceriipoWermefltih' 
. communities dlsproportion;ately imp~cted bytannabis.arr.estand int:arcetatloh. 

l:e~s.ahd reveriUe'wJfl-gO t'o a fund used for restor;;itive:Justke; 1~11 ·dhfersion, 
. workforce development, industry tecbnic<.1fossistahce; and:menforing .ServiCes. 

i . 

. CUltfuatodii:ens~Jees for_.copperatives·(co-ops) Willl:lg commensurate wJth 
cu!ttvatio11size to ensure ii\1.all farmers"access:}oJrcense5. 

•• bata tcillection thatitracl<s: cilverSity in tile lhdustryisrequired, 
• ·· 'The. ¢ar:mabis C{)f1tr()I Cor.pr:nisS:[on mus:t;tep<;ii:i:'allfluaJ1y o_r:r-dafa.ccilted:ed and. 

ie~e.rrch)fly:e,vrtience 6ftl1scrio:irnation :9r·barr\er,S-t6°entry: · 
. ~ Ad.di~iorial licet'Ts1ngiuJe5 vJill biiproniufgated1fevjdericeot dfs~r1r:nin;:itr¢n bt 

. barriers fo entrylsfound.. - · . . . 

. Ifie Massachusetts CcinnaEifs Control .Commission fa also doing statewide trstenfr1gsessions withthe;pubJic 
t.o-splkit cc;>_iJiri;i~nts aiidcoot~hs about th~ ·~Vehtual r~gula.tory rrarheWci;.k, Equity~fo~used org,ar;ilz~tiq)1s 
aj:),d f11~~re,stetj Jawwciker$ ll,aY.¢ $.Poken ·Ei.t th.ese,~e~sions to en¢ourage the 'tom mission fo implement 
,eqµftyprograr:r:iming,C1nd fra,IJ)e\Ngrk.s., 
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Penver 

the·ffrsfre'tatl sales pf adult-use cannal:>isJn the United St9tes beg_an in benvefofilan·uary 1,2014,Denver 
:accounts for 40% of the state of Colorado's cannabis retailers and reached. $188.3 rnilllon Jn sales in 
2016'.81 Although Denver does not have an eql!rty pr:ogram that.explidtly promotes equitable ownership 
and emp(oyment in the cannabis1ndt1stiy, it nevert)lel~:ss G3h provide important 'insights as a c:ity tbat is 
much farther ahead in the permlttihg framework than San Ftandscb. 

'be:n~er regulates the 11Wmber (Jfpermib; m9p_ner (i.e., th~ sates condttioh~), ~pniilg; and hours ob1;kil:t" 
use cannabis,. When. :adult~use ·cannabis became legal, Denver' :allowed all eXisting rnedical cannabis 
}}l,1:$inessesto apply for:a perrriit'if thi:!y were perrn:l:tted by JUiy 2614.Jn 2.6i'6, Denver i:;apped the hurnher 
pf ~~ult.use PE!~mits to e.°xisting4nd pe(lding, applieat1ons" As ·ofJapuaiV1/I0177 the City cif.. Depye~ has 
issued42~adti1Hlse perri.'Hts arid 684 medical perrriitsatrciss484lJriique]ocations:ll2 

. .. ... . - ······:·.- .. ' . . •· .,.. . .... _ .. ·:····--· ··'·· .- . ·.····· . . 

Denver r~quir~s that petrnif>;3pplicint's. sub;J,it''~' Cbfuriiuhity 'Ehgageme'rif' Pla)l;, ·which d~tails· 
CbW1mitments from tne business to provide a po:SitiVE? irnpaCt inth~ cotnmunity, The engagementptan is 
not spe.cific to. eql:lity, butc;ciulc:I include ~n ~quitycg111ponentif the busiri,ess o\iv:ner so c_hc5se, Plan_s .oft¢n 

· fact.is· on charitable efforu like food drive_s, stn~et de~n up, or c;ornri}uciity: gardens. ".fhe perrilittiog 
a1;ttbority in Denver has noenforcerrient aLlthorifyto c;on)pel atcQL1ntability to lts ;:ommuriity engagement 
f}J~n. 

. . . . 

Ast.le11'(~t:is ;muH:ipJ~years rntq permitting; d1eyare.exJ:ieflencing.sec~~d~ry Im.pacts 6fperilii~ingthat; 
should be considE?~ed by other cities who are just beginning. 'Fi~1.ire 26 below surnrriartzes Oenvi:=r'~ kE?Y 
lessons.learned iil permitting cannabis businesses forthe past thfee·vears that:should be wnsldered in 
$a11. Frcmcisco's lrnpiementatlcin of adi!lt~1,1s:e c:ann~bis C!1;1t{l.ts equity 13rqgram; 

/:Xcc;ountablllty 

Flnari~lai · · 

Edutation.1lnd 
·Awareness 

Whilg [)ertver .requires tornrnl!iiity engagement plans~ it hasJ16 en.for~ement 
· · ~uUiority.fo hold P:erh}itf~e~_.accouiifap[e t&;exec:U.~ thej>Jaiis. 

. .. . .. -. . - . . ... . . .-. . .... 

'l(i~ irnpq(tant to:·\.tflcle(~tq,iid ]j_()W:'rnuch .revenue a dtr,wm expectt;o seecanl:l_h6v\i. 
• •it can be;Used, ifrestr1dep, 'Citi,es inl!st plan fol'. hoW:flind$;can and tan not be 

o.sed~. · · ., 

Data col)ettion sf.iould.bel:iuilt1nfotbecs'ysternfr9m_:i;he b~gfnn1ng,baserlnes 
i;ista:bHsbed ear!y'j and.efforts'Should be made~to collect data aiq:ngthe entir~ 

• pe~thi:tt:Xng pro_ce$,_ Before a,nli after data )s :critfcal to:understandtfle etdriomic . . . - . ~ . ~. . . . . . . 

· · imp;:ittoftM carirrapjs,ihdu~tfy; 

_·The pJJl:ilii:.{liQµldbe. ~dut:ateda,i:iomWha.t Ts .allowed <itid·whaf!fnotfotfie 
. ' cannaP:1s rnd.LtstfY; Youth ~i:i{:IJiliblic eqlltaticio shoiild fie J:iuilt info the program 

·fr.om the stariandberobust: . · ·· -

. . . . 
81 the Denver coffapor;itiite Aµpr.qacb: Leading. foe y.ray in m.unkipal madJuarra. rnanagem~·nq2pi7 Anni;l~J .jtepO:rti. 

82 lbid. 



Soda! Use 

'Cities should tryto understand who is no± participatlng in the leg;;ilrnarket and . 
.make r9!:>ust efforts to.engage this community. 

·ConsiJrnptlon in private and·meml:iersconly lounges~ wfricfr do notseli cal')nabis b.ut • ·. 
~llciW its use1 ls an issue thatsui:fa\:~ wH'h ie:gal canii_abl:Si a,tj'd how a ciWwarits to. 
pe:rm1tthese estahnshments.soould l:ie ci:Jnsidered. 

'other State ~qµlty Programs 

.btherstates'thathave1icensed JT1edlt:al ~annabls frave considered odmpl~tn~r::ifed provfsionsto promob;! 
eqtiitablepClrtitipaticih in fhe industry. Th¢se equity componeflts·:are S'Llhihiadzed ir!Figuf:e.2] befov/ . 

,lig'i;i~lilturists ~sodation . 

registry re9ch e~ 2~0 ~o(Ja, three !TI ore cu lti.\iatiori 
be desigi;iated:fortne: Ftiir1da.:s1ad< Farmers .and 

.rytaiylana inltially'issued 15 cult:ivation [icenses butW<is sued.1-,,;heri nobe were Issued to 
minofify~ownedapplkants. The State AssemblywnSlderedbut did .notactupoh a bil!thq.t 
would have allowed S:eiiehadditionalculfivation Jlcenses1ntne.stafe, all designated for 

' - .· . . .-.. . . . . . . : . 

:dhlo state !awre:qui(esthaflS.% oflicensesgo to~businesses 'Owned by f~nir iderii:ified rninoriW 
gr(jups. 

Pennsylvania qJltfvati(Jn·:a:nd 'dispensary applicants !l'u.s:l:submi.t di\lersity p}aiJ~ thatinch.idahoYJ they 
iitomote. rpct~I equity tlirougti:m'.lnership; "erii.j:>JoYni~nt;.~114 ¢(jijtroa.~i11g,The .. s:tate must also 
help minoHty groups learn l10W to appJyfoi'license,5. 

West · $tate T~w'fequfres;th<lt regulators.entoiJrage mifi.9.f.ltY~w.ried~.busine~s~s.to appJyfof grbwmg: 
\/irginla. licenses. . · ·· ... · · 
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Vt f111dings and Recof!'lm(:!ndatfons 

The following s~ctionse:eks to provfde tecommendations83 regarding policy options that :eould {A) fqster 
equ1table access to pcirtidpation inthe industry, including prornotioh of o\ivnersh:ip and stable 
erripfo\fniehtopporfunitles.i_ntl1e industry (B) invest City ta~rev~nuesin econornic Tnfrastn:icture for 
coromuhlties that hay~ historically been di$eDft<Jnchfsec:l, (C) rnitigcife the adverse effects of cl rug 
enforcement pol{cies that h"iive disproporti~n~teiyimp~cted those comrobnities7 a·nd (Dfprforitize 
rndividi.:lats wJ1i:> havebe.e,ti pyeyjously irrested m :co1ivktec:l fo(riiflfiiuana-relat~d offense;Speclf!cC1ify; 
tliis section provJs1es key ftncfi[}gs infqrn;ied by this _report's Eqyji:y Analysi~, Barriers to Ef)try, and Equny 

_ Nogr:tim Benchmarking ~edi6ns.The recomrrreildations incorporate·d are hieantto inform policymakers 
:~s the City einocirks onde:velbping an :Equity Pro[ram. , . 

Green Q.t.ifiets tepr~s~hf·potenti~ily aavantageous factors1Je.d bu[ietS tnd1c9fe potential challenges, a'rid 
black bullets re.present 11eutraf consideratigns, · · 

. h. 

TheCitts i;:cjl..lfry Pfd.grarn shouiq :set.specific 
crlterfai th9t t:i~fine the.popt.ifat1on ~erved. 
Criteria :shouldJie data~ 9dVeh _to. ensure the 
City meets its gc;;~(t1? prior}tjze inc:Jlvidu~ls 
who haveb~e.fr previously arrested ancf 
.Convrcted of C::atYriabis-rel;:i~ed offor\ses, or· 
disproportionateiv impacted bythe:Wa'r on 

. . 

~~~e.d pn dat~ abalysisJn tt;Jls report, the .citi 
$hoylcl fOl)sider lndudingthe f6Uowihg 
e!lgibility i:rfteria~ 

:ton~t2t!oii'hisfoiy assodatedWith 
••tahna'bi.s reJ~ted qffense(s)J~4 
'lmrni;gjqtef<lfl)iiy me111be:twith a 
tonViction h1sfory--associatedw1th 
cai:ihabis}efatE!d.offens.e(s};. 

.,., Limitfogthe etlgible group allovvs an 
affecteq. gtoup foJec:eive higher-value 
P.enef(ts,. 

-~· ~Hat!oh~le for eligibility alteria must be 
·c)e~r anc;I jLJstifiable, preferably WiJ:h d(3ta, 
:to. miniiniZ.e eonfltsibh atnonggtoups not 
Incli.J_ded. - · · 

. • EJJgibiJitV should,.at:a rn 1riim un\ req Liire q 

c§ni!f\bis_.;re)a.t~dartes"t and cc;invi~tion, 
anifshould be con~istentwitb the State's 

.. c<?rivictfor:r history guideHn¢5c. .. 
• The Citywill have to .decide on vvliether it • 

sho1.1id limit c-onvlctio,hsto within the 
pity1 ibei>?Y Ar~a; :fhe state' ofC:afifonJI~~ . 
or·anywl:iere iri·the.UnitedStates, 

~ . .. - .. 

M The ¢.it.Y sM~id eonslc:l.er ri'Ya@1trthe foilowing serioqs i:rifllin~j«:<Jl")Victibns:'not ~lrglble: offehse~.'ifait 1n~ll1d~· · 
Via ierjt felony coiiyi ctior:i{s); §eri()iJs felcinyconvicti(Jl1(.s };Sel,oriy c00V:ictiory(s )Witl1. tjr(Jg trafficking ent:rancem eh ~s; 
feforiy conviction(s) for hiring; empl<;iying.Qt l:isfng a·minofJotrafisport,,ccifry; sell, give away, prepaf:e for:.Scile, of. 
peddte:any coptrolied .substance to a minor; or sell~ offertosell,.furnlsh:, offer to furriish,.admtriister, orgJve away a 
i:ontrolled.syl)statu:eto a tn[not: · · 



· .. ;,. 

. : 

3} ·'tow lncon1e Status;85 

4) Residency ReqU:iremerit; 
.SJ OwnershipReq:qit~rnents~ and ff 

aµptopriate 
6) Geci.g~aphkto~aticfr186 

Recomttiendat1oh: Eligibility Tiers 

The Cit'j ~houid (ifec3t·e at·iered strud:ure to 
pro\/1de proportionafl:ienefii:s necessary for 
each tier;ssuccess. 

Considera{ions; 

* Tje_rgd eligiqility can 9ffer progr~_s~fv~Jy 
morevaluable sei-vices to the m·ost~ 
1rnpa'Cted {directly cimt indir~ctlY) 
irdi1Jf dua.ls <ind m.itigafe :bottlenecks if1 
·one~to~one licensing fr<imeworkS·. 

~·· Ensures thafapplicants with-a cannabis 
tcirivi~io~ history· directly, benefit fr~:rn 

· 'tbe pfogrcim; 
Elis Ure~: limited iesources;~n·Be· 
targete.d rnpst effeci:ively •. 

•li.· ~onvrction:.:based e liglhiJitY cpµJq Tn:cl[~de 
cqnyictjons wtthiri th~ state, recogrrl'z.!ng 
the fin pacts .of convictions oh ah 
indiviqµaC re·g9rdless of lqc~:titinof 
9rrE;st/cp11v'lctiqn .. 

More coh)plex eligtOility trltetf9 t~q_uire. 
increased progrcim adrniiiistratfon 

s3 

. . 

1-~~~-'-'----'-'-'---'-...:.c-~~~----1-.,~-rc._e'-so~u_r~c_es~. ··.~~-~--'~'-'---'-'-'~~-"-'-'-"-I ,.· 

Cohsideralions:1 Reeommendaticm:_Qwriership 

• The Citif should:cofl..slaeh~qulring_ownE;rshJ1'.f · '"' 
st:ruciures of E!ql,!ity q~plkaht:q'perai:ors to . 
reflect a·certafo: percentage. TrJs·'.structure 
shp~)d 's~ti'l }:iaseHne thfl,t ensures applica~ts 

realiie benefits frr,,irnDwn·ershlp, including .3 

deefsion making power, but be flexible 
·enough to cil.lbW for~ variet:Y.of o.Whershjp 

· .sti';u ctui:es, 

~eqµiflng;;i perc~ntageorowneaj'lip · 
. and/cir cah'trnl ensures' e.quity :op~raf(Jr's . 
~refe:gl_i~lng the financ;i<il'hehetlts gftheir · 
opera_tj_ons. 
L9.s ]\r:fgele$ suggested 5:(%+., ilq\~ieV~ti 
reqtilring S1%+ ownership.may have an 
unintended impactof.ies:s~nlt1g qutsJde 
.'fJ1v~:St9f:interE!stcincl, tber~t9fe; rt\~Y 
prove to pea.capita! barrier for1equity 
ilpplitaot.S. 

'lllitq\iil~t()m(;!ls.definedo;:i~ at or~el,0w Sd%.:Sari Francfscois C!r.e~ iri~dl;:in )ncioipe,as defined bytalifornla 
Depar:'tme.11t ofHousiDg.;:in<:l C::Ornm.UriltY oeveJopmer)'t; 

$The chsadvantag.ed populations identified In tfre Ill. Equity Analysis section ciftbls report may serve a~ an: . 
· !fp1xoprjate mettle for i~~.r1~fylfigworRf9fce.popufations, howevgr, :\hh¢te)~an interesti11 deter:fl11~ipgwl)'tch 
{;JJmniunities liave been !:lrsproportJo.nately.impactecJ by the War oh Pfugs pver a su:stairiecj pE:JrioC! ()f t1tn~J w._e 
would.recommend f0rther anafy5is. · ··· · ' 

l 

i 
.I 
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5.4 

_Recomme:ndatiom Residency·. considerations~ 
. . 

The (;ify should con~ider credtfrig·a :r~sidency · !ll 
reqlikemeritto e~si..ti"ethatcurreht ahd 

Because of the siie·ofSah Francisco'.s 
marl<et; $:id in the.interest oferis.tJilng ~ 
temperedmlloutofnewacffvity1 
-prioritlz1hg resfdency will allow ciltterit 
an~ fprrner resldenlito benefit fir~t frorn 
tlii:S ·opportunity: 

fbrdlfr SiliiFra nc!scor~side.nt:s:wno hav~ 
'eXPe [i ~nteCt over po lj Ci Og (lnd ~h.aV;e djfftc;ulty 
~accessing living wage jobs ate the .first fo 
'hen~:fidro.rrrth(si:>rogram. 

'fh~btv sho.uid corisiderci ~rfor\tlzetjpermlt 
proce~s to ~~sfst-Eq~ity Appllcants. · 

. . ,_ -

Fh~c<llnmerl.dation: Phdsi ntf 

1he t:Ify:should consider p:eimittfogphases 
'that l11i~:di-ar:newC>tks'in ~ucce.ssiqri .. The c1ty 
shO:uJd: C9ri1Pkt~ a'(~:ai}alysl?.:otr•eagl} LJn<J"~~ . 
,and fh1sana1ysis sho:uld advise p6licy ' 
•a:ctjl:Jslmenr(tci the.,t:tjuitV Pfogram 
:~r?rne~ork; p:~rrnl~tlng proc~~~, et.11d 

··;geog'raphic·distrlbution for'tne:neitphase:, 

,,11 

.- Lqs:M.geles require.~ r~i(iencyfo! l'.f() le~~ 
thall.5 aucumulat!v.ey.ears,with noless 
thaJJ70% rn¢.etingthb r.~qujrer:nehts~ -~llid 
dci!<la1Jd req9i_r~s:r~siden:cy.for h_o.ie~s.· 
thcin:io vecirs. 

··:, 
·, • • • • o· • .. _ ... •·• 

.• e;. kfa:Ster approval Jirocess;ejlsi.lres 
<ip pf!t~'nt;; ~f~ !}qt f'.ri;iwded'qut ~Y.li'lor~· 
weff-re.sourced'applicants. ,, , .•. 

"' 'Permittli:ig~ot)cilt\or:is.-topJd preventw:~JJ~, ·. 
re.sourced co mp:etitor.s from.erowdiirg 
ciu:tp'():teflti~l equity appfica'nt's. ,. 

tiJ· . Prioritiiatioh apprcraches needfo be·· 
;cons'idefed)n the co.ntextofo:Yen:rl1 
tier[ng,~a,11c1 phasipg stfC1teg'i_~soto en§ur~· 
des if ed ·~ utcofnes,fof e{JUity applicants ... 

tonsiaeratiOns;• · 

e; As. ~urr«~·ntly proriqse#;in 1Q~~I dn'!y i1' .. 
'Equity Applicants; 2'} exisfii')g,nper;:itors:; 
l:ibtt 3i oi:lerators·wiiowere:bp~r:atingiA 
co:mI?fi?~c~ Wft8'the.camp~;;,~i9ncite ifa~ 
Act but were for.Ced to cease activities 
dUe tb fodetaf ehforcerrl~Mt, are e.ligible: 

· fo'.~:ppjy fotp~r,tjfits~ · · . . ' 

~- ExTStlng fugdie;:ar biisihess~''sbotifct.he 
peuvltteclTnin{t.ia1 P~tniJtt)bg ph~$!?.{s) fr; 
ensure·i::ontlnu~d a\:cess tb medidba1 
ca:Onab.i{fo.r>:p~tieritsl . 

~- An :over.ly. oomp'lexprogram could delay-• 
perfoitls~i,iciri'ce .. 

G~ l.fi a·one~frir-"one·foodel/there is:potehtial 
fotci ~9tti~neoekfr1:i\censing'ithsuffi~f~ht : 



·Reci:>rnmendatioh:Ril.tios 

The Cify S.fi6Uld, ata roJO:frnum;.mandate a 
fecjq!slt~ h'f:1mbet/perc;gnfage 'of equity . 
-applican_ts ~q n~w -~J~pllcanfs during 
pi::rh~itfing: phases, 

Recomfuendatiori: ·Provjsional Approval·· · · 

For Etjllity Appllcanh; the City should allOw' 
f9t prbVis\onai ';.1pprfrllal rifa peYrnit prfo(fii 
·~ne:9ppJJc9ptJ>~:C:Urrngre:al.~~tate fo_r the]r 
ope.ration. 

Reco:rfi·inendatioh: q33p fotketdi!App!Lcants' 

· th:e (:it\( shquld ~oni[rJ~textehd)ngthe• 
. CbmmunityJ3usiness'l?Horftv Pr0sessjng· 
Prt>gtam .to E_quityAppJrcant5; spedfically 
·r~faiJJ:applic~mts, to 'Cll!ow.for!lJi>!l~ tratk~d 
anrl streamlined Conditional :Use re1:rlew . 
pro.c·ess. 

Recommenda'tion: Amnesty fr[)g~qm 

The City sbbU!d. 99n~Jc'J:er 1.fevefo.pi['ig 
· pathw?Vs, sUdi asiin arnnestyprogrami tQ. 

~~;~n::~~:=~~~yg~f0!~jJ.~~~~~~alT 
·opef:atbrs<Who rnaytjualify as Equity 
,A.ppl1~nts,-fctttans'ftlqfi to tfJe_ l~jti=icL.di~rket 
in 2018. 

nu-f!)p~ts~of~ql,l(ty-~jig1l;fl~ !Mividy9k . 
aopiy. 

ttinslderafions: 

:Jt As ~ur.r.ently bropbsed, new g .. giiefaL 
applicants ;;i~e lic:>t:~llgibf efqr permits if! 
2018; with the exception of buslness'es. 
thatwerepr:e.viousivs~ut dawn through 
fi:i~ercih~·iif9rc~n)e11t: A~ syth1 onJy"EtjLl_Jty 
A:pplicarri:swm be·eligible for newpeimits 
Jn.year: brie. . 

• .eoth Oaldand_·and Los An_geJes have 
fmpiemented oYptopbse~ aorie~fcir,;.one 

:s.s. 

· ·• .·. licen~lngframf!~Qrkduring%eJn)tial . _ 
· ' perm'itting phase.that ensures 50% equity· 

'.appllcaht partjcjpati()ri,to e_v~r.y new-. . . 
bwsiri~ss; · · 

~onside rations: 

• -iii• '.P,rb.visional:approvaJ of aj:ie'rtnittee could · 
.h~lp the ap·pli~a.11t.0V.~rcofil.e p9te.nt1ai · 
finanCfaTbarr!ers to eritry by providing 
'in\restor$ W.\th ttld'h~ .ce ttaTrl.tV to Back 
;tli_aq pplkant anq)ncelltiviie rny$5t-Or~ t(). 
:PruvidE; adequate cap'it"ll fora p;flys1cal 
locattoh. 

Cbnside·r~tions; 
'."·· 

'~ Th~ {;~~P prqg'[a.CTi w:ou]d,prtiYi,de: 
applicants with t1me,sa\tih_gs ancf more 
:<:ieart~fi'l!ilitle$~ 

. :e tnsu~l.11~contfoueo Gperatlon 'coufcf 
me~n ~he .operatorJacesJeWefb~ff:i"iets 
J9 ~t1t~rtn<:: regul~!~C!)tiarket;, 

.... 



: R.eC:OmrnendatiOn:Jn.c.u6atorPfogtam~ · 

'Tllk\:[ty should cbh~iderini·iri('.lucti!'ig'a . •·· . 
fleXihle incubator -~rogramthatall~INs EquftY ·· 
Applicants to partners withope:raforswho 
wi~h to further:the CitVs equit{goals~ Such 

. i:Jartriersliip's. i,:ould include combinations. of. 
. ·workforce~ ·financlal~ G3p]tal, real.estate, and : 

technita1 assistance pri:rJide9 l:iy non~eq,uit'f 
applicants~ 

Retommendatiori:/nc.ubqtor Program· 
PrJoiity Processing 

. . ' ...... :. . ·::· .. · ... 

The Cf:ty~sh:o~l~• c9n;;lger ~xte11dlngprk1rfty 
;pr6cessingtoJncubafor Prcigrarn appllcahtS: 

=~; ... 

Reccimmendatfon: success Metric.s. . . . _ - . . - . . . . . . . ' ~ . - . 

Metrks sho.Lild b~ iJitof poG>~d into thi~ 
,~qLiity Pfograro to ensl:,!rethat ope_rators ar.e 

· lncub:citoroP.ti96S:thatallovrefoP.1oy¢rs 
.anq cannalJtS operators fleXf\ji!ity; to 
determine appr-O;priat~ program 
qJferlng(s) <:4D inc:entivlze private sector 
ibVestment in equit'{.goals.te..g.J ieal 
¢state ancj/or hient:otin'g; la11dld.rcis-
3.U0Wirig cannabis bushlesse:s ·an their. 
pr?perfy) .. 

It 'ti.cc:ountal:iili:ty measures iiiustbe taken 
to ensure parties cohforin to agreements 

· .ancrettulty outcomes c.ire".;~c:hieved, 
-~ ·Equltyincuhators ~iricentfvlie hi ow ledge 

and resoprCe!)h~ring with ~qUiiy 
.Applicants aino cost to the City: 
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.~ · Oa~l;:iri_d ha:Sfqced cri:tidsm that requiffog 
existiiighusinesses:to form.inct.ibatots 
i:'ttrist.he riskof"hoJ\owinguJittbe . 
rnlddle;" where fhe·market shifts foward .. 
6~ethat e:~~~l~t~a!11y ofJarg~, well.:. · · · 
fund~t! bijsln~~ses an~ -equity businesses, 
fi mol:fel thc.itq::i.l,llci ultirnat~ly c_rowd· out · 

... ¢9~itybusine5ses. 

· ConsiderationS:: 

·~ Ptl.9rity pr()tess!riwiil ~now the City and 
their\cubated opera.tor~to r.eaU~ethe 
:~ql,iity benefit~ faster; 

_•t< Noh-equityexfstitig:6peratcirs.thatserve 
as'i.inci.ib~t(Jrs" t:ol1fdJ:)e eligtbje fo. 
-receiveprforifypermitrevleW and 
·issuance., 
.Pri()rifii.ation .approaches'nee:d to he 
·consTd~red:iri the.tonte.xt of ove·rall' 
tfortng:?.od pbMitig ~trategiest9 en.sure: 
tfoslfaJ o~tcomes for equityHpplkaqts .. 
:····· ... • :·. .'. 

~ · 'bpetai~r~i:;bt.ild µ~e r;:qu\ty AppTicC11itst{i: 
e-merthe market in 20~8, and provide 
·them.wlth.nom~~u1fngfui benefits., .. 



hE:lpin(f n:fove Eq Llity 1ncubatp(operatpr~ 

Recommendation::tredtfoh ofa ComlJIUIJl'tY 
· Rei/]vestmentFunif 

The Clty.shoulq consider creating a 
Comr'ifuriity Reilivestrnerit fUri.d to a]loc.ate 
canna.bis tax (eve hue and focusing 
investments on those.'communi±res 
dispropottionatelYaffected bV·cari:Oabis 
1enforcemerit. Programming may lndu_de - . . . ... .. . .. .. . . . .. 

. restorative Justice; jail diversion, and .,. 
'Jrnprovtr\g the health and weilbeftigof 
c.ommun,ities tJ:iat h'sve been affectecll)ythe 
War on Drugs. 

Recommendati6n:A,tiff-$t/g1J1a Campaign 

T~e i::fty shbJilct' corstder.coinm1ttihga 
portion offundirigto build on the _ 
DeP:eittmeOtof Healthrs awaren.esstarnpaigfl. 
to furtbecac:kn9wledg~ the .impac::toft~i=: · 
War on Orugs andthe.stigrtta thatremaJnsdn 
.~certain cqii)Inup ities; 

· Rei:cimmenciatfon: Funcltng_for coinmiinTty: 
8einvestf'neht 

The.office of canna£i5 should cDntTfiue to 
. coordfnate:v.;iitht]typartners; inc;:li:rdif1g the 
Office of £c::·on0nilc and\ti!oflgorce 

. Q~velopment and:theJVlayor's Office, fGi 
t;t>mlrive ci:c{vocacy forfuridingthrougb the 
Go:VerQot'~ .Offic'eqfBusiness ?nd Econorrik 

·· ..... :community reinvestment offers 
heighborhood~vvide and nelghbor
i:lfr~i:ted be11efi1:s tp those w~owere 
t:no$tdisprnportionately impacted by 
canrr<ibis enforcement butare not 
partJ(jpating di~eci:ty in the ·carrnabis 
ecql')omy. 

• -A t:an11abis t~x h,as nutyet be~n approv~d · 
bySan Fra.nciscci Voters, and there.is little 
Information avcailab]e ont~\lenues.arid 
~pE\ndl11g·pdotities. 

• Cahnabista)( revenues njay bean 
-:rnc~risistent sour~~-c:if:revenue until th~ 
mai-i<etstapiiizes, which·¢ci[J[p ta!<? .a few 
y'¢ars\ 

CortsideratiOhs: · 

· ·'1 .. R'edudhg.sti'gma could help opefators 
&etti;r actesscapjtal,real ~state, and 

· tecfipicafa~fatance:· 

.·~·· CbmJnunlty awareness th.rough thrs , 
camp9lgn can help ca Im fears thathave 

• :peen develppe:gqver decad-e? 0f 
rnfaiolDrrnation anci.£c9rf; t9_ctics u's_ed 
duringtneWaron brugs" 

• Jhqeyefoplngamme_ regular lex:icoo tp 
use fortheregulate:d adiv1tY, City should 
avoid Dtog.War.iangi:Jag~Jnducilng 
·"cta!=i{qO.Wn/ '<ltid ;,Black mark~t!;·· 

Considerations · 

GI .State funding can ¢bbcmce and 
~·uppl~ment-tfie.tity':s;ibiUtyto n:ieet 

.. focal e.qulty goals. 



, D"i::velopment corn111unity reinvestment · 
grants program. 

·•Recommendation: Equity fig.n 

Th'e GftY should.ct:in~rder re@lring appncants 
to submit; as:part of their Community Benefit 
Agr~eliient, ari.E~ultY Pfantbat desc~ibes 
ho;,..the applicant's busine5§ supports the 

· ,Equlty goals oftheClty, 
.. . · .. ·. . : 

. Recommendation: Sfteam!i11eExpungement 
Opportunities 

·· tommunfryrelnvestment programming 
~hould include streamlined e){pungement 
t;yerits held in ne:ighbgrhood£. ~h_athaye been 
dlsproportiopqtely-1mpacted by tbe War on 
Orugs, 

Jhe City should level'a~e eU&'iole87existing 
Workf-0rce pJograrils tp proviCle: pcithways to 
etTi p !oyni er~ I~ tb~ 1eg~ l c;ah nab is fri d Ustry 
. fot ii:tdividua[s engagetl,iU street-level drug 
t:t!tnmerce. 

'Considerations: 

~ This<encourages business to thinkcibout 
Equity1n the. cont.ext pfit beii)ga . 
tommunity benefit lntheir surr,ounding 
neighborhood, and allowsthemto 
consjdet~qliity'ri)o:i'e i;Jroadly Jn the 
COt}textoftheir blJsiness model. . 

Considerations 

Bringlhg events to communities enhances 
Q\ieraLI outreach for the equity program 
:ark! .reduc;e:? btttders to navig9ting the 
expungement .prncess. 
$.v~~::<~~~tit~ ?J)gµI~ b~ done 1tr 
tootdinafion :With the P'L1blicfDefender's 
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:6ffker1he Cc5urts>.~nd'mtier:relevcint · . 
:partners,, ar15~ lQe'{sh,ou(d pr9Vrde dieqts 
.wrth ah expgdientcexpwngen:i.ent process.. . · 

Length ofprogramwooid n~~d to:be 
·• balanced; maJdng sljt~ pa,rficipqhts.are 
•job rgagy:whileml}etingthejrneedfo 
eritetth~ workfori;~ quidcly;. . . 

•• Accef eratedtralnihg p[ograrris;.sfmifar to 
·:the model{tn?t~liow for fl.e-,dble 
?PPn;>a·che~tQ<:'.~ififi9;:itlorr shoulcl.be 
leVeragedto.expedite and pfioritlz:e, 
.ernp\oyn.ieht oj:ipottunhiesfo(petsons 
Who i:n.eetth~ ~guityp~rmff i:;rJteria". 

"' :Gfifii'i)~iBls,in·austf\rWorkforce program 
t:O.ttfrJ ~~Jnod'eJeP ?fter ex1sffog oi:W:o · 
:Reehfrys~rvlces ·Pr~gfant ·· 

·., · leveraging i=~is£lrig prograryts.offgr~ 
· peopie opportunities to :ouiid skilfsfor 

9thedi:idqs,tdes as welL 

,87the~!fy ~hould re\:ogr:iii~ that th~;e ~·~e sorn~c~otn~u.ntty baseq orggniz~tiq~~cthat reJy o~federal fyncllng,and may therefore 
be un.ableto provide ser.vice5' duefo :threat of fede@I erifofremerit. 



_RecommeridatlOhs: ExpdndWorkforce
turtf~ulum. 

The Cify showfd c~nsider expa:ndlng 
· cµrrktllum:to:suppcirtnew workforc~(ind/o.r .·... ,. ·-· .... 

entrepreneurship serv'ices for streeflevel 
cannabis participants across industries_. 

· Recommertdatians~Wor/iforq{Fa/rs 

Considerations: 

·;ii, The Ci:t'{'sapproach to ~urrkulum .. 
developmeptthmugh'.GoS-()la_rSF coula '_be 
.use:d as .a mode:L 

-~- · Thl~ wouJd teguire:engageme11~ a:nd 
traJning•of r;iew CBOs, Ul])asit worlcfci'rce 
~nowJedge:;, 

·~· Thete may be.limited pcitertralfor 
p(agt(lrn g~()wth.due toconside~tion:; 
and restrictions :around cocmJnj:iling 
carina_bisworkforce funtjTnifwitbother 
~ol!rces . 

. oe This appraachwoLild :;.i[So tak~ tfnie;qnd 
creatihgnew_progr(;lrntn[ng can gec9st]y, . 

. ~ There is a potentiaUackpf data re_late.d to 
incfustryworkforce projectfons;making.it 
difficuitto-scope program size ~hd 
fund{ng. 

. Cdnsideratfolis:. · 

TIJe CJ-t\i.sl1()_uld s_upp()r't~a serJes of workfare;¢ _· 
fafrs wJthp·CJrtners ihtlUding Inv.est iii" ·· ·· ·· · 

Bringing~~eotsfo the c6rnmunltytan 
-Bssl'sb;/ltho~trecich and belp build trust 
.Witbtffyagenci~s. N~ighlforhocids,.SmaT!Bu-~iness (dMri\i~sion 

•. ~wq ~tb~rs i}i proVicie ou.treach, -i::dLicatiorn 
' -arid ownership ~upport -· 

Consideratiarts: 
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Recommendation: Trginjfl,g Personne[ witjt 
Industry Experience 

; The.City shoujd cqns)der hirTngtrainin_g:. 
· •1)_• Persons with experience 1nthe· • • 

perscmnefwho a-re'experJenced in the 
· incf usttyfrans[tjoned Jr9m tlie unreg,ulatetj 
. tnarketto reguJated cahnabis_lhctustry to 
ehsUre Cl)[rkulLUn relevanc€ ?nd 

· _appl)cabflJtY .. 

. R~t~rhrri~ndation:ihcqrporqte i9cr1! Hke ~ 
Bef[pe Req4iremen}:s 

Tbe·fltys[ipuJ:d 1ncorpor<:1teJocal hfre 
retjuliemefrts~ and shdu[d t.ctnsider fo'i:jlfirfng 
br i ncentivizi Iig ·e:m p I ayers: to p ri o:riilze 

uhregul.ated9n&reg1:il ated ta;nn'~bis· 
m~rk~t maybe well p9sit)o11~-d_tg 13g',lise. 
tndjvi_dqa1s looking-tojdin 'the ieg1.ilated 
irrarket. 

'1(, The$€ positions tou:id cre;:1le addftio:rial 
workforce opportuplJ\es far pei':son,s 
imp?c:l;ed .~ythe War on Drug~; 

a j'Vlu.Qhofthe ·qty!s ·workforce training 
partners make independentpersonnel 
decisions, 

~. The tieed for official lhdtisfry knowJ~dge 
~ould l:Je address:ed vi.a fi,tfuf~ R,FP's · · 

_Cons1deratfons: 

?.·· Give.r:ithat("iotallpersonswho~ere 
-disproportiot;fateJy il11P:act~dbytheW<ir 
pf\phigs are ready ta· ~tartth~li" oWti 
cannabis business~ ensuring they have 



•applicants frorntheri dl,sadvaritaged 
.~omi-nunlties.8-a 

jhe City·shoi.ild proactiVely et!Ucafo all .. 
·· :cannabiS b.usfn:esses of:i the prqyj~ions .of San 
fr;:rnd?tcl~ F~ir.C:hao.~~ Orgin,arce {Feb) thqt 
tegulateslhe'use'tC>farres{ and c.onvktion 
r.ecb rds iitemployriie_t'ft dedsiqfls.119 

..... : . . . . . . . 

· R.ecommendal:ion:Remove 'cannabis 
canvictfon,Workforce}JQ.tfief4 

. inea.n1J1gftjl acces.s to workforce 

. opportimfties ii1the Cannabis lncJustryi,s 
tntkal. · · · 

1!l Refiniri~ local Hire. reqi.iirements fo 
targ~,t:Sp¢cific area·s 9f the city could 
. alfc:i\rv µs to see 111pr~ per.Sbnsfr~rrj .. 
'd isenffarichlsed co mm un!tfos,entei'the •. 

·~ .... ~;1~~~\:·~;;r~ltd to ensut~'p·~aple ~re ·. · 
hired for full time; fairwage Jobs' af\ctnot 
just used to obfointne pe~mit . 

. ,., ~<:annabis ;busfnesses c9ulc}ee [[!!quired · 
. through their CBA's to partkJpate In First 

. .$ource beycmd.~ntrv~tevel positions, · 
·• 1.1roviding µpwdrdly ii)obTf.e carei=;r 

. pathways:in addition t9 incorp~rat1ng 
· rnJd-le:vt;i pfa_cel'.heh:ts. ·. · 

' ' 

•.. ·~·· A large ah)ount:Ofresour'tes <i_nd . 
lhfri:l~tructur~ ls required by the_ c:tfyf.or 
enforcement/reportliig,thE:refore, t.hi!:i 
Would te:qufre :afliriding·source ciswell iis . 
tf!]i¢tobuilg th¢ internal capadty. · 

· • 1;i;)taf Hire:an·d any requirements related 
tQ hlfltig fromspecif)G locatfon rrj9y ;'idd 
t~cnnkal human resource burdens to 
:oJigrator~when·th,-e Cjtyshduld s~~k fo 

· '.r~db~¢ ~chnieai burcjens.. " 

·~ siiice the .·city has deterrnined Prop 47 
·cpnvktlons ;:ire iLfow;prioriW'th1s.would 

· b~lpto_ en~urethose qmyittio.ps are,riqt 
•use.cl to den·/ ifldfVldi.iaJsrneahipgfur 
:¢,riipfoymi::nt; · · · 

' . Con~ideratii:ms: 

aii'.j\s d escri&ed fo $ection U!,'SLJ!iseC:ti.cin CD!S~dvahtaged CbmniU.nltf~s .. 

89 See Appendri O .. Existln·g ResourceS: 



The CitVshould lo()kat legislatio~ th~ 
reri1oval of employment barriers b:ased on 
tannabis;,:reJ;;ited mnvictions .across al1 

Retommendation~Existing operator 
Part]dpation 

Iftl? cjty;should \11c;eritivize operators .th9t 
.. may receive a temp'i:ir.ary permitto Operate 
·. :.;lh ai;lt.Jlt-use bus!riess to conttJJ;jute t() t:he 

City's equity g9cils, Any commitmf!nts. made 
,by opefaforsshouldrernain in place until the 
:Qperat0r1sArtidei6 Commur11fy Bene:fits 
/(.gregm.ent is ;:ipproyed. 

REicammericfatiOn:Accessfo Banking - - . . . ' ,-, ' . . . .· 

;,, ¥\i.lil1Mgthi~ lang[lageto Art.ic:!e4~ ofthe> 
-?oHce Code (the FiilrChaiice Ordltiance) 
~~uld help ensurethatcofidtJctwhjcb is 
))OW Jegal llhder .Pfoposftio,ti: £:{4 cjoes rot 
iontil)ue to be a barfiert0€mpl0Yment. 

{~ Proactive participatibn by existing 
:operators -will help the.City fn~oiie 
towar:d&equitygpaJs befo(e mcind;,t~S' 
hieantto fLlrther equity are 
implemented. 

Considerations: 

The San 'fr9ndsco Trea5ur~r aridT~Coiiector -~ 
sho(Jlq colltihue to.work<lbs~JVW1th the 
StateTre:a.surer to pr-OvWe more 
ojJp6nunitiesJor applicants w·ac:t~ss banking 
-s~r.Vfc:es, and s.holild pl_ava:br:O~gdng rafe . 
with talif.0Jnlc1 credit urif6nsJo.tead1/partner · 
.wjthSanHarl'dsd:> hasedtr~dlt'ti.nloos$q 
£h.atfh¢Yfn~Y;s~rve_as:a.rEiS:c)urc¢ia s;:in 
Frandsco based oper<itors; 

,Recommendatiom toriitderat(orifot 
Miiolcipa( Bank: . - . , 

Consider-atfons · 

·~. ·wo:ulcl crea:te·accessto barikin,gfi:irthe 
• h~ Un~.w1th Fjle NcLt7D44$~ Lfrg]ng thr; bfti.c:E. ·. iridt.istry'as"a whole.. 
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Dffhe TreasilrerandTax:Colfetfor to convene~ ·~-

. -6 MU.fli~ipdf PufJlk. f3ankTqsk. Force, tbe city 
~[lo.qJd p:>ntibueto qiqve forward 

. expeditiously wftl-(the review of a munidpal 

Money generated from-fees an.d)riterest 
:touid be u~e-c.l to.subsidize: fdan5to equity • 
'~ppJita nts; 

P.ankitig poli¢yto ensure apptic;at'rts ha:Ve fhe 
oppo[tun1tY toJ:>eprovided equi,taql~cint! 

•.transparent access to capit;:\l ih the abs~nca 
... 0f feoerally regufated.ba_tiks p~[fitJpation. 



.•. , ... 

. Reconimendatic:ih! Fee Waivers 

The atyshQL!ld \'.i:Jnside(waivTngaJ:ipikatfof), 
p~(mit, ani:!iD?pectl~ri'f,eesfp(~btn~ 9r'aJJ - . 
equjly applicants Jn theirfirstyeartoJow:er 
fiiiatldal bari-ier:s:ofentry. 

Recommendation: R~ducing.Social $tigmd · 
~ecogniringthat equity permit holders might. 
have,ilmited acces~to ~oci~'hmd tlh<lri¢iaJ -
r:;apital, vvQfch cqulq fi_:irther be irppacted by 
the socialstigma associated·Wltb cannabis 
use and sales; the City should invest in a 
car:rfp~igo to ?i::knt:Jvyl~dge the impact ofthr; 
War on Drugs and tbe stigma,ahd bias 
'assabiated WitnJi9tti · u.sers and bu~me.sses. 

Recomrriendati'on: Loans -· 
. . . . 

the:tity shol!fdcrea:te afurrdthat could 
re_cei\ieftinefs fromEgifJtY Jr)cubatot' 
~ppllcants~ i;lr_rdI.1~efhi? func:ftci slliJ.pe>rt 
Eq uhy Ot?erafo_rs. 

Re2om'm ~ri~atfon: setting_ TC!X Rate~0 

:Jh ohlefto address tl::ie bar.rieftliafwell": 
f1.Jtl'C:!eobu$iriess~rn.~y l:ie·tnori;'c;;ipab1~ bf 
·byi[gjng"foflna_rydal conting_e11ciesfor things· 
.:such as Unforeseen fa'xifabilitr~s, tne,aty· 
::snou'rd tdnsider tax · Oildes that mitl ate tbe ....... -·, .. -·-···· ... P ··- .. -.· ....... -· g __ ., .. . 
@xb,µ~g~f!P!1 ~q_uifrappJ,icants:. -· 

Ct1risideratiO!lS: 

!I\ Tbere would be substantial cost 
associatedwlth this oh be}\alfof 

" 
1~Fatrnk·5·5~! Jorehtr'e))febeffrs .frO'rn 

·· ct~~nfra[lcbis~d\:o\hrn4nitfe!_;,st~tfiog · 
non-'.cannabisbusines.s~s and not 
receiving such a Wa.iV~fmC)y hetome a 
Gotkern inthe business conitnUnlfy.· 

Considerations: 
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,;,_ The tity'spLiblic information campaign 
tciµJd be used fo address multiple issues, ~ 
including facts aboutthe healtb impacts 
of cannabis use a.nivell a:s the raCialized 
history of pt'o_hibitioh and e:nforcemeht. 

Considerations: 

• - t • 

:<if. Th_i:SJund c:iin provide aso].Jrceofre\tenue · 
prior to the irnp1ernentatio11 of'<l cann;:ibis 
_specific tax. 

G )fneeded, fr couid±ake time to find a 
qualified CBOthat has rfo otber federal 
~o.QfiicJstp·adrnlnlst~t sucn a program or • 
1ntema.lq1padty andsfaffing.wgu_ld need . 

-· ;to pe developed..., ..... · .·. _ 
considerations: 

...... · . . . . 

~ · ;Cqrrtetr;ipl(ltl~g-Cl tax n~te thcit mltigate,s. 
: the i:aibuiueti on e:quify applkant~ 
· ,ef!s!.lresthef:remaih torn~etitive in~ 

Jl1cirket'.tha,t rr<!s hettwreso:µr~~d 
operator:s~ 

··~ -Hi,ghertaxrates can 'jncr.~ase ffje. 
effective price of cannabis causingson}e 
¢oiisumetst~rsb.iftspendingto other:· 
goods or buy their 12annabis outside of 

.. theregulatecfmarket;' 

:!!0 . .see Appendix E Taxatfori:State'Strudur'e & ffo\iriiw of Othe.r 1tl.risd1ctions' TaxStri:ttt:ures 



Recommendation; create a Simple & 
i Transpdrerit AppffcatTOr(Process 

Th~ ch:ys.hould crecifo a permittlng proce~ 
.· tbat Jssfll)ple; ·trci:nsp~rei:it, arid employs 
technologicaLsolutioqs to: help sp_eed and 
make·applicants·awareofprocess from day· 

~-· 

Tile City·shoµld st~ef t:quffv Prcigrab:r 
p'artlc1pants iri ri('!ed ofbusiness., complianc~1 
·andlndustry-spedfictechnlcal a;;sistance and 
tilenforsh1P to fh$variolls eligibTe C:ity 
e~'trepreneurshlp.:and~Workforce programs 
p4(.renfly avciil:?bti:, [lta.rJY c)f which ?re 
.referred to .ih .fh:e- "txfsting Resources(' 
section,9l 

_Recofrimendatian:Mdtching DpportUnitles; 

'Th'Ed:'.itysl:lould -create a ~rogi:am to match 
smart bper()tors, equfty•rippffc;at;rts, and 
Jp~e_resteqlq riqlc;n:9.s, . 

. -·-· . . . . . .... 

·!11 See ,Appehcili o~ EXfstJrig_Resoifrc~ 

e A dtnp!e irit'a:ke and a:ppli¢atioii pro.cess 
\Alil.I rnake it easier for the applicant-~o 
know if they are eligible fof a permit,as 
Welf asbe better informed of what the 
path :l:.oWards becomjng a permitted 
busine~s may entail. 
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• To support this,·a sectionforcannahis 
businesses can be.addedunder Busines$es • 
IYP~ in the.Permit Locatorofthe5an 
FrandscoBusfriess·PortaL 

Considerations:~ 

~- leveraging of exfsfmg e:ntre'pr'en€urship 
and Workfqrce :progr~rnsrnlnfrnizces up 
fronieost~ndoreso),lrceneedsforthe, 

Offite,ofC;:irinabis. 

:~: 

ccinsiderations:.-

0 · Leveragfog exl?tingr~lationships W.lthtfie 
fanc:ilbrc'.t-comm.unity; educating them on 
the tegtjlafory .structure fou1d crei3te 
mo.re real e.$~~t¢cop_porrnnities, 

... ·o.• Ma.:J;chii:ig stnaJJ.op.er<?:fo.rs, lri¢1uding egµity 
applk?nts; cre_qt~ pofentiaftns;ubatof 
partnership opportunities, and 
Wh~re/when ~(JaW_ea;.c0-dp partnersblp 
-qf) pp ri:4nities, 



Recommendaticin: Partnerwitn Local Non-. P.rq}i.ts · . . . . .· .. ·· 

fhe(ity~hoUkfalso consider partneritig\ivith 
• lo~I torisultan±s<rnd noo-profif orgaT,iri~tibns · 
·1:~~'.fo~id~6~hh~bisS~eci:fic ~Gslrie~s ·. \ .•• •·· ·· 

· ~onsTJlting>~uchas bushiess pi~nwork~hops, 
and regulato1ycon:ipliance a~sist~nce, 

Recomme.tidafion: Staffing ini:h.e.Offfce of 
Cahhabis •j\ 

. . 

The office.of Cannabis shobld assign a staff. 
mei:Til'>~r tp serV~ .as. the priJnary pro~am 
. c:c:i9rcilncitc:rdor th1; prc::igra_m" 

Recommeridatfori; Cr~ation .qfcurrfcufom · 

TheCity~should.encoui:;3,gelotti1 ~tadeirik 
'lnstltutiotissiJch as CityCollegeto 
eJ:(p'~d.itiQU~ly c:reaJ,e cannabJs:spedft~ 
workforce and.entrepreneur training .. 
(}.pportUnitJe~;forSahfrancisco residents, 
partiqJl;:irlyE_qu1ty)\pplicants}catijref!. at 
Je.du_c¢tj cqsts; 
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. consideratfons: . . 

e Use of CO'rlttacted orggnlzatiO[lS minimizes 
th~n~•ed·toliir~ additio.nal ~ifystaff . 
.rE\s9Jr2~s.-~h\1e1everagihtffoQal\ndy~rl 
experl:ise: 

~ Co11tractin_gfor tecliliicaJ eX"pertiseVvill 
, requjreUp-frontfUr\dfng bef9.re adu.lt use 
ta.x r-evenue is avafiable 

;ii. Ma~y business-.sei-Vice"Pf()Vtding 
iionpton:tS·are fbnaed and}of ch·art~red by 
~hi= Federal gmJerDr'Tleot C)nd W.)ILbe . 
1.mabJelo prCniii]e services.,. substantial 
tjme rnay be r:ieeded'to deVeiop new CBQ 
pa ri:ners to create pr9gramrpipg in thjs 
space. 

• > •••• 

Considerations: 

•. Tntsstaff tnetnl:ierwUleoordiria:t~ With . 
·City c;lepartmentsj int:lydirig the Humar:i · 
Rights Coi")lfTiissiCm an_i:l.tpeOffice of 
Eco.riomic.-arid Workforce O:evelopme'nt, 

~"' Applicants who meet Equity criteria will 
r~~eive,assis·tance fromthis pei:son in 
r;Rmnletihgtnelr ,apJ:ilic.citJ()mma 
n~gatiiigCify processesthrbugh 
coorctinatM efforts orthls. prog(;frn 
.t;!Jordinator<md $.faffin:tli~()ffic:e'{Jf $rnall 

, .. ·Business; 
considerationsi 

.; 

·~ Jlie e,Pstfrig partnership betw_egn-the dfy 
and City Cofrege i$ <Jnethatshould ensure 
tha:tSar\ F'ranciscc:i'-s residents have acteS? 
t.q frnpa\:tful ~nd mean1ngful tL!rrfcolum. 



· .. Reccimmendatkm:Stredmfinefxpungement 
Opp_qrtl1pftie$ 

ihe trty $hooid ensurecornm!lnity 
relnvestment progra~ming i[ldude_s 
:§cpuogernen't.e\ients held ia . . •. . 
disproportionately-irppcicted neighborhoods. 

The. application pro_tess witliin lhe:Orice the 
Qffi¢e.o(Cann;:ibls~]J9uids(:!r\le a~s al:t 
:adtjific:incil ~ntry point rnfoth~ Sa_nJranci~co _ 

_ Public Defehder' sTlean.State Program:92 

9~.seeAppendix o, Existing Res0 Lin::e~, . . 
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.fl! $(thginge\le11~to communii:i.~s enryances 
overall outreach for the equity program 
a.hd. reduc~sharr.iers to ha\ligatiri&the 
explinge:rneot prqcess. 

• ·• S0th.events should be done in 
'coordiqatio.rivvlth the Public Def~nd.ds 
bffice; the courts, and c?:t:her'relevant 
.p~rther,s; and they shqul{i ptl:)vjde <;llerits 
witb an expedi~11fexpungement'pro~ss; 

Considerations: 

•··~· E)(pungen:v~ntc~11_ljrlt\gate;.some. flpag~igl · 
. bafdefs to entry into adult~use cannabis.. 
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·::::. 

Q R~pUJ!d;tr~'.~l:s hetWe~ene~µiw· 
TfieXfti; 111 cein'suftatfon with each SU:pefvls:or: · 
j:)y qe9tjng dtst-~ic:tspecTfic;q,ilturally sens!t1ve:, · ~ 
oqfreach~ · 

tornr:ntmlt:les and the e;c:.ivemmenL .· 
Surfa~es oplnl611sreg9rding what !s 
effective and',not effective from:vadous 
~fai<ehoiders. ···· · · ·· 

"' inform reguiatbrs1 ilndetst~nding1about 
th~·:t-iniqU.~ ope~~atlncg env:lrp,nme.nt for sar1 

· f:~anci~co ca_npabi~ en{repi:en~l1rs,, 
1r; Thi~:outreath i}.:!t;'reases the thance_s of 

pr.o_gram·suceess oy·reco_gnlilng• ' 
oppqffunities to •pro9.ctively engag:e · 
st~k'ehtil~ets Jna famHiCJt erniironment ·. 

q,· Aavisarv·boatos m ~p.mmfasibh c~n. ad<i 
~ciglttotial Jlzy,~~sDf pLJre?_\,l~rijcy .. : 

•iii. Upff:tin.t:n~:ed of pr()gram.resQur¢estq~ 
pegon:n PPtreach andrespon~ to• 
questions frorfrthe public. . 

·Recommendation: tfeate~InfoiihaJ- · · ·· Considerations: ·· 
'.f?e/atii:iriships _ . . ·· 

. tne: (ftY: shoura.·crea~e itifbhtralfel9tio nships 
· {.~,i?;;;_lj~te.q1ng;se.:s~si'()n~) jjebxre~i;t t~g;~iat)r;1g: 
erri:ltles :and a Jarge stakeholder group; that 

· tnc1l.ideiLeq_Uit\f:.efi~1b1e-e:ommubf~Y, 6iember$: 

· ilecommendatfoir: Credtelorinal · 
~eiationsfiips:Task F;fi:e.Mem.befShip 

. . . :! .... 

e The r:e'tatfon~m~s m~v'h~lr'to ~liiid1ti:rst 
··· In government. · 

• Jii. tr~;ifug relC!tion?hip$ ~)lilt bl:l trn~· , 
he.tween·regulator\iauthorJties.andthe 

·· .. ·f ~:~~;~t~ih~c;~;!~::;;v~;:~~~f~:.r· 
· Conslderanons!: · 

Th~ i:gli:i:tJCihshi,p~· mi::!:{tielp'tC! :5uihttr'List 
CityshoufoJcre~te:formral'r~·iationsl-iip 

i betWeeri regul~tint5'ehtit1Eis·,arrd $t~J<'ehc.)lders .. ~ 
·that~r.epre·s:~nt~quity E;!:ljgiple t;2wi\itirlltie.~.-·tcr 
• th~i,·~nd1 ~h~C1tvshou1u consider"ame11oing. 
th~ sii.f) Frand5~6 cannahisSfotff[:egaJrz:atioh 
Tg_sk f.btce;Dier)lbershlpi:iii, Pl9'1J~§ .· 

· lti ggy¢j"nli}ent~ 
Cr~_atifig rel~tionshti:i )lOJlt.o.rii 'ff ii.sf 
he.tw~~n r~gql~t(.)rJ. a_~fl19rjti.~~··a11tjibe 
:eommuntty. fa ne-ces~r\rfod:hesucoess of 
~he progr~m:and ihref:fettive r~g-µJ'i\tic;>n, 
Adv1s~aw:b6arcis ofcoriimisSJi::\n t~h add 
·~dd.itio°h~l lf1yer~o.f Pllt$~Lfc;rac:Y ~nff'.the; membersh lp t'o n~prnserifatives from 

hei~hb6rnoodsand c9mm_(Jnitfe~ with bigh 
oon~eritratlOhs, ofeljgfble 1n,i:tfy.idu<1'ls~ tl;ese0, 

repx~~gl'\tatives.should have .a:.cant:iabis. ' 
related coh\liction niS.wrv;arid/py sb(:)t.l'ld wgrl( ' 

tr1or~Jormq_i ;rwtur~ do~sp;t-~!v1ai~J~rtef 
.Jtseif to relatloriship/truSt.buildlhg:. . ·, 



\11/itb,popuiation,sthat ha,vecano'lbisreiQfed . 
C:qrivictfon hist8r1~s. · · · 

Recommendation~ Program Educdflon & 
Qutread] 

. . 

The City should qepToy-outreac!~ and 

£7 

eclucatiqnal ~ampaign~'th\)t spread·awareness . ··~ 
bf the EquityPfografT\ ~cross the cify btitalsp · 
farget neighborhoods affd communities witl:t 

'!ii• 

Mitigi3tion of$rnpfgtiftyaiolihd \l(ihatis, 
legal ~t±he'.locaf, state, and federal levels. 
Allows for mitigaticiti ofnc;itklioWi.rig Wha,t 
opportunities are avaHaq!e. 
AlloWs f()r miilgatfon ofdi~tn.ist betweerr 
law enforcement and those communities high cohce:ntrations ofeTigible individuals~ 

supervtsors sheruld paitlclpate lrrcre.ating: 
dl~ttktspedf[c.comrnunity aii.d culfutally 
sensitive.{:Jqtr_ecich. !)trnteglesi to ensure 
robust, :thor~cigh aiid mtilticul~Ltr:al oUtrea.ch: 
arid e.rtgagetnerhttliroughout San Ftan_dsc_a:; 

. Reconimeridatlon: Immedia:t~ Q.qtr:C?ach 

QU\;reachfo potentJ$1 cippllcafrtSshotJld.hegin 
.as~oon <;1sa'prqg'ram'is _estal:illshec:J and pr'ipr 
to when:.Artlde ib: applfoatrons ~r$.~tcepted, 

dispYopot.ti.cinat~Iy.affe~ted by tari~abis 
arre?ts ~n:1cl co.nvktiobs, 

.- · This effort wou]d.require Upfront 
re~ources·to.per.form o'utrear:n atid 
respond t_o quesHons from the pubµ<:. . 

• Tbe outreath~shou(qc(jnt€mplat_ec;:on,~§tl1 
Jroin tfie corrimun1tyabout:oversatu~at1on • 
of tahrt$bis refateil lnformcition expos\fr:e. . 
to youth.• . 

:C:oiisiderations: 

· a RebuitdstrustshetWeenequltY 
.cotnn)u[lltiesancj th_e governni,ef1t. 

•'fi• surfa~es -opinfon:s regatdirig wh:at is. 
;e.ffectiye C!nd nqteffe.ctive from ya do.us 
stakehplders., · 

~ Thfs.qµ't/:ea~ lncreasestfte chatic~rnf 
pto[tamsuccess b'{re&>gnii:Jng, 
flpporJ:qrt1'ti¢:s'td pfpag:i\:r~ly i;;nggge 
:5~akelicil;9ets in <lf<!milicir envlr9n_rnent. 

· · G.• :tipftQntneed of'prograirve~·gutce~ to 
perform outreach and respond to 
:questjonsfrb'rnthe pubrk 

Conside:ratloris: 

0 · Jm:mediate otitreac!i ef(s.ures equJty;... 
~Jig1l:Jle applicat'ltsare hotcr:owded ouf .. 



The City sho1:1id Incorporate data collection. 
requlrerriehts tnto the applicatidh ar:\d 
repotting processes to :trac;k that all 
componE:nts of:;:to Equjty Program and fo 
measure itsirnpact.onthet.orilrnunity: 

· .~· Pat"a _gathering co~iJ.~h~nts shqulci be. 
bull'Llntothe Eq\.i(tv?rogtam fromthe 
'otit;etand baseirn~s sho-~ld be ... 
e~tcibli_~hed eady.. .. . . 

: -· -·: -·-.::··: . . ···... .. ··- - ,_, ..... . · ·:' ~ p~1:~_sJ{(i~fd i:;·~.1:0.ll~'.cted ·a't6'ng'the.entlre 

~ ~7:ii@'.~!ff(~;.~iJ:~:;~:~f :dat~i ts 
crfritalfor es"tc1t)1Jshih'g th~ ·c:a}e for pre;_ 
:cind post.cadult ljse analyses. 

The t.itv ~haul~ consider in~orpora.ti'ng the 
following data'metrics Info thee applkatiern, 
permitting and pertn1t.renew;:ii proce~S:- . · e . Th~sour.ce ofd<?.ta,pa.rt!<;;u1rrlyla¥J 

N-Qtriber qfeqtijty appljcarits {~ (lp·¢lif 
• . Jypes ofdrllg teiated oftens.es 

faiggregate) . · 

"' Ibcorn~status (aggregate). 
• !{ace{aggi~iiate) · ··. 
~ Ethrikity (aggregatfi) 
• i\ii;h{:ler (aggp~gate) 

· :i'.:~uF~il~Zr~~ir!£~~~~0.\t!~c? · ·, 
O\f\lnershJR ~trycf~r12 . · · 

t6talpercenfage of oWriership by~nd 
empfoyment qf San fran~llic;o resiq'gHts 
Workforce diaracteristiC:s 
•· Total nµm~gr· Qf ~mi:>1Pv~es 
" NuJ11berof1ocal employees 
• · Percent pf ho·urs-of:fcicalemplqye.~s 

. o ®Htittie .,_ 1 • • 

·o ·Rart tlme 
percent of hburs:thfrii ;~mpifiye~~ 

· J?lci~e<;i ~htg1Jgli)=J~st $,C:i1,1rc:~: 
" Qther factor~ ~hat alli.r with mahaated • 

cir reconimerid:ed wor.kftj.f'C~ g:Uige.llbes. · .. 
to enS:ur~ We qJos~ly tr'ac.k pqJicing 

ciss~ciatec;i withieg_a[izaf.(()ll(fhe Cityshou'ld 
track·and fepciri:oilton-~rrestfate5',.Jbc;:itious 
afar.rests; gender,.ethnidfy, rcic~; ~1:¢, 

. ·enfo.rcernefit data, could span vatfous 
·~ystei:ns and-ag-en:tfos·acri;iss tfl~Cify, 
potentially cid;di11gJ1skto d_atarelJ?biljty 

. :aqd acturacyana requiring coordU1atlon., 
":. 



· R~conimeni:lation: Requirf! 8eguli;ir Reporting Considerations: 

The cn:y shqui~require a fi;>lli:lW-up report trOrn · "' 
appropriafoag~l1tie? incluc]ing the Otfl1:epf 

· S,tatl.Js and outcome rep()r:ts wHI be 
crJtkal for i::Ourse toi:rectr6rl. and 
adjustingthe: tgu\ty .Prograrri ta :meet 
community needs. 

§. canr1ahis qnd}l\iman ·Rightscom!fij~slon; 
. These tEiports should <1l)alyze:the 
·. Jmplementcii:ion arid 0Utco111esoftfieJquity 

Program, permitting, ahdgeog/cipliic 
,distribution 'andmakE! progradiniarn: 
;rec;omrr:u~ndHt!oos for ·2019:. 

Recommendation: tnforce.meotof CBAs 

The City shoufrLeristit:e thatcorrimitm·ents (e.g;, 
re.~l estate by frJcCJbi>tQraRplica11ts)n19de by 
permitteesmust be enforceable·.by makin;g' 
cP.m P ua:nte with ca mm unity herrefits . 
.agreern~ rits a perm it cor19itio n. f h ci:t when .n.ot 
<followed, leads to a' fine, perm1tsuspEinsion or 
•illtiiriate revocation. Jh~dtv:sb9ufd re:gularlv 
:au,dif,<:.(Ji;nip(inity benefit"agreem~11t§ to en;;(lfi:; · 
ctiri1JJ,liat1ce. 

·, ·· Recommendatfon: caurseCorrec;t:ian 

'

.: :.=.•.• .. : ... '·:·· .•.••... : .•. =.=···'.'.: .•.•.... · ~~~s'~=~~;!~·~:~!~~:~~~!eaii:i:ind.~~ :~,"'"· . · clJsparitieo; in can.n~Pi$'offens~$) tlih'.fugh'p:0Ji¢y' .. 
1rrip1gnientafion.cha,nges ov,enim.? ?ncl fol,:l~e-. 

'.'iivi'i' correctkmmechanisms iie,ed~iftfrfLirther 

Ii~· eqµlty goal<~ 

..•. , •.•.. :•.~ .... ···.···.:,.··,····.·,····· .. ·'io: .. ·~.: ... •.; .•.•. ·.··.•.::·.·.·.·.·.····· .. •·.···••·····• ·~.xcl~:~e:u~fa~~~~!~~~~:dt~~ht:ef~T~~~~;. 
· a . - lkc.ihsinglnpha~(~.g~, ¢C{t.i:lfv i,Jalance 

:fnitial phases.be'fore uhrestriCtTn!f licensli:ig) . 
implementatiOh ofefiglhility regqfre01ep~s · · 
·in ,phases to ensqre ~qUity ~outcomes ar~ 
.IJelng met · 

• Acc;ourit~hiHt\nnerihanisrns shouidbe. 
dearly identified di.fr1ngthe licensing 
application phase. 

·ii> Equity o(jti::ornes'i:oµld b:¢tied to 
cb:fnmunfty l:i~nefit .c:bi;nt:tiJtri1?nK 

·~ the:·i:l uditing ofCBNfwiil ~~quire 
·SiW1.ificantstiff Hme an4.resqurces" 

Considerations: 

o. ~itehsing ·tn phases allows fortin'ie to 
.le<'ltn anc:l adjust p¢for~Jarg~t-scafed 
iJ11plerne.ritation:, . 

e fQfll;l<;ii'tel;;itionsh]ps ~etWeeri t~gJ;j.fat6ry 
'ag~~jes anda .large stakeholder gtour. 
can uhca'(er kev:d:iailenges .. and needed 
~dfustnietrt,S asyv~] ~sbuild trt.lst:Tn an 
~v.Oiv.ing,regulatory envfropment 

~. ·An ev91vrng:[icen?f11g·9o0qfegl]laton/ 
framework.could .cause confusio]) and/ or 
mistrust <ltnbng~:stakehofd~rs . 

., A foffnai.stakehofd~fgfoup.carfadd 
bur~aucracv .and dh:iwn outsmali~t 
vofoes; 



Jhe.·<:re<!Hon c)ffo(mai relatiohships 
between regulatory agencies and a forge 
Stakeholder group 
Flexlb_feincubafor ciptfons or other 
tnceritivestoallbw for mcfre 'established 
fetaiiers tornaxlmlz_etheir opporttitilt!es 
for p?rticipation In the.Equ1ty ?.rngrarn. 
Ih~calito.matfc expfration ort~ductron of 
provisions and thel_ong~termdirection for 

. botb' gov~rnir,ig oocire_s ;;ind reyei1oe5, 

R.ecorl1mendatfon: Eqt.iitqble Distribudon 

The-tityshouldcons[der land use controls that 
,µrovidefor more eqiiitable distribution bf 
canna_bis storefront: retati to mitigqte 
oyerconcentration io disenfranchised 
nefghborhoods 

Reconiin e ndatforr: Thoughtful Placement 

The 'C:itY shol,l_ld tnns1d~.r th~ conci=ntratTQ'h qf 
-~rmci:bis; toba_c_co ang alcohol refailers.w_hen 
l~uing I arid use approvals. 

. Recommendation~ Tasf~ Fo.ri;e Membershi/i: 

Th~ City s.houlda1xu~:ni;ltheSa'ri F=ta.f1ciscci 
Cannabis State L~galjzatio_nJa.SkForc!= 
:fuembership'to provide member'shlpto 
tepfeseritafives fro1i'J":tltsfidvantageci 
t:ommunltieS.93 lQ.ensure th13fissµesrelated_to 
overwht~~trati-~n ire ~ddresseq ~tth~ Task 

tn ·Byrecfudngtfae·i=Hglble locations for 
-bctsihesse;,. sea rcity creat~s-·further 

·. chaTienges for equityapplicants: 

Considerations: 

· <> :Cop~kierir:ig~lcc:ihol ~ud tobacco outiet 
densityls iri:Jpqrtahtfo en?"D~r.e.ahy one 
.neighborhood lsbbt oversatiirated with 
;?qtivity as2ociated-V1fith potential health 
J#rms . 

Considerations: · 

70 

: ·.ia 1;1ormairelationsh,ipsJ:ietWeeii regul~tory 
cagenctes a·nd aJ;:irge stakeholder' group 
C<;Jf111ncovefkey<:h~h~.rigesand neecied 
p.d]ustments as:\/\(elt as j:nlild trustJn ari. 
evolvingr~gulatofyeriyircirjfuent.' ' 

·~ A formal stakeholder group can a def 
biireaucraC:y. ano drown out'smaller 
V_oic;es .. 

~·tAs defined !nSettforillJ/Subs,eCf:ion r;·oisadvantagedCommunitfes; 



:·:· .. · 



AJ:ipendht A. Center on Jtivenile and Criminal JUstiCe Drug Arrests Report, 2,017 
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. .. . . . 
San Erancisco's Drug Arte~ts :Pr9p 90% tlft.migh: 2016; 
. 'Disproporfionatei\,.r:rest$ .. Q:(Af:rlc~µ A-D1~f.i~~11J Persist 

... : .... 
. . . .· ... ·.·.· .<~i. . . .... • - ...... . 
William ~aliil.¢1 Ph:D.; 8JE;U JI1.U and D,ep~- of Socii:>lQ°gy 
· Mike Male5~ Pil.b~; 'CJCJSeruorResearcll Felfov/ 

· · Qqtobf!t:2on · · 
Sirnunary• 

Oyer the last 15 yeafa, the Center on.Juvenifo aiici Crii:rlmalJustice hasiss.Ued a.s·~nes · ofrepoJ:t:s. detri1.lihg 
the 40+ year pattern of. San.Francisco ~paGially disciiP:iillato:i.-y ati:e,sf practices against African Am.erioans, 
particu1arly fc;ir dnig ·offenses. In.the last seven.. yeai;s, am.ajar.new .development.has arisen~ pc:>licy r.efQ.trrl.$ 

.and S!iri Erari(:isc6's 1lll;l1inllotb. declm'e in.drug arrests ·have dramatically reducedthe-1mP.act of drug 
o:ffe~e·p9licmg _on aU corb.murii.ties:. the top_t¢;11i qj)pitiy'spj,cia1 cfi.s~ti~s ~is. fu}lt sa:n.:Frafl¢isc9 appears 
to be rnpidiy tnov.ing away from ariest-orien.too dmg, enforcement; with.huge decline&jn drug arrests over 

·fue- Jas.t threed~cades (even as the city's:-popw~tjon'' tos¢ __ b,y Jso~ooo), ·capped by fl; .Cfuimatie, ·9l%. 
,plw:illn~t ~the; reform yIJl over the.last,sivenyear~: . . ... ~ .. .. . . . 

. l9:S$As'9 (peaky-~irs :fo1·iliugan:ests): · Fel0nies/22;§0b; tillscleinea:ilqrs, 6,700I tqtal, 29;200 
200 8~09-(peak years prior to :reforin}( .•Felbnies_; .14,500; misde.riieauo:rs,_ 41800j 'tbti'l1 J9 £6.00 · 
2ois~i q (mClSt r¢cen~ years): . · .... Felonies;.· . 1,700; riii.Scie~eap.Qf1l; -<f OO; .. toml, .1-,aoo_. 

Fu~et i'esearc;h fa neoe$sary ~9 in~est~gaf~ the CtJ_~ses and illip1ications . of tllis ;Stan~Hmil trend. FOr 
fustaii.ce; ·if -Would be te8.?ol.labfo. t<J 'eX:pkit~· the: :.r9le_ (if $_nier~nt re·creatioi;ial 'ciinrtal:iis Jeg~ation."m 
California c).J). policmg~ ~eping iii· rrii:nd tlJIJ:t over J1aJf of l;l_ll drug. arrests nationally are foi: 'Ca.~abi§:, 1 00.d 
.fuat carriJ.abis l:[fresw tendto'folfow the sameiac~ally disparate etiforQementp!i,ttetriS that hay~ filstotlcillj 
·ch_atacterized the dtug:vtat Jn.deed_;_national ~fa.ta ~n1ggf)sfk tl:i~t cie_sp1~ :q.sing <;:a;nnabi$ afapprozjrn.atelythe 
same rate as whites, African: AJneribariii are $iill4 tinles as lileei'f fo be arreS:tedfot:if3 In. &ill Fr.m1.dscp, 
6annabisrefo;ri:ri }V~ultl. haveJiad alesser -f.\:ffept Oti, drug ~est. t6t¥fo (s:tnce :JJJatijUa~.{?ffe~seS: oompris~Cf 
;(eV,i:er thaJJ. ege~fl.filI of drq.g_ arrests J?ri<>l' tg,r~:f.o:f:IQ}. :btiJ;max:h.-f!'Ve 'bf)ei:i ii;!. impor41.nt, iOJ:dcfoci ~'signar'' to 
law enfort~in¢rifto -cte"pri9ritlze dnig atre,s'ts,. The ''prev1ous :tl.D.Cfuigi'' beiowiill:isti:ate a ie~qy· ofracially 
dispar~te. drgg arrests ID. San Erari.ciscoywith a:pamt:ular,Iy disfuibin:gfociu; on)Vifoan Am;erican girls and 

..• r 

.. - . ' .' . . .. .. . .... - . 

lil slii:J;i, this. rep-Ort' offers a d.esc1ip-tiqn arid fuiliaL imilysfo pf fh:e l~ge Qfl.lg'@eiJt 4e61fue ruhid pers{stE:rit 
x~cial disparities in felonym1d inisderrIJ:fa.nor· drllg -ariestS fa<Saii. Francisco. It aiso.: pto:yr_d.es _::stmie 
guidatice on:now·tlieS'etrends.wigb.t be viewedjntb,e iatger c9nt¢..tfof:drµgp9Jicy'r~fqtm :ac¢ofdiri.g:to an 
mfei;nationfil.hU!Ilan rights fratnewo;rk Qm1te.o;ipori,lty qrug pqlit;y soiiffio.nS tb.aternplciy an..mtern:atib:rla.l 
h:qmati crigl:ifs :fi:ai:i;tew9rk(l) deD;tand ... ~quaj: pr-Otectiori. under ~e 1a.ytk form itiid effept;· {2i ~btac~, 
·pubiic health Iv~. ¢riminai justice) ~pJiroabl:ie·1l·to adCli'essing ptobl~b,lati~ for:tr):s of drug use; an:d (3) fawf. 

·::.::- ~· : ·. ..\.t.• 

i According to-studies ~y the .A¢LU, mm.i]uana arrests rep~esented 52% of.all dmg arrests_ in 2oi d, andthi~ pattem'.s~ems to 
fersist; See.morehere: htlps':l/\\n,vw;nclti~m·g/galler;i/marlimu1n~arres.h~numbers. · 
· • https:/ /www. ac1U:org/ga1lcrylmaiijuana-arrests::-numbers 

1 .. 

-~( 
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legal, r~guJafed ciraKttiarkets over criminal pr6bibitioPc. Legalli:a,~on wst seL-ves fo eHm;ir\ate artes~ and 
b.icarcetation (crimillaJju~tice) as the primary responses to illfoiUlruguse~and sale. Furth.er,Jegalization 
·C@' :el'im.inate the profit moti:ye for orgariized cri¢e~~o J:equcmg th~ Violence necessary to· Wgula,te 
iJp:citmarkejs. lnsteaci;tiew "feven'iles; an.d opportunities emergeJhafcai Pe ib.yested h1 con:n:~n.uiiti.es most 
negatively impacted by decades of the disproJ?oiiionafe, p_triiitive~ ilicLlargely ineffective enforcement of 
crimillal prohibition: Fio.allyp! major objectio:i:( to iegaJJzatiQ.ll ...., the :p]Jfportedly bad effect on young· 
people :-:-'has been sfr9ngly challengedbyCaJifo1nm,.s•experience withlJ,llJ..lJJUana and ot1ierdn1grefomis 
applied to all ages. D.eclili.es of -80% in teenaged marijuana airests siii.cri 2010 lia:ve accompanied large, 
Continuing declir1es. in_ t:pmej j?;lfrr killings~ violence; dr:ilg Offen~es, Violepl ~eaths; frafffo deaths, su{cides, 
~d100I dropoti.t, urip1aimed pregnancy; and related ptobfoms among youth. 

Keyl!indih.gs 

• _D,rµg~1aw ttfQtm .. i::~ t>91icfug; clianges~ an,d. ot1ier, tn:ila.10WJJ, faQtors '.fi~ve a:(ipareutly teduc~c1 drug . 
felony arrest rates drastically 1n: San Francisco (down 92%for African Am6ricans an.a. 85% fat 
other ni.c~s from tliefr.2M 8' :Peakthtough 2()J6). · 
.. . . 

" In 200& •. a; !J.tl!J1:bct·eqIB:iho 82% o_f' Sau.fran,cisco's Aftj.c~n: .A:m~rica,n p_opuiq.tlon was an;ested for 
dfugfeldmes: hi2016, tlienwribet}ia{l dtopJ_jeQ.W o:7%: ·. 

. . . . . . . . . 

. • h.i,rest .tai:es of: ymrtb;s J:o. s~n: Fran~isc:o fQnlrug _felonies i:ta:ve de~~ed by 94 %in :i:«eentyears~ 
.iii.eluding a decline of 98o/o among African .Ameri.Can. youth. Only faro. :San Francisco youth-were 
a:rre,sted fc;ii; mariJtffma offenses fa 2 0115,, doWp. ;fi:q;11153, li12008, 

. . 

ii' ~ F:rap.ciscoi-~ explosion ju dm,g .felony' ~rrest~ 'of.African .Ameri:c8.n.s ciurfllg t~e J9.9S~2008 
'period .did not occur ,elsewhere fu the stafyl" not. for othet ia .. da.1 categories itr Sart 'fiancisco. 
Convetsely; the cifyis dedl.in,e IR. drµg rurests for alL_:r;a.ces .ftqm 200$ to 2016 WqS: 1arger t1J.an 
occurred statewide. · , 

·iii Whl1¢t §otn~ :9f 'the ·dec;line.: hi fe1ony ·acres~· is · ((~ t<J• the tt::cl?-Ssilkatidn 0£ many :fei@y drug 
-Off'Hnsf}S.~ ajscie111~t1P-ors, du:tjng.rece,nt te..:fonns,, tnisd~eanor ¢.:ug zjest~ .a]&o ·fell by 90% in 
S®Frandsco-fro:m2ous to'.20iS, aisoa'mtichJa±gerd~r{Hu~ tha;n statewide. 

~ Ra.cfal disparl.ties in.20J() lwcve. narrowed ·from the. p;ak ye(lr; 2.0l)~,. wherf A:Eijc;an Americans in 
. San Et&.nciSco were T92 tiJ;n.es1;fuore likely than ti.o:ll::black S.an. Franciscans; 'andk5 tiine8 niote 

llkeiy'tliaRA.filc-a:n.Ainericans eisewhere m Camorn:1a, to be·~ested.foi.adrng felony. 
. . 

!I- $veµ at toCJaf ~ .. .t11irnk l9~e;r levels, however, lq..tge :r;:acia.J, dispaiitfos :p~rsist 1i:r .:2016, A;fr.ican; 
.Ariierieans .ill San Francisco .. expenell.ced felony dri!.g: ariest rates 1 O funes Ngb.er tb:ari... San 
]:rands~?Ps .(lf.9thet raees, wd: :i.4 times Jllgb.er tha11:AfciGan Am.ei;icahs efoewh,ere m Califq~a. 
f;mon.g: Y{)lllli. (fl. yerys:ma11 ~~16), .. La:tinos are 11ow·twic~ fis Iµ~IY.~.·Afficau_ Ame,rican; fiye 
times :mote ~eiy than whites-, and.nern:l}vlQ tjnies m0r~ likely tha:ii Asians tO be arrested ;for a 
W1it? feJqny; · · · · 

.s fu :2007 (the peak Year for youth. drag: att~ts), San Frandsco's: African Am~rican fcimaleyouth 
aocotµited·fo;r46% oftii~ felony diµg an~t$ of ,A.;frican;.Ai:f):erie1a1J...iem?..feyo:r+tb§ in California.· filld 
had :arfe8i ;ra~ SQ tj_ni~s ])ig1ieJ; th<1µ:\he:4- GO:r.mt~rpa,rts.in pther cq!llities~ I_il,2014::;2016~ o'rily one 
AfrifamAm~rfoan.femaleyouth \vas,arrestecfin San Francisco :fox·a. Ohigfefony, · 



. . ~ . . 

:.SJS U 1 · r~lJ1\1Al,rn1Gfrrs 
•.lll Jn .. ?~()7; 125 of the~cify;s 265 youth drug f.efo11y •a:rryst~ep: were 4tinos, ili were Afilcm 

. Americans; :aTid i2 ·\Vere Asians. Jn 20i(), se~ were Latilios, one W:as Afugan American, two 
were As1ans; and:n.on:e: were White, 

i.i Ricialpatterns in drug arrests still do not mate~ racial patlemsfri.cirug~bµse, .dfth~ 816 p~ople. 
'who died fi:om·a,i-m~ilig-illicit drSgs in:San'FranciScoaru:irigthefi.v?"-year;2011-2015period, 5~% 
wete ;n.on--Latino Whites, .22% were African:AU1eric;:ans, 10% wete= L~:tirios, and. 9% were Asians: 
kcontrat(43%·offue city's (5s7 dfugfolbn)~ ah'es~ dulingilii.sp.eriodwereAfricau Americans 
(otnerraces aten.ot detailed-by.SaiiFrandscO'police), > · · 

·-~_;. '. 

. _ _434,1 

200S··· .·. 
~Blade· 

~~\tr~cis~ 'p6J (20 ijf; DRY-.(20:17); 

. :B~ckgt·ou:dit 

Pr~1tous Fifzdmgs and, Repotis. 

.. t: 

... i :' . 

. .r 

. : ,.;.·· 

- ... -- --~·-<--'- '" ~-. 

.2016 
· ~~j13>i~~tr~c~l 

.. ' 

67.1 .'.!.-

·-· 

]1.'isforicalJy, San .i:ratrqis~o's drug_ wa~ ;11~~ '.b~e.n_ ·wag~c[ yigqgms1y; ·aispr6portt6na:t~ly .afffictin;g, 
C:otirtniniiti~s of colOr wbiie fallli+g'tci address the clfy's:ilerfous iliiig abuse problem. Begi:m:iingili 2002, 
CjCJ: is8ued ·a:. ,seri~s qf J'yports 1lho:wing S~ Frru,icrs¢o'$ riftt)st .t~t<:J .of)iTI:ic~ Americans for' dfug 
· offenses'f?T exceeded fuatof otjie1;,.raciaT categories, and: of African: Am(')ric?US elsewher~ iA Oalifo:triia, 
· (CJCJ; 2002: .2oOi · .2604$._. .· 2DO?~ 2012). tlsihg defa1i~d -anest fiiure~,_ CJGJ :foiriid staggedhg ~~i~t 

, · c:lispat1tierLilllC>caJ po1fcpr-g 11ll,l.t.fu e:x-qeed~d,the woJ;sf offuq~e '.f91lil.4. :in o:ther.-dti~s and. :c-ouhti:~s:~. I)llli,tig 
iliat time, San Francisco's Aftican.'AweJ;itan femafoyouth·were arrested for· drug offel1ses at rates _19 
tpnes those,.of locai femfileyoµth ~f ofb:er pi.ces and -at29 tiilles tlie .gwgfelony fate o:fAfTican.Amcirican 
female yoUth elsewJiere irI. CalifoJilia: .. · 'Ibe diSprop.or:tionafe polic:;in:g .o.f Afri9a;n .. Ame:f.ican_ feri;faie yot1fu 
fot Orµg offenses did ncit seeni to be 4riven by relevant research ori locai chug. abusej W,bich sl;lcn_v~4 60% 

. of the thousands of de.aths over thela,st (k;cade _from illidt. <liulS civf:'.rd(Jses involvea non-Latmo 'irhifos, 

,;'.· 
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qverw:Jie;l:m}ngly concen,trated ~-m.en: ~nd thos¢ overJO years of l:tge. Reser:tr:_cli"by th(}-A.merican Civil 
'Liberf:ie,s Vnion of Northern Califoniia (2QQ2)- J?xodilced similar· ffudings orr racial· profiling by San 
Etandsco authorities in druglaw enforcement: 

' ' 

-CJCJ's :findings in 2002 ied fo presentations" ta :the:-San Fraµ6fuco Board of S:upervisors- {CJe:r; 200M 
·updated 2005: see Appendix, A) in _an Aptil2ci04 hearing called -spedfically "to ce:nskfer wby·the: arrest 
ancLincarcerafion rates foryoung Afi;ican: A.rner:\caP, W()D1~11are tJie.highest of any Ca}if9IJ.1ifJ.jurisdiCtion/' 
alOng w.ltir 'a con1plairit to the dt:is HumaiLllighfa Conlli:iissio~ (¢JCJ, 20048., see Apperimx A} These . 
studies and coi:uplamts resulted in: referra;I$ to 'vFjrlous cqi_nm1ttees· mid dep~e:rU:s 'bLJ-t did not resnltm 
concrete action~ to our knowledge. . --. . · 

CJGJ also submllted the :findings on th~ higli arrestrati;ls of Africa:µ Arilencan fe.µiale yo;uth arid women to 
fu.e San .Francisco Commissicm and Depa:rt:riielit cin the Status ofWoi:i:\eli'{2003), estaJ:ilished'ttnder U,nited 
Ncttions covenants, for their 1~ep6II; oµ fue. city's female youth. · Yet tb:e Con.unisi;~o~'s A Repotlon Girls 

, ·in San .fra11Cfs90; failed to analyze thf?_·critie,!llissµe, l:Jutta1:1Jer . .stale(I J,twas ,s:Q:nply,a;pi,qbleDJ, «among 
gfrJ.s"itde}Jicfodas hecoinirigmofe:cnmiiial: - ·· -· · ' · 

kl a1aruifug trend mtioti,g gir1§;'ui San Francisco den es. natfonal and 1o~al &§ii&' for: boys~ ~atj: 
:J?µtii<:is:co girls,. liS: well !ls; girl~, JipbJltig to. ·,San f rti.ntisco ff om neig1lboting-. communities, ttre 
.g#ting arrest~d m higher llWub~rs auc{ fqr _mpre s~ri.Ol.1S cri.lnes than .girls,@ otli~rparls .of tlie 
Wtte (I?. 6). 

·The Comtnissii:m noted that, "While African American girls ri:iake up 12;53 of the .10"1 i year old girls.fa 
Srui Fi"::rnciSco, they accounted tor over half (S7:i%)o:f tµ~ girls beiiig arrested: Cir citeci far law violations 
-in 2000'' (p. i 5), It did not examine alternatiye explairatidns for their being ai;rested a't:ratt'.s nearly JO 
tli:nes tii~t Of::Oth~r female.youfli.fu'ilie city,' Iss.ues of discrin:iillatory'policinit ®a pbllcies-wer~ not:r-wsed 
l:l,S 9ne; '1i'OU1d e~pect :.fj:-Om :Em jnvestiga..to!Y "Qody ;charged Witl1enliancing-tb.e;~tg.~s q'f womep,. CJC.J's 
critique ofthe.reportm~Jetter fo theComfuiSsfonexpressed dismay, _. . •. -

.. )hat. th~ report; states '-that gn;ls .aclu111fy ·are 14,>Wtci!!Jlng :fuese ·crimes wifuout 'r~ising the· 
aifomathi:e possibility .c)f a sirlft m pciiice and p'.rogram attention. There :i:lr~ reasons vAthin the ' 
~est #ends to su,ggest officifil pciliqy ch<1J1g~ ;ratli~:r than ·gU:Is! 'pelii:tvlo::i;,-,-_;e:viden<>~ -tfu+t. girl$' ··· ~
assaults· ch;ll:ged as misdemea:n6rs· else'where are. qhai·ged ·as feloriies fa· SF; the~ abstilufo1y 
tm.believabie !'fad' that SF gliIS ate W furies: iri ore. likely· to· be. 4b'este{t fat drugs· ll-nd fob beiies 
tlvlll_Ll\l?;P:J.s; the fa()t that 1 in 4African--N.ne:r-i9UJ,". mm a,ge-JO~J7¥_e. ~§teti _ey~iyyeai;. ets;o ·~
hope thatptcss and officials ate .riotieft fo assume {aS fueyhave:sd faf) fuaf gfris (that is, black 
'#fa) . are f a~1:Qally ,a_nd obvi.(~ms1y 9~0w1rHrttiore c:;rD;riinal (C:JC;r, 2_0 0/.; p, .2~, . . . . . . . 

An update,d Coiutiiissfon (2Q09} :tepbrtafao fa1ledJo .'l;tqdres~ racially (ijsp;to_]Jottionate;.q.r,test lsSU~S .. ·!#-1$.e 
:few :llistapc,e.~ in wl:cich the issue has _been ·disylfssed, <£1-\thotitief; did nof,cqnsid~r altepiatjve eA.-plap_l'f-tions 
f6r the. citts '<iri,'esttrends or engage ilta ·eompiehensive- analysl,s o;tpo1icihg policies. _As .aJ:esult, Saji 
Franciis¢cis pattern. ofsignifican±ratjal ,dispatitles ilidmglaw ~rtforce1Uent.-persis_i'.ed throu~h 2009, 

Since 2009; ~s noted, 1:f1e 91% declfuedn dnig arrests_ k.:s-~m :Francisco (decllli~s'partlcttfotl)t pfono)illced 
ro;tlq1:l.g Mi~ Americans and youtb_~ ha~. constit:µh~d a fuaj()r teforn:i inand.()f itself, Whethir the city's 
hig0~J: than. average -decliile _fu dritg arrestg is 'due to· deliberate :policy· •aud pqliding changes ·9t. is ,a,_ 

4 



spontiueous i'eadibn by faw. enforc;emerit to· tefotrg tri~aflµi:~ w@ld p~ 'il.Iuminating to ciet~rrn1ne. In 
either case, itappeafs prnactive policy changes· will be .reqilired fo. c6nfr-ont persistent rad al disparitieS in 
atresf. · 

lJafit.f.9rJhis l'.~poi:t ar\; taken. from :San Francisco Police (SEPD) and Sheriff's Deparlmi:mt(SFSO): aiTesf 
~fatistics·for 1917 thrqugh2bi 6as well·as companible state~ridestanstics, _published by the ;State Crimfnal 
.Tu~tfoe Statisti¢s Centet and posted onfue Attoniey .General's Open lustier;; .site (DOJ, 2011). SF:Pb data 
J:iave' nmnerous. t;]iort.comiri.gs ... Alone :m:i.ong California's {fq\llitles; $:QP1). a11ciSE$Q do not separlj:te 
attests by HispaD.fo ethnicity but _instead. distribiite them :among White: and Other ~acial categories, · 
. Fmthet; the SFPD classifies 44% of its felonyarres.thn.2016 as lliIB:P'ecifled'~other';'offeW>es (not violent; 
p:-operty;, di:ug; . sex~ ot public 9rder qffens~s). Th;ese f~gillgs>i:eµder ~an f.:rancisco p.rt;St shl.tistics .for 
Whites; flisj:>amcs, and::Asfans largely 'Useless, arrest totalS for ;specific .Offenses Ufider.stated, ·and. both 
fucomp~a1:>1e to st~te arrests. - an4 also distoi-t state _an~sf\9ta1s: 'I'h~y aJso r~is~ {fJ.e :possibility that 
1i01ie of the racial statistics released by the SFPD,1ricl11dfugfor~Afrfoiin-Americans, 'ai·e accu1·ate, 

1$:us, statistics from' the. San ]:rrall.~isco JtJYernfo f.rg:biti:o~ J!~arhrt(3nt :(pFJPD) ,{2.017) taples on 
diiplicatedjU-ve:nile orug ~est count~ in 201Ebf gender,race/ethllidty, ;ai1d;offense k:e\ised tO estimate 
the correct proportions:byrace forthis te:port. 'No.siinila:r adjustments appear possible fo:r ~{iult arrestees .. 
. Rates of atres\ ITT"e c_~lclliate!l by di:¢,Qing-tot;~11r by siate-Dep~ttment·of Finance populatlon,s for. e~ch.age 
wou:p, g;en&t, aud:ra:ce., '. . . .. . 

Figui:e-s for drug ti:LO,ttailtj by coutity~ race; etbillcity, gender; iiid age are' from the ,Centers £61' bis ease 
C9iitrol's (CDC) (2017).m:ortality files fot200Q-15. Iiitlu~ed ate all deatlt$ that involved.residents.of San 
Frru;i.cisco.. , .. 

. · Z..·· 

····;!:.,_ ••.••..• · .. :...-: 
. ·: .. .: 

. . . .. . . . . .. . . ... 

. Sau franc.~cq ~s ;pollc;illg pf alVg :foionies (manufacture; J>aJe,. :a)14. la.rge-qµmi#ty' drqg'pos~essfon) ·fall&, 
bito thlt;e d,i:stfutt·_P,f:riods offuforest;' th~ Jit,teJ980s, th~ 1.990~2009 ]eriod,, and.thfrJ'.IOSt-2009 'perjod,, 
The City's drug faw :enforceinentdigplayed .SignilfoantflucfuationK primarily :iilvolvfag·.Afripaji .American 
i\rrest r~te~; inGlu.dllig su¢i_d~h erilptjcinSin drJig ~ests, thatp]J.a-i;acf«rizecl lJqth of thesi:i pef,i;ods . 

. ' ·.· ·... .. ' 
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Figui:·e'2,Ratlo of Sin ]':tancis~ofeion,y dr.ug arreslrates b:y:racevs. re5pective denuigrapbics in California, 1977".i016 

5;6 5,3 

2;3 

2.4 i:4 

~· 

···o.6 o;s 

il):t:s '2016 

·~Black . . . . -

S'our~es: norc2ori;;bRv c2:oi.7)~ 
Th~ 'I977:.,199b'S. period_ 
From 1980 to the :mi~1990s, San. Francisco's :rad.al p3,ftE)t;ns in .epf9rce:i:µe11t 6£ drug Jaws toughly 
:re.sembled ihose"statewlde: Wlih~ the ~i:ly's A.fiiC'ari Airi.erlca11S; had 'd:irisiderabiy higlfol' tate-s of drug 
:fe.loP.y aw:st· than African:Atriericans ~ls~wliere :ill .C~lifor.Iifa; ~<r;{lid the city's other r::tciai cait:gories:· 
(Flgitre 2\ Much.filce Afri-ca1Ll\inericans statewid~, thcise:inSan.:F1wc1sco were4 to 5 lirnes moreJik:ely 
t<) lf e an;ested f:or drugfeloriie~pt:\c5r to· themitX~ i;t9-:0s f!:ian flfeli' pj.:oporl;iofiS of th~ t 0tal population woµlc1 
ptecl.ict (DOJ,: 2017;:. DRU, 2017). ;Thus, while -evidencing troublfug racfal dis_parith~s, San Fra11cisco's 
dnig law enforcement arrestS :by.tl3:cewere ±tithe ran~ bfothei~Diajo~ Cities and patterns ~tatyyvide, ones. 
that:als_o i:i.f;(~cted, ·to a.:tD;UcbJesser degree, S!Jh fgf!:C:WC~ 9f.-0th~rf?:Ces: · · · 

Tliel99b~20Q9 -pe1foJ . . . . . 
These·patfe:rns d1a:nged Su.dden1yandradicaUy-aiter ftie early 1Q90s_; ,J;?tQm the early·to the late 1990s, :the 
.rate of'S?.n: Fi:auciscan .Aftican: Ameifoan ·ifuig felo-:ily 'atrests tose.· by 54% as Wat of. other 1;.aces. fell· by 
12 o/ci (Figurf:\c 2). . Ov~{tJi-c:tne:xt ge~?.de;; t]I~r.1;1,te q:f ¢l;i;ug fe;lqpl~§ ap:io,11g $·an l'i"ailcispo Africaii ~cam 
'co;i:rfinu,eCl t(j rise to .a. peakiii2009 eveJi as·Th.eypluinnieted a:mong other races iiithe. city . 

. • 



. .· . . . : . 

. SJSU J H01V1Al~ ~JqfffS 
Figure .t San FranCisco.feiony drug arrests by race, perioiJ,OQti popufatjon,. aniiuafaver·ag,es, 1977-2016 

(692 6,526 6,59.7 

. ·64~ .· 464 

::.·: ';.;.;....;oBJadt 

So~r¢~s; DPJ(iol?); DRU (20}-7). • ·. 

i ... ·._: 
'6i5 

Sa~ Frahc~~o' s ·eXQl~sion ~~rLdr~i1 :f~lci~~ arrests o:f A.frican ~~ricans durlh~- tQe '1~9s~::NQ9. p~tj;d .~~~. _ 
not occur elsewh:ete fo the ;st~te. FJ-oiii,; 2.$· t'uoes the state- average: ili :#ie: early.l990s, San Frfilidso6'li 
Afric;an American drgg felony arrt;Sf ;cate: abruptly ros~ fo, 5,1 times higher•by tb,eJafo 199Qs and 7.6 tllq¢~ 
higher by 2009, Even as the city>.s AftfoaJ'f.AII1e#c~ popt(h1@n_;de~lined precipito11s1y .. :frow ~-~,OQO _. 
(11% of the citf s papuli:i.tion)c'iu 1920to 48~00Q (6%).in· 2dlo,·1;he:ptoportfonqfAfB:canAmericw:i: felony 
drug ;;m:es.tees ·in; ~.aP: F:rn,n¢isco :rose •frolii a_rquu-4 45% iµ th~ i99Qs fo:.55% hr th<i 2.QOQ$; with.Jittl~ 
variatlon over tile decacfo. · · 

.. :· . . . ~ 

While the c:itt·s.AfdcariAmerlcaU.drttg felOny totals had men {by arenirid 500 in annu!;tl an;esfa) fr~D1 fue: 
•[990s, through 2009, those ;for mhi;:i;: ID,ea:SUrid racial categoneS; declined (by ~bout t.~oo aii'ests} (D01; 
2017). JnJa¢t, the ~ity1s ;pgp:,African, Ai:rl~ri(;a1Lreside;nts d_ispJaye4 $ignificantredutt]:ons in drug f~ldp_y
rates during the period, which deci1neci e-'\ren faster :fuali fof Jio:ii:'Afrlcaii Americans statewide. While 
npu,-Afri~:'ill:J. }{ffiecican S@ :f,fan,cisqa:µs were twice .as likely-to he Mte.st~d as. t]iell' stiltewitle '6o.unti:J:tparl$ 
1n the· eai'ly 1990s; ~y2009, they \Vere l.6 times ]llbre ·att:e.#prc1qe; · 

. . \_ .. . . .. ·. .. . .. 
When the city condu-ct~-q p¢riodfo · crac1Cdown op. .drugs, zj:::i;est mci'.eases:n~arly always foctrsed wholly bt 
. overw]leltnirigly on African Ainer19ans,.--a pat,l:emnotfgund. elsewhere:.intli:e state'. CJCJhas betm ~ble 
to rmd fil1; empirical bi'isiS -~6t ihls· sha).1J Jn.crease. in arrests of.Afilcan Americans in the dty. If.yify iaw 
enforceme~t a;µtb,oijj;i~s w~re resp9n:cliJ.lg.to a. ge.p_eraj.j.ze;d 4f.µgaQ\!~e ca:isi~;: afyests o;f()ther .races 1?hquJ4 
J:ia.ve:,riseirs:Qai:ply 'as Well·- piiltiquiatly for' whites. 'The nnigtie :explosion iU,·arrests of'Sf!-U:. Fn:inpisco. 
Affican Americ~~ f0t·d.illg:>_ m th~! 1995~2.Q09 .. p:e:i;:iocl cqm_pa.tec:lJ9 resi4~tjpf,ofher :i:aces a.:trd compared· 
to fUhca:ifAifl-~*a!.W ~lsewhere:in .qallfo~a; ~m,s.frpJ11ii:rrperntJ,ve.~ and/or P9!it:ies• s.o. .fig- :ilirf(ipl~~d, 

.::1. 

The.201b~2o~16peribif - . . . ,.. .. .. .. . . . ..... ·' .. . . 
Drp.g·arfrs{s:teh·shaj.]lyforall nfoes. ih San Frajicisco from 2010-tbrough 2016 (Figme-3). Ewlll,their 
200$.pe,?.k;, drug fefony xates foll 92% ambJig_ African American§ ~ncCpy 84% am9ngjlon.~bfackfaces .in 
the cify: (DOJ; 20 i7)~ Th~~~ declin,es were much large].'. thaIJ: O.e<c:utrecf elsev.1here in: Califorma (J.90/p for 

"'1 



African: l\nierica.ns; (;£%for otJier tAQes ). A~ ?- re~t, :th¢ raifo of bhckfilf~Sts · m S;m]raJicisco to 1P.ose 
of blacks statewide fell from. over S:·1 :irl 1009 tQ 2.4-focl 1fy 2016, Jiowev~r; S,aii Jlr:a:tlcisco African 
.AJµericans tewa1ne4 10: nmes: more 1ilcely than hon-:blac:ks in the city to be arrested for .dnig fetonies in 
2Dl <i~ dpwn from 19. till:i:i::s in 2QD9 but:s@ ~ s11bstautiai dlspapty; ' 

brug Mortality 

Who: abuses di11gs .fu~sa:n irnnoiS¢o? · This is a mdre reievautquestioA than silliJ?Iy who ·uses drug~ •. gi~eu: 
':San Frnncisc{)'S de-e~ph?:SlS' ()11 p:o1ldng mete drj.lg possession. (n()ty tlie cityjs gcp_erilly low I~vel ;of 
·itiisdemeanor' drug aiTeSts, shownm Tables: 3 :and 4.bdow. It is also more <lillicult·to :detenuine~ since. 
drug. •ia]Jnse'; is an etpans}ye tep::ii that 1s Jidt coeXf;ens~ve V,dth )J;iete drug "use" as nieMured on self.
reporting ~urveys. Tu. fa~t, 13urveys; w.l1icp)end to.b~ domllJ.ated by)righ ra{efs crf us.e of milder drugs such 
~s JJJ.fuijµ~a, i:)Te noto1fousiy :fu:accurate nieastires of dni.g abtise, which tends to mvolve more tID:ely~used 
addictiye and 1e~l ~&,J?olycltiig.>, ~nd. ~g/alcphol use~ ·· · 

Affuo~gh dy~g frolll: o:tierdbse qi orgru:ric failuri:; due to a'b.usin:g illicit drogs ds a ffo1ited i:JieaITTiie of drug 
ab11se, jtis · ·a,ii a;pQroptiate ·a.pd,: cai;tessibl.~ index that is .reaso:nably ari.4 COJ;Lsistently appliyd ~cr9ss 
:dem:ograplll&groups ando:\i'f<rtinie. Ofthe· niore than 1,000 Silii Frahdsco·tesidents and:ricrnt~dents 
Jn th.e .city who ha ye 4i~d .troill ~\juse 9f illi~fr drugs {a latge. J:l}ajor1ty of tneye from: poisQfiing by 
ove:i·dose)in the five-year period. from 2ou through 2015, 57o/o were ·nori,..J;atino Wllites, anti 22% 
wei;e $.fi:ican_ ,i\.m,erk~fl., ~nif 1ifote tltan,hVQ'-third~ we~~ ·age4S .antl older (TaJ:iie:f);. . .. 

Ta.Die. L illidtdrug-abusedeath ~ates· etioo,oOo opt1lationby;r:a:cele'tlmicity ai!tl ag~,:ioio~2P.1s(6-year1'f.1t~s,) 

l\.g,e .All races. W~ite Lnfu:to African-Ai:neiican Asian Ali other · ;ti[ 

~15 ~L9 ~3.5 0.0 4.8 o:s 157.0 il 
.. ::ts~24, 4.4 ,i()J 2.7 -O:ff ::t)i :$*.1 :Z'.3 
~:.34 .. 8/i 9.9· ~~9 :~.l ~.1 :6ti .. ;,...-, ... ~ 9P 

. :35.44 24:z.· 32.7 llt'l .65M 1.1 31til JlYl 
.45.:54. 40;3 5i:I 3L2 )~~t5- BJ 426~6~ i'l6 
t!:>-64 52.0 65.9 42.;Q ·ZOL3 8.9 &1t~z 3;16, 

o5t ,162 ,w:o .<L~. 84;2 .3,6 280.9. 111 
Tpl:al 205 i7~Q. 12)1.' 16:0 4;.;z 248.4· J,027 

·N 1,021 583 95 ti} 84 3g.: 

. 't;'ilm:ce:: dDC.(2Pl 7). 

Tue ;city's. Jethai~d,rug .~busing population diffet·s from. its di,µg 1attest~e 
popuignion iri several respec~;. f;5:ricartA:1J,1erigatis' Clo.·hav~ ±he lll,glies~ rates 
of d1ug ab:i;l!?~ :fuoitallty; tilotigh not amcing its teeµagets and yo1ilig achilts., 
:I'lie second .highestDipJtaJity J3;teis: f9Ji0,di;uTI.o.ng non::L,atino :W:hiks;Tfgrt:rg 
deathS predicted .driig- ari:estrates, African Americit11s would constimte 22% 
(not 42%) -Of the ~ity',c; Qrag fJ!tesfu-"still hlghly dispropot,tiona¥ to ;tlieit 
population.({;%) but at le~f r~fJ.ectfve qf dn1g abusing ·proportiol1S by ra9e. 
Below {s a.more iii. depthi:eYiew of Sail Fi:andseo' s :mOstcom:piete and.recent 
'ifrug firrest gata:J· distmgqiBhiµ.g dfstiJict rr(').nd13 iu.Sa11 Frnncfaco'S; Rolicing. 

--._,.; .. :: ";'' ~ ;·- •;:. 

-·-····.:--:,.:·-···" 
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pmctlces, 
: . 

YouthDn-1gFeio11ies,20d.9~2616 

.San Fianciscq' s itrng 'a11:est situatlop_)i.mongyouths ~changeq so C!r.::µnatj.i;~lly :from 2009 fo,'2~15, that few 
.·racial co:i:Jclusibns canJ5e dra~1n now.Jn 2009, a San Frandsc-0 AfricrjJ.i'Airiericm youth: was 9 times more 
likely; ·a,nd.anllispanic you:th nearly ·4 ti~es more likely, t_q b;e arre.#ed' foi: ~--~· -----~ 

idi;1lit~~~ly~~:f~~~g;~f mF~:~?flf ~h··· ····;8°ru1ini'c~ei1.•.,t.·2~0~ro.'9l.t'.~.ii~1~ .. spropo1J1Q11ate J.e ony wug anest.rate. F:UJ..W.~r, Sllfi, .:r:anqi,s()b M~P.1a eyqut. ,~ .... _7 .... ··..• '· ..•. 

. were 6 times more li},<ely to. be arrested for drugJekinies thaA female youth . . . 
elseWftete fu Calj:fotlli~; rtmle yotith, 2.5 tiilles nidri.likely.- Th~ .~lfy; s Afrltrui All:i~rlc~ferrrnle yol1fh 
accounted for over 40% 'of th<:;.feiony drµg a;nests ·of Mic@ Jµn~r!can fe1Ilale yc)µtJi~ in<C.ali:fo1ni~ fu 
2009 atidh.ad ari-estrate·s ~Otimesbigherthktheir coun,terpartsin other counties, ' . ·.·· . < 

. :· ·, .. - '=:.: ........ • ... ·. : . . . 

Table 2; Juvenile felon drff 11JTests erfOO~OOO 0 ulation a e 10~n, 'San 'Frandsco v.rest of C~Jlfornia,1,016 v:200.9:3 
. ' 

· Male.·. Female 
· ''Afrieari .Felony drug· 

. Arrest rate · 

2009 
. SanF~aticis~o 
··California omsideSF 

··· 2,§a l:6 ··. 
486;6 

i,'.nf· 
200;6' 

·~iitid,·s~~-Ftj;n·~~sc(}:s'.dr.u1rf~Io·n··:_ •. Y_'.;.':.•.:.t5:~~.:12,~,.:_.-·_ •. ·.·.-.·• .. •.• .. •: ... •·.·: : vers~s l:~st orcaffi'o'rrU'<f"'' . ;;: '1 :i .. 
. 2016 

·P1s.i 
. 21.Lo 

Asian: American 

9,2.7 

Wh··. · i;·t·e· : I""'is· pa' n1"'c· · A · · · 
-.-••.. i1 _ . s1an:· 

SanFi:ancisco 76 .. B . 19.4 63.4· . 25:6 :o.o, Q.o 623 ·· 
:. ···.,.·· .b.-0 

Call£9mia-04tsid(~: .90A · 38"i 6~.9 r~:5 t+,;~· 12~ .i0:9 ft. 
:_R~t1~;~$li!iitifi;ic~d/i'\I_Jilig~fyifoy_ry.tb: "' <' "i <: "J·. ··• 't"' i'l'·;,;; , ... .,c •.•.. · .. ·.:.') ·''"" 

• ,.~~tdriii~sfor cilifili:niit · { 'i ; \'.6:'8'; '::/' ·_'.d.t' · ·~. !kB:9~ .. ~ .· ~·.(),'~:;·:;_'·~:· ';!~:,·a·.i".:;;:;·, f:·:,· ()~i)Ji' .0:.AY'.·::. '&o, 
. S()urces.:-SFJPD (2017); DO.T (2011);.DRU.(2017): 
~ -· . . . 

• 'fabfo.i"tci~at\:!s the v~ dSf[~~eip:.picture {oi S.a1l Fran;isco~~- (iua ciilli:hrnia's} 'Y~uth dnig an;~~ts ,in 
, 2016 wltli 2009. In jµst :ieY:en years, i.~('lfies of reforms dofyngi:?,ding s¢vei;atd.r:ug ~ft~§ es fi:'Q!ii.felbhl¢s 
, to Irlisdeme8,110I~}!D.,d decrfiT)iJ)aJjJ;,i]).g 'Cfot ~u ag~s), lg('.}Il iega,,fizjn_g(fc).J: tJiose 2.~ iµid older) :fuzjjul:lna, 
auda generaldeCline lliyotith crime all1iave comribiltedto rpassive·cfropsinY.outhfill c1IDg arreAts amqng 
both se)(:~s and •all races, ¢Speda1ly $i Sap: Erand.scd. Eveµ the )righ :i;ak ampng. J,afuia 'f~mafos :fu 
prodl!ced. by just four airnSl:s in the d:ty :ht20 i6~. vvJiile. all. other race/sex c,ategories nov,r · shqw l(}wer rat.e§. 

' of drug arrests, than corresponding groups i;tatewide- a sitiiatioi} vezy uniike the pie-2010 ·:eta. 

Efoally,: fu.e·yefy fatge drop k San.Ffandsco's(and Caltfomia's) youthful tlitig arrests, inct~dmgfue 
vh:tt.tai disappear@ce of ili:ng misdem.eanbrs, appears to have had nQ:i:i~ ofthe c<,rns~qfiences d1'.µg-Wl1r 

. ' .' .. . . .. 

,:3 San FranciSc~'s. 200,9.juvenile probation report's detailedfahle ooduplical:ecipetltions can be.used to estilluite drug arrests by 
racef~thnicity anci gendetfor drug felonies, but notfordrugmiscforoeanon;; which ai:e too fewtoJ?.rovide areliabie·bas!s. · .. 

~. 



propon~nJ~ fe$ted. Dtqg abuse, gui:IJdllfogsj 'violence; other crimes; suicide, s.choo1 d:topout, 'TihJ;tlfumed 
pregnancy, anclrelatei;i ills generally h<J.ve: contfuttec1 "to decline ill th~ post-2009 period flito11glr 201~;16:. 
indicating lb.at arres_ting and incarceratjngy()~tb.s fo:r <'lrµg o~µses is J16t-P,ec~satyfw their-wel1,,bdng0or 
public· SefE<ty (CJCJ, 2014). 

AdultDrugFelOnies, .2Q09c.20J 6 
'· ':.• 

- The ;picture :for aj;lult <fuig aj::re$t rtj.teS itl San Fr?J1cfa~o is 'considerably 
" S~n Ft:ahtfst~ Afritari, different than for youths. In 2oo9; a :riimloer equal ta rougb.Jy 1.0% J)t $an 

.• '.~~:~~i1i~!;"' . !'~"!:~ft~c:,,~jcl"=! ~t1'frif1~t';D',"2:~1i~~hi:f ,;~,""f~ 
"drug arrest rate5 2.4, .•.. ' times hlgherthantherate.ofdrug.feiOny arrests'for all nfheuaces to:n:tb:jlied 
IU:#es Jµgh_MJliall in the; c.1fy; Jn addition; San Fi:ajiQisco African. Amepeans e~peJ.iencoo 
:At'r1can·Allietitansiit: Jekiny drug anest.rates nearly 8 times higher than Afi-irnfu Anienqans hi 

•:_:.:,oc __ :,_._!~f~_x_, __ :(l,_•ar.-·-,_r_,n,_-_~1:_".·_·a·•.-••_'_s·:_·_.'_,_c:•-•.:_::_:···,?·;_f·;_,·:_·_:7_;: .• _ ••.•.• _.-_ •. ··.·_,_.·_•·.···-~rr> , , other ar¢.?.~ 9f Calif6rnla (Eigute 2). these trenill;' we~ also found 1-g 
c;;uu• misci~me§n.pr {lcI\V-quatitity 1J(JSsessio_n) o:l::fe:i:J.S~s, > :3J;td ~11. ;dr.),g- offenses; • 

: althoughio vfilyiug degrees. . . 

Jn. iti f6, San Frantis:co ·African .Amencans .ezj:>erienced fefony <lmg arrest rEites 1 o time~ hlgh:er thfil,11 
"11Qnl:,1ac1csfnJ)lecity.i·and,?,.4ti~t1i9sf?ofAfricanA1:ru:aica~·e1S.ewh.erem_ca1uomia •. Wtlh1.i%o;f·the; 
state~sAftican American adultpopulation;,San 'FrnnciSco <!:O:ests4.9% of California's Africari . .Americaii 
aduft dmgfclbD,s- disproportlbna'l;e~ biit'n:iucl:i less: so than the 14:6% refilst()raj ln20()9. NonbJackS lli. the 
eity,h,ave (;'Irug arr£lSt rafes:-CQ!llpar,abi~ to :rwnb1a¢~ in, i;Jle J~sJ 9.ffue ~tate. . . ., 

1;i:i..c9nti:~sttQ jjs l;iifPi rat~. ,9ff~1'.o!ly .~gvo)icfu.g::-alpelt w£th''iarne racial 9,iscrepaj_iq1es-.}{ap.}'r?ti@S9p, 
wierf!Ily de-'.~mphasiz:e.s !¥f_esi:s :for _cll:ug 'misdemeanors (lqYf"qv<intity possessfon)• In a,ailitlon, 1-i'V{ 
chaiiges smce 2oio have, demoted several drug felcimes fo. ;o,ilidetneancirs. Dii:tg felbtdes :;:tiid 

. :inisdemean,ors occ;a~don, att¢$fa bJ;.vn!\taUy eqUil.nuwbers• elsewliere iii California; bµt San :f'ra:ncisco .law 
enforcement charges tlrr.ee:times ti:t.ore drug ai-restees.'fyif:hfeLoniesthan: witiu:ni,sdem,eai:t.ots. , 

-~ ,2-01(); the ~ht'~-rafu. •qf' m'J:'~S' fi!X ;~[rrlpie poss~sfon :was_ '6.'6%, b.~I9w the #at~, :averag~ :fol' 
jm'e:tiiles {T~i~· 3). H6~~r;: fuo~gh,:atres{~~ates have fallen sub~tially, the citj's· ,A:filcan .Aillinca'rt . 
. :YP.Uth a:re,atr¢&focffor possessfoit atfoyeJs .sfuiilar to those ofMi~an Afueri,can Youth m otl;ter (;'.ountlei>: 
'JJie drug a:rre~t wfe :for f3AA FP1Ac;.i,s~QJ1],yenjl~ fell1ales 4¢.cJin.ed parti,Glllatly $.hai;pJy,; though :lt ~hould be 
noted that the City'~ tafos ·and trends' are based Oi1'very sma1f nUinbers. . . 

... 

·4 fhls dofl$ n_ot.1nean W% of;tlie cify's .A.frica'!l Ameritan.:population was arrested tliat'y{\at; some indiwd.uais were.:a:rcested 
'iiior~ than one{:'), and so.nif:l \yer~ 11ot,SauJ?iaI!cisccires~der:rts, ,offs~t by San):;'ranci~cans arrested h.rothetju,:isdictlon.$; · · 

1.0 
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p 1llation Ji el0-17, by racc,'liex; '\I. California, itm9 
Misdemeanor Drug Arrest rate Afr1can~Arrieiicati Allofuerraces - Male . ' Female 
2009 
.Sap. f t@.c1?co 
Califom!a outside BF ' 

l3,0.0 
.38_.9.1 

2016 - -
SanJ!ranci§co 42.3 . . . . . ' 

. 567.Q' 

~alif:omia outside SF · .i233 ;1n9' 
llitici;san_iiri(P.Ci~qbati'Jfo~te"vs;r~st6icA} h.34······· <·· · •· (i().6·2:: ·t. 
~ource8: DOJ (2017);.bB.U (2Ql'.7), 

DrugArres(Trencfs by_lfoce diidbni$ Type· 

875 . 215t.5 . 
376;1 ( b4o.4 125.8 
· .. o::iJ • >>::o:34 : '\· .. ·. o.30' 

'7J,.9 i2.:2 
i n.5 i1s.o 66.2 

·_. o.3't" ·c(4~·;•.·_.· .. \.O..i&· 

B~tweep.J98Q and 2009; the ;disparity b-etweeri Sari Francisco Ar:ricailAroerica;n attests and ·a'Ji otlier races 
~in., the city ±:of all types ofifrug offense13- 'in~as.~cl :Sl+arply (T?.;ble 4)~ This: dispa#ty wide:d;~d the riiqsf 
. drmnatically'fro.m:i995-to,2009~ with gene~atdeclliies in dnrg:::r~iated ahems of othe~iaces~ W,id iricreases· 
jn· di:ug"rel?-t~P,~~sts, O:fAfl'ki];p:._AJUericans, )fol'. the' l#g~st :@a: m~~t.:rac1~lly ~parate"dffig :arrest ., 
category, narcotio feioliies~ Afridan.Aniericans were 6'4 tib:ies iiiore liicely thannoU:::Mrlcan Ameriqan's:to 
bq a¢est~clin 1~.80~ 10 .. 3 tim~s~orelil~elym i.995,, a:n&astag~eri:n~ 27,5funes'riicit6i11{"6iy in_2Q09, 

Tnbfo.4. ;Ratio;· Sill Ftandsco:Afric~n Amerfoiuitlrqg:arresfbi;t~ V; all othef:rifres drug .arrest.rate, i9 so-'201s. 

·• Ratio, Airican: Ameqca!l versbs :aILotlier'rades; driiit a~est rates :ChangC,1i:i.tatlo , 
TYJJe 6f·cJiugofferiSe, . . · '1980' 1995 2009. ,'2015 ·19ga;.:2009 2009.:'~w1s · 
~Iici:rug a.rrests . " 4.5 7;6 16j) i4:6 A-276% ~14U. 
·-iu &g'g~~~i9Ai~s; : .·. >s.>F · · 7!7. .N'.j· ' \12:6.i :;~}~_~{ · · ' ·~~s% 

: Nar{;oti.cs 6A lo.3' · :2~(5 f'.lA: ·+330%· · c5lrci 
Mai.iJi.lariac 5;3 3;$ 9.6 '.2,tl ·. fSJo/o-. +120% 

· Dangerous/Othei'drugs 5;7 · 25 · :5.6: ·· · ·· 7.6'· ; .. ;2% •+36% 
:,Aii:~@~~gfilif@i~~'.:i; E• ''><· 'i3:Q ·>: ;.,:·'~6~~··: i :.·id{~;} " :';·~f7J' ;1:£ .• .·< •': ··,::,'.'\2+27J%A'.< ' '. ; +~o/o'. 

'.Majiuana ·· 3;3 $'1 - 9/J · iL6 +i94% +20%' 
Dangerous/blli.efdru s 2;8 . 8:5. · ill.J ·· · .. 17;4 '· +318% 

So~s:.PQJ:(2017);:PRIJ' (WP). 

hi.J.009, ifi.i~a~i,~e.rica~s. Eicc~Uli,teci:f~rj\ls{6% pf~<J-IiJ~~~yj~~~',s po12lil~pn;·~~ 63%. of n~1:cqtic$ 
felony arrests:: ·The J\:fricfl.)1 A:hledci:m ~test..vcilt1n1e formp;coticR {3Jl69). then was e@ivalent to.1 in 12 
of the c_ity's 'Aw¢an A:tnei:ica,n p.9pulatiou age 10 and ~i<let ('.39;400). Otfrf!r: &.ug offeJ.ise9) l:iotirf'douy 
a;nd nrisdem~an6r, cliowe4 s'imiJai:jf:less y:x:treme dispici.ti~s .an<i tJ:-encJs, but in 'no case did ~he black~v:::
.rither races, drtig-at:testrate disparityf~ll below 550% b.J2009. 

Over the n~i:J; siX y¢ars (2of5 i&the '.In,osfre·cent y~ar foi qefajl~d $ta±istics)~the rate of drug. ahei~ ±ell 
sharply (by :8s.% or.mbfe) f()t all races. -The disp~oportiop.atejitug arreslrateJor Afrlcan, 4:ffieridms. fell 
froi;h JJi.9 to.· 1•(6 for;. !=Llf drugs~ and fi:om 2.7,5 to i'.{4 'fgr: '1i~d9fic{l, ';I'h,e 4ecre::is~ in blade 
. dj.sproportionaiity· was ;due to. tlie: tai·g~r reductioll.. m. black. than nonblack drug feiony arrests~ dmg 
misdemeanors decfuied'JTIOtce for Jion..:bla:ckfaces. The:tesriit was that. th~ dispfoportio~ate ievel Of b}ack 
drug airesfarqse s:tibsfantially for mistl~rµeanors ()Ver,.the 2009,..iOJ? p_ ~~i()cl; . .1 " 

Tl 



SJSU j HUMAN RIGHTS 

DiscusSion: ))rug PolicyReform1n SanFrflllciSc() · 

' ' 

Deflhingd.J1dApplytJiganititetnationaZ·Human.Rights Framework 

The Global C~mmission oh_Drug Polio/ form~g ;in 2Q{l ill au a:ttem_pt to provok:e scie:OJific~, c:Viden.ce 
·based reform to theglobal;tfrug·war, Theit nrstrepoii:.(2011,;pg. 2) begins ·Withthea.dtb.iSsion~ "The 
global war on ckugs has failed; w:itli deva~_~tin:g conseqi.1en.cf!s' for :individuaJs aI1d s9cieties all)tu:id tl:ie 
world. Fifty years after:the initiation of the U:N; Single Convention oh Narcotic Drugs, and40 years after 
President Ni.~on l4unched: ibe, u.~t gbveinnient's wat Oh driigs, fundamental reforms ill :l;lltioJ.J.a1 and 
global drug corttrciLpolicies, are urgently n:e~.CJ.~q/' •Tlit? Commission~s.missJo;r1)s to' res~ai·C1ian.d.pnlpose 
such _fund:mnenta:i reform$~ arguing that "d:riig policies iimst be based on huirianrights and pu,bli6 health 
'principld" (Glqbal ConmJission pn Drag Po!1cy1 201t lJg. ·s)~ Jt is worth faking a momen.t here to 
exam.me how human fights principies ~ght guiae:; d9me?f:i.cpoli~y. · 

Generally~ealting, ~er.µational htnnan rights, ilJ?ply fq:O:.S. p9licy anct gtxveniance fa two ways:; 

(2) Ethlca1iy; 

'rfu9ugh ~fu(!ing · mt~ma:tlopal :tr'.<i?':fY ~w~ bfi:Se<i ori· tJ.s., .ratificatioh .nf' h,uriian ;i1ghts 
iJistrµn:i,ent~; 11nd cl!Sh?1J?.81Y law, ;12~¢, qn e()ll~ctiye, long'."stand1ng ri;:spect for ce1tak 

. JJwdain:ental hti:inaJi;riglits. 
j', 

~1> · a set of intematforiaL stand.aids del:ID:ed'..by hlima:n rights fustrumehti> ~nd. O:ecl aratlons, 
fuforri1~d by i:be expeii.enqe, ¢S'earchj a:Jid recommendations of human rights scholar~, 
NGOs, intematlonal iegal ex_pe1ts" andU.N. oversight b.odies work:ingto implement Jtumati. 
:tights imtc:tices ill, t'b:~ U.S. · · .• .. < 

- ; :.. . . : .: . 

F allcrvi1ing'Wbtl~War Ir; the U.S. p1~yed fi leadlrig ro1e kthe. devefoprnent (}f the United Nafioilll Ch.met 
and· the Univer.sal Decl~ri:ttiQti ·of B::uwa,n Rights rnPBRJ. ',By-tb.i:; end.ofthe.2.0th centiJ.iythe.U:S~ haft 
he.lped. to .aufuor the Jnteinational .'Criminaf Goµrt [ICC], and s,igneci .every major mteJ,ll.aifonal lrnmaii 
rights mstn1mtint Howev~:i;, t9 <lat¢; 1:he: ltS. b:a:s o:iily ratifi.ecf the Convention A'.gakst 'J;'ortqte IC4!J; 
the JJiternafforuil ·Convention on, the ~limfu.a#PJ:L of' M :Forms. ofR~ciil Discri11;1.p.tqtia11 II~RD1 midth_e 
,°Jnterrii:i,tibbal Gqv¢1laiit·o:ii CiVJ.Lan.a Poli~cal Rrghts [ICCPRl ' ' 

Desj;iite:the iegal ambiguities thahesult frap+ 1J,P.~ :res~aj:lo:p,s iii the ratificaJ:lon. ofj)ltematfonai lil1inan 
rights fusti.illpents,7 human ;rights Clis~ourse fa far from :iirelevantw.he.ri it comes fo :t;o.t~i:gu and domestic 
'T}.S, poJicy .. For· e](ample; .. rnc~nf trs<.$upt~me Gmn,t: deds~dp,S· n~fereµc¢¢mteJJ.IBtfonal .hUllJ,arr Tights: 
laws and practices fo rule that people wl:ta' comrrii! .. crime,s ~§· mi;ri.,ors ~hould ;o:ot. be. si:ibject to ~the death 

~ Itslio1ud be ndted tha,t the Cofurilissii:i.rd~ oy n§fu.eiins.:~ r~dicaJ organizatl9ri:. tt;ji ccimjiosed. of:forinerhcaifu of stat~~ !b:t:m.er 
i,pf. Secriitary General .icbfi Amia~ f.ormet CfiaJi: 9f fl1e TJ.~. J.<:t;tl~r~l %Setv~ tairl'Vo.I~kei.;. elitlls fyom tlie. internatio,rtal 
business community,. as well .as.:tcsearc:b.ers; dipfomai:s, anu policy .eXperts: Filla mote on fue Commissfon here: 
https:ifwww:glcib:ilcbri1niissiortortdrugs:onr/a:bout-usnfrssion'-and~b!siory/ · · . . . · . .. . 
6 · Bun.l~ rights'.'insb..1.1IJ1ent3 enter' into fcirc;e as Jegally'biii:ding treaties .at the point ·ofratlficatfon .. Upon ratification, state 
~arties 1nust"respect;jfrotect,' arf4:f:ul:fill'' t1ieitobligati9ns itcc;.Qr(ling'tp the. in:stiument . · · 
••. · ''Res~a1ions,; ~efei to tb,e legaiexcep~ons tU!d;sp(;c:ificatlqns tbatstiit~ pllr)'i~ may submit a.S condl)ions ofta.iliicatio~n. 1'lie 
most C:oininon andnotorfousTeserya~~Il.appli~d by i:he'lJ.S. is fuatthe lli~mpi~nlis ''hot self-e'?'equting?'.,-,meaning fl1'.lt ~i 
inStrru.nentwould only .apply.as deforminedby U.S . .ctmrls·i;tndCo)lgress. , . ' ' ' ti 
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penalty :i:ri:Jife~ :wiflioltl, the p~sibilily of parole. Tbls ;rev~ls how international funna:ti righhr·µqrrns f].n,d. 
practices can llfoiiri fue .:ill:terpret~tiori. pf domestic. iaws aiid""'(eguiatfo~_,. and. :cali provide fl . coitrm.on. 
reference p.oin:t fo eva:ltiate an.c1llifo1m Joc;alpractices. . 

Buman ilgh~:off ~~· a, pciwerW!, uttlyepi_a} ftameworlc; that. proviel~s a ~t@C:ford)or govetrifrlent agencies. 
and au,tb:ori,ti,~~ to walu.ate 'eXlsti,ng I.;tyv:s and' P?JJcies, . a:qg to deyelop pr9gi:m;ris ~¥:t. adyim.Re ·34d 
.strengtl:i,~n. htu'.nan nghtS 1n. Iocal colru:i:l.umti,es ri:r;Ld i.nstiti.i.tioii.s. Mruiy strategies. for· .implementing liumari 
tights pra,ctfoes iµtb~: n S ~·:are l:Jased oil t}J.e. rat1.ficatio11 and reco gµitfon 9f'.l:i.Urnfil1 rjghtS 1n:strinnents as the 
benchrnarkfo; foc~l govenrriient pqlicy and 11ra,cti¢es, -

Non-Discrimination and Equal Protection Under fhe Law 

... As . noted at. the b~ginmng .bf tltis sectio~: the ~lob~l • C,0Jl1wfoJ>le>11. ~i tikg Polity hmt ·~mce. 2ou, 
a.dvoca.t~ for. i:he app}i~ation. of a hUtnaJ1 rights fya.mewotk t() gpiq.e po1tcy al;temativp~ to :tli~ ~Qoll!fri~t 
,global policy mod.et of aggresshrei ~qe.rcive cfun.inalprohibltfoiL . A fi:ruAatiie1;i,taI pthidpfo o-f: alt liuiiian 
rights ihstiJi.rrten.w· is .fu9-t qf "nqn.::distnm1natlq~; thaf®M,cm9'.s tli~ p.bti.()Ii ·of .hun:!:a.IL.milversality fi.iid . 
cell.tra1ly defines el.Vil arid political hill.nab,, (ICCPR Arlicles 14 Jind' 26) and· Coiistito.tlmial (14th 
Am:eiidilient) rightS to equ~lptotecti011 µn,der .the law; · · 

This repq;rt: anddts prede·cessors :(CJCJ, 2062, 2o:b4, 2004a, 2605,, 2012) haVe ~8 far -lil.trsb:ated the 
• pe~sistente o,:f:c ia;cially Qisparatf; drug fil:i;esf E~tteftis · In. :$aif Jb:.a.ri,C.isG9~ Jlarti,c:ulatly ,~cute '.fot A.fcio~n 
Atuerican communities~· US;. agencies.and cou...-.fs . .have self...Jmposedlimitations as 'to what constitutes 

··~':~~~;2~iJ;~~:t=~~:J~'X~~:~~lj~°(}~~~, ~;~zj~=~:qriaJltiin 
rn' th~ yeats:·foU~W~rtg M~Cl~slcey rv~ Kil~J6; l~w~t· tou,its ¢mis1~tently i·eje~-t~d tl~ffus 6t: 
race. drSc:rimfuation; fa'ihe -crimjnal Jt;istI.ce. S:istem, ;finding; that gross radar dispfll;itles do . ' 
not.merit.ktrict s~y fa file· ~~sencei,'.ofetj.dence 6i·etp]icitrace .¢Hscrirnfo~io~~h~. ··· 

. · .. veiy evidenc;~ AAwalJaJile iJj. tJ;te ~~a pf coforbliitdn,e~S; . . . .. . ' . . 

> G~ttera11y -~J?eak1ng, .charges nt:r~ict rliscrin:lination. tih:ect~ ~t pu:bJiG ·11uthotlti~s fri t1l6 u_riited states 
J,'equjre sow~ proof of.-co:risci911spiclEil,):l,pimµs:. 'Ca9e)tist9ry §Uggestg thaH:b.is. is' pm:ticWfl:rJ.y iJµe fo1::twY 
_atteinpt fo iliiaress mdaf dls]anties.:iri. polfoing .or sentencing~ •._Jfoweyer,.i:iO ~uch bilr-0.en ·of pioof·J.s 
:J¢q_itlred tq·1~g±.tilri.a~ cXifui.s ofr~qi?-ldisc11nrinatiop:up.ciet tortri:hl'_llw,:nall.ngh~s in,strc:mti{Jj.fs w90r.p-i:>tati;3ci. 
intointen+atio.11a1JaV?, · . ... :. . · 

··The Un}ted S~t~s 9tm~4 El.965) arid.r:a:tjfi~d-U_994) th.~,Tn~e¢.atiop.aJ. (;onveµtlotroif 11,1.e;Rli;min~tion'~i· 
Rad~lpiSGiii:nim1tioii. {ICERO) ·and.has Jiqt evid6:n_ced: the oestpo:rripliance record. .filnc~; This .in part 
re.suits. from· the: differences m.·1iow "i:acial discJ.1miriatioii'' ~~ .ci"enn:e:~ ®der: fu_te.fD.afionaf }IIrd. federal 

•. (IJ.s:)Jaw and$}, the: app~ei+t proble¢s ··~·getting. t]fe us·.~g9yerruneI1t to "protect, ·re~ect au,d J;i.iJfill'' ifa 
legal obligatiqns accordiilg ta liuinantights.~ti;µments. Policyr~seatcher:S Felln:er:ruid,Mauer {1998~j5, 

. 22) potritei;Lout thes~· le$?J 4i:ffe~'enGes tWeD;fy yef!rn ago: . , . · 

ICERD. wisely doe~ twdmposefue· requirement of diSctltilinatozy ill.tent for a. fin.ding of 
discrimmat:ioll, ti requites stafos' .pru..iie:s fo eliminate laws or pi-actice:s which m:ay be ra,ce
µeutral o.n. their face but.which.have "the purpose or ~ffecr ofieslrictinKrights. on the 
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b~sls of ra:oe,:R:egardles ~ there:for~_, of'wb,ether~tb,ey-were' enacted. with racial tfwml:is ... 'they 
unnecessarily and unjustifiably create signifi,caut racia:l ciisparities m ·the curlaj4n.e:n,t: of an 
im:poita:ntright ·. . 

:The conceptualization: of racial .cfiscri.mfaatioiI •and tl:J.e, 1egaLmeasutes. olnon-discr:imfoation and equal 
protec::t1.on ilnder the law aµiculated by tM ICERJ58 demonstrate th~ 'wrlque ¢hatacter'.istic of a1rnman 
rlghts framework he:i;e: that dlscrimiUati<:m is t6 be illeasured py disparate ,ontco]lles ?nd impac::t rath~r 
than ptove:ii intent '.Further, the city cifSanFiancisco fuis pro actively adopted .the practical,resu1ts~based 
interpationci1 4eWllfion .and has ¢9tabJfa;J:ied ifo o'Wu J3'.:uman Rights CopiJ:Qiss1{)n to gefend htu:nan tights 
Witliiri city furiits. . . . 

Ah~ rights :fi:arnewotk would deina'Jicl/~at dries like $'a11 Fnmcis()9 pay .Pai;iictilar attep.ubu. fo 
add:i:essing the persistence ofracial dispaiitfos its ,di~gpolicy alternatives and therr fuiplicati<Jlis e;metge, 
As we see from tlili report; the cifyfailedto address its highly ·dJscrimin~toty tecord of ta:clalized policmg 
. prior to . 201 O, and tho Ugh drug. arrests have b~egre:cluced ill:m:i,iatica1ly.fu San Fraii.cisc:o a.cross !he bciatd;, 
· · Afri¢an Americaru; still.find themselves systematlcally targeted for drug ari~~ts a:r~ dis_propciitionate :rate 
·of 11pp:r9;ima'tely 19 to L.. . · ·· 

... 
! 

Shift from Criilli.na1 Justice to Public Heaith. 
. . 

One ·overarching theme ht the international glbbai drugpolicy.refotm.movementhas been to·cidme a;ti(t 
ai:tdress pt()blematic f9n:qs Of Orug Use (adCJidio!l; overdose death, efo) through t)ie prtSIJ:l of publlc heil.lfu 
father tlian criminal justice. The futefrlaftonalhuinanrfahtwcCimmu:trizy has been i'elatively consfstent ciii 
this issueJor over 2<lyea,rs; pofuting to th¢ fystyiJ;fatlc. vioiation of drugl1Sets' fundamental :iium<ijl rigb.ts 
t:o life (ICCPRAJiicle 6), equal protection under the faw (ICCPR.Articles 14 ·and. 26),. p:rot~ctioh ~gamst 
arbjtrmy a:cte8t, detentioli, or: exik(ldCPRA:rt}~i~ 9), hel}ith (ICESCR 12); mcl liDtitane freaJment when. 
deprived ofJ1b~ii:y {ICCPRArticl~ 10} und~r: aggressiVe qrimmal m:ohibition. As P9i:tl:l:ecl out; by fo:tm.er. 
High CbliiJJiissioiier for Ruinan RlghtS, Na'Vi Pillay (2009), "fudividnafa who use: driigs do :iiotfotfe1t their 
Jiuill:afl' ri~ts~ '' A. '.Q.uman )ighfa fn1.m.eiqrk ty~.owze11 th~ ti;:ndeney for tb,e criinin,a1izf.'l.tib:O. <rf dmg users 
to resultfu ihe derogatiQn. oftheirJmman. and.ConstiJiltipnaJ1ights·, · · 

International lniilian tights ·framewo.rks also 'felid to he. ·groundea fa' research;. encomagllig 'th'ei 
develQpriient 6f·effecfu;e, sci11itiofu basedifu demonstrated best,:ptactlces tatn6r :thanpoliti~al interest 'cir. 
·expe(Jjen¢y. The Global .Conrtri:fasiou. on Dliig 1~<l1icy (2611) Ji. 6) ilfostrf!tes this tendency fa 'their, 
de:fin1ti~m.of. dnig addictipn as a, social p1~obl~l)l:' .. 

Ii+t\'.\auiy,, dtrtg c1epe:hden,qe 1$.:~. 9Qiitp1~:itliea1th cbtidition ±hat has a"lnL'\:tµte of yatfses_;sodal,. 
psychological ,and physical (includllig, f.ot ex~ple~ ,har~h living CO!lditio~, \l.r a history of 
pernonal 'tri:tuwa ·or, ~n;io:tional probleitJ1;).. Trying tci iulanage tliis c91J.1piex condition. through 
plJ:IlisJinient is ineff~~ttve--.-c:tnllc)J,: greaWr ::s:u,tce:ss ,.~~ be ac]:tleyed by -PTdyi<ljng .a tang~ of 
·eviden:ce~based <lwg treatment ser:ViCes .. Counfnes thatJrn.ve treated citiie11s'. dependent on chugs 
M pati¢nis: in. need· of ti:e~in1ent, in:str;;;id of criminals desety.lµg plillish:nien,t, ha:V.e ·demonstrated 

c. '· extremely ,positive results in crime iedhction, health jm£roveinent, and. overcoIDing dep~ndence. 



·':.!" 

' 

SJSU I :BUMAN RIGHTS 

Qpunttjes fha(bave re~ently embraced a _public health appi:oacl:i incfode Portugal? Jn 2001 as the U'.:S . 
.h~dened its dnig wat :Stance at home irr con}Unctionwitii the buildfug of a .riew police_ and surve111ance 
:state post-9111, Portu_gal went ill:fu.eopposite direction; decrfutina.lizmg nearly aU.fopn~ of drug use .and 

. deyoting:tesoim;es to qi.J:ti;~<i.0;l;nmg treaiin~t for q1ug11~rs. As ar~~u~t_(KristQf': 2Q17~: · .. . - . -- . . 

. -~ .. -· · .. i f 

e 'Oyerdose death in PbrtUgaL "lank 85% since diugJ:io1icy reform, :and ii6w has the lo~est: rate in 
· 'We~fem E.µrop~ a11c1 :a1>011tone@eent1ithat ofthtftJ~$., wJ1ere overqqse death.has been ob,'the. 
,rise jn part dudo thepersistehtopioici epidemic, .. •· . . . . . .. . . . . .. ·. ·. . · · . < 

. at The Portuguese. Healtli Mmtstry esfunates regular heroin users ·at.2.5,006, down 75o/ri since 
implementing cb:µg ptjjjcy J;efQrm• . .·. · . .. . .. . ... 

. & . Portu,guese han:Jl'I:ecluqtig]l p:rf?gf~S (such as: needle eX;cbange$) li~lpedto bring. aru'grelitle.d Biv : 
c'ases dovvn. 90% siirce their' height in: 1999. wben PortUgalhad the highest iate of drug. related . 
infection in Euttipe~ - · · . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . .. 

e PortUga1 il1u$tratts the cost ef:fieien:cy of treannf.\rtt ov&r illcardetatl.on, £or dnig; wie, P-Ottugal's ·· 
drug p:rograms cost .a,ppi:oXin:i~tely $10 per C:itiZen ann.u@y, :While the U,S; has spent' ,mrer $1, 

·. ;trillion (about $10kJ)etAifieJ:ica:nJ;10useholc1} OJicriillinalprobibitiom 

·Even tl:io~gb.:·the· a&vanfages of publi; health., approaches ~e ilftc~nttoversial .in; the rese~ch cbtiimunity; 
criminal ::prohibl.tfon pei~~ts fa piac~ 11lce the;1'.J$. :andili,e· Philippili~ wher:e frtough on dtugSJcrime'' 
discortrses; confuiµffto d.c:iminate politics; ;Leg~l ex:pemrhave explicitly arg1lecl :fOi: CaJifoniia:to:''pave the' 
way foi·p:i::ogressive U;S: Onig reform" (Whitda\v, 20l7,J~' 83).arid.adopt the Portqgiiese model in. cities 
like San Fraticfat:o" siiifts i11 poii<Jirig, · dtug policy t¢forrn~ (irichiding t,b.e Jega~'.4atioti.·of oilllliabis)~ · an,i:i a · ·,, 
dedicatiorr to international liuinan.iights· sta11:dards pr~sent opporlllnitici fo realize .ii, shift from fai.le(;l 
·~:rirµ1ncil ':Prohibitib:tr ta' mo1'e 'etf ecffv~: iln4 -~·o.~t e.fficient _forbii{ bf idtug treatfue@> ;hiwu ::tedl:i,ctfon,,.: 8.nd 
CD1llllltµllty lnves1:l:p.~nr :to· adclJ:ess p~ob_leniafiq ·forms,.· bi· drng, }l§e. \Vlli,lt;'.. 4ecrllµinaliz:fi;tfon 1s: ~ · 
()bligafozy :fiist.ste_p-in such. a.tiansitio1l; legal~ regufa.ted diilg rp.a:r)f'ets·]JioVide adciitlolial resources for 
public health and dtug war altewafives tl:Jrough .savings in. law enforc:ement. cpSt& ap,d i1wr.eased public 
revenu:es iJ;QmJicensmg 11ndregulated sales ·(GlObal Ccmrrnission pnDp,rg ;policy; 201('.i). .· ·· · . . . . . ·- ..... 

·,··· . . . . . . . ~ . . 

. Legaffzatfon an&Sustafuable Development.: 

One o:ftiie most tisefu1 .feafW:~. of a, hiJmau tight~ fr~ey;r,or1C ~s it appiies to futig policy reforill is ,an. 
e'fn:pha,SlS· OiJc pr~d,v:dng cle.~ll,-ed 'OUt{,!Omf;S-·"lesS· crime, 1!.etter hea,l1:1i, an<f ·mqre, ,~{):qomi? a:n,d social. 
cfev.eloptnent'~-· -rather than:exciu'sivelyfocusfug~onproc~ss fa pioeedma1 jristice.ili determining whether 
:0r not a;ctions are taken fil<cord-i;ng to ·t4e. iaw (GlobaL (5o1funission: o~ l)µ:i:g :~9Ucy-2Q11_, 'pg~ 5). InthiS' .. 
~ense, 't,he. inteui!'.1-fibnal hu!Ilanrighfa comrnumty lllid:the Gldl?atCor.rqnis$ion•on Drug Policy see henefits 
:to iegaJjzatioJi beyond ·tli~ potential pivot fi:di:il c:timiiialjlistice to public health solutions~ oi: the pcite31tlal 
·fo undercut b;rga:JiiZed · criJ:niuaJ fj.Ctiyity ·iJLthdlliclt ;ltlar](et., Jndeed0 '~l)i:Qm,g •d:Wg telitfed.vfolence and 
.-Oorruptioh -is· exrramdina:rily important for realiiing 'human. rights. practice·: and a· sense ·of jµstiq~ fo;r · 
cqJ:l]]lluruties mo St deeply affec;ted by the faiie\:l cirµg :War., The·, ilf:ldt dtugJt:it~\3 ,stillteptesents .theJargest 
globalso:ut~ of p~V,ep.ue foi:· orgapizecl criine (Global ¢on1missio11 qJi Dpig 'Policys 2016~ MtFarlan<l ; 

·Sanchez-Moreno; 2015).··Butlegalizatibn'Jiiese:ilts ·an-opportunity to .do rnore than., simply teciuce·the flow 
·~ -~ 

9 For thorough ~eporting a1id -analysis on .Porhi_gal ~s cfrng p_gficy reforms, see:' Green~vald; ;G,. (2009). Diug decrimlnalization 
in Pprtugal: L~ssons for _cre@ng fai~ .and successfu~ dnig polid~. The CATO InstiMe. Retne\iw on_-09/29/17.- from 

.. httj)s::i'/\vv,r1v :ca to: orgl p ul:i licatl ons/ whitccuapcr/d fl.lg-de cdni in al iia ti on-p cirfo lia 1-kss ons;crfatiri £!-fair "S ucces ~ ftil-dnig~pb iicies. . . . . . . ....... . . . . . . . . . ........................... ····· ... . .. . .. 15 



SJSU ·1 ffiJMAN PJGHTS 

tlf auests. pr illegal oon.tral;)a;µd. .Jt pfovid.es .a· !J.ew resource ~n:vironwen:t .t.Q ad;a.tess thCi stmctured 
:inequa~itle8 resulting from and exacerbated by fue failed war on dings. . 

Tu: its 2016 report; i:he Global ·c.wii.n:clssion on.Prng Policy fak,:es specuilcareto call .for.rnitions to. go 
beyond decrin:rinalizatlo.u .to. :Create legal, .regulated .rnatkets . .designed afcordirrg fo U.N, Su.starnable 

·' Dc:;yelopmenf Goals [SDG}10 :rhat is, Iegai markets· should 1?~'. tlesigned in. order ctE;ate solutions Jo 
related.social pt6bfonis, speci:fically·inciuding systemic poverty; structured meqt).a:lity(along. lines ohace 
and gender 'jn particular)~ .an cf the need. for economfoaily a;n:d ecofo gically sustainable. citi es/conmmniti~, 
The. Commission encourages legt:j.lizatJ.ofI; models where Jhe :benefits "mlll?t ?pply tR .every 'individual,,. 
incfodin.gpeople\vho use .drags (Gfobai.Gornriiissiori. onDrilg Po1icy?:20l6, p .. 27); Put siinpiy, 8; huniari • 
figh.ts framework suggests :f4at_legalJ:Iiarlc¥fs and Chug policy altetnatiye·s §liou1C(1ie (i{:lsigned in. order to 
se:rve and te:.in.vest in the C01IlJ1~1filities arl,d indiyi_dU.a.ls- systematicaUy ili~e:llft:an,chi.sed by 50 years of 
aggressiv~ ci;:imlnal Br9hibltio:U. ' 

]~bted in pteyfoi.1s repons.(CJCJ, .2002, 20047 20049-, 200~, 2.;012) and. established. in at least 4D years of 
critical crimmpl9gicEll. reseatth,11 tlrn rp.ost disastrous ·effects qfib;~ dnig war_:.fu.clud1:n:g· vastiy disparate 
enforcementisanction, puwtive '1>ent~ncl;ug, :civil peJJcalt.ies, subjection to d:i;ug :abµse/addiction (and 
.associated thte(!.tS to ptibJic.h$1th)~-~hojection tp drug I~latedYfoi¢rice, foss ofpto_perty vafoe/ooi:mnumfy 
degradation, loss of .ed,ucitliQnali¢D1Piqymeri.t d:Q:go1tumties, .~fiJicl,· geograplli~ dislqcation·'-'1iave been 

> ' shciuldered.bytlie.pooi'andpeople of color, . .Aftican American and.Latfux populations in:particular. As'. 
w~,,ha_v:e atfopipftjf tc:> point 91J.t.5.JiSan. Francisco, .African .Amerigfil:!.sand tQ ~Jess¢r e~ep.t{with "fhe:recent 
ij:rend in·youth arrests. as.an:· ex'"eptioµ) L::i.tfu;x :residents Jr~Ve been f1te most~ggres~iyelypoli9ed, arrested, 
and~sanctioned fot a jjj.ug:~fotion: and overdose death:epi4erhic dbmll:iated.byfuidd.ie"age "11on-Latj:tio 

.. w±rites~; (CJCJ 20 L2). :m; ~ddition,. ;A.fri(}aJ1 A.xn.er.ican girls;au:d yollhg wom,~I1 weri:l uri#l:ree;·ently ta:rgeteif 
fur criminal Taw i;:nfofoeme:iit~at staggering rates. 'in $ah Frail.Cisco, suggeStilig their ·paying ofa h~vy 
ptlce for failed enfor~eriient 1.1dlic~es5fi c(>mJ,Ja:t:fuoufo all btb,et d~:qJ.OW'fiPb.J~)p:OilJ?sii'lfue qify, · 

H;mg targ~ted :for ding: au:est and .sanction can result :in my lilltflber of';~hort and. long term ·tit:fects ¢tr 

·Jiit!iyiduals targeted, as we11 as tJwj:r familJe.s ~cl. coll11TI.1JI!itfes. '.I'lie 01obaLQortµrµss_ipµ ohD1llg Policy 
(2016, p. 17; see aiso Chin~ 2002., pgs. 260:-265) ruso,reeo.gruze that? · 

J4 the. u~, for exa1J.ipl~, wrony. coJiv,ic#ons for #rugs, wm.~4 4tcth1de, _posses~iQll ot cerFilin 
-®bstan:ces, .Can .lead fo: exdtisi6ii fromjuries;. voter disenfra:tichiSement ID. ·a iru.mber: of sfa'tes; 
eyfotion pr eX,Cllizj.oµ .fr.ow. pvblic]lousi,Jig;.refuSal offip.ari.~i~lzj.Q..fotlzjgl;tet education; i:evocatio:n_ 
or .Suspension of a· &.iver' s license; deportation and: in some ca.Ses permanent separati.Qn fro:m tlwif 

· 'fanilli~s otthose c6ns1dered '~non~Citizens~" eX:clUsion frorri oertam ]o1fa; lcid 'denial of welfare. 

Jn add{tio:u,. slhdies i:if S~ Francisco amt :other '"ptogress1vti;; U-~t cities detnD.ristrate 'historic.al and 
cpiitemp()raty COlJ.ll~ctfon.s be_i;\veen, radaliy ·ilis'.Parate drug iaw e11f{)M~1J,ie11t: (ap,d, ;ad0.ifio11a1 forms: of 
~~ordel.' maintenance" polich1g) and p:oJitics ofspaoe~ .. fadlud:ing gentrification. (Lynch, M., .M. Omori; .A 
Rous.sell, and M. Vatasik. 2013).. the systematic targeting. of Wprkmg c1~ss· peqple of· color for d111g 
·arrests in on.~ oflhe TI1\Jl>t1ir.u;(a1ly E:xpettsiv~ hou;singJ.na:rkeJs JJ:(the .(;()tl.llhJ ~erv~s $s a. ~1i:Qc~u.ral bani~r 

' . .. . 

. . . ··.. . . . . .. .. . 

in See ±heU ~. Bl,lSkinabf e l)eyel~Jiieµt Cfoals :fi;oni. 2015 here;. iittoiflv/ww .un~org_isuslaiiihbiedevelOpmcritlsu~a 1riabl~~. 
•devc10pJ)Jent~g6aisf; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · . . . · 
q For illusti:ations .see:· Ostertag ,andAimaline;.2011; Johnson and Beiln.ett, 2016; Jensen1 Gerber.and Mosher, 7004. 
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fo the: lmitafuabilify of w,ork1£g; class 9on:gnumties 9fcqfor m th_y city ... The/:iinfiacts of.c~ ·• 
j:irohihifio:ti: should be understood beyond the iil.dividiial tO encompass effects on C:oiJmib:i:rities and the 
broader racial pol#:ics ofplace fa<Sap. Francisco, _ . •· · · 

A i111man ·rights :fra:tne'\vorlc sugge$t$~ fuat the-resources; gpportµ.nltie·s 1 and c~st. savin~ made a-ia!lable 
through legal, regulated markets:--likcdhe legf}l cann~bis ina~~et ~iµergenti:h Califotn;i~b.~ re" i:livest~d 
in the individuals and cori:rintirrlties fucist:im_pii:cted by the legades of a failed dni_g: war; Ftoin research,: 
we. how that these tend: to l:i~J?99! comm1Jllities: of cofor~AfricaitAmericanq and,Latinx populatlonsJtt 
paJ:!icular, with a special foc;qs,.on_ Affic£Ul AmericaIJ, worrien _an.d girls, R~search on the e:f.£ec±s of the;drug 
war and on international best/practices foft:eform:sU.ggest that the n~w res()urce envfrownent created yia 
c~~bis aird ot]+e;r foJ:IllS of: k~galh;atioR in_ cifies like San Francisc9 .should' be empJ<:>-Y~d to ad,gi-<;:s& tb:e 
poverty, .. unempfoymerit1. ·housing iust~hility, , meµtaVphysical JieaJtli problems,· and ·geographic 
displ~cemento.f tliese)1eaviiy iW:p~ctea ij:idl:yi~11ls and· q9$llunjties. · 

.-
. co~cluSion --,·. . --·-· ·'· .. ·- -

.:,,._ .... 

:Jn :re~elit ·d~ca:des, -as S~n FIZfl¢iSco's p9~ula:ti0111:i.as grown. and' betome spmew.hat did~r aiid weiiithie:r, 
the city';&. African American population;ha:s .declined sharply 'i:ti,ld beqo:o;ie p ooter and rn,ore con:cen1:[ate41Ji 
'isolated districts. "One :ailet:douU exp1anation fot. t}ie ;racia1 .. dlsp;II1_~es his. been the ease· of frequent and 

: nrultip1e ~nests 'of drqg deal~rs ±n: open"'.air ;inru;kets in the po9ter. atea:& 'OT the city as.' opposed io tJie mow· 
_qifficultta_sk ofp9licing th(}.~ar-ger? :more di.screet dmg sµpplynefy;roi:ks s~rying ·affluent areas . 

. By C1Cr's reMate<i anaiysm;. during the~29oos, San Franqiscq aUthorities have nut ;respo11~e_dJo_ ~ppf!r.ent,' 
serious and uniquely ¢xiieme )'.aci~I di~pa;ritfos :in policing of chug offeilses a,nd have ndt provideti rational 
exph1ii(ltio11 fc_)r·tb.e <ll;>panY,es•.ot po!idesi(l a:m:enor~te.-tJ:tenµ. Nor have authorities explained why the 
city'~ drug policing; afready racially·djscrim.,mato1y, bei;;a:tµ~.:radforj,lly11101~ so frotr1Jhe· efl,rlyJ990s' to 
around 2009. Jf'objective crimirialjusfa~e goals -and sta)1cfards .t9 jb;iJify San. Francisco;s: arrest trendS 
exlsf~ fu!;I_do¢fl.i auth,ontle'S WOWd Seem obligated. to provide Q~tfillecl ~x.plaµation. . W parjicuJ~J;, What' 
cfauigedin the W-'10s,c·an4only faSa!iFrililcisco, to:dtamaticaIIybo9st. the fufation on_African:.Americans 
iis. the chy:s &;ug·.ctirrdnafs? · . ~1 • - · 

. The· analy8is suggests, that ]nor fo 2oto;: the.: San Fraudsco 'P.dlit:e. bepar:tment might have :bee!l re-' 
iin;estijig: the; ~ame ;:A:l]j¢1l.Ji:-Anlericatis ayer and qyet;, theti.:re1easJiig ·t1ie,large jnajoiity, :ajid!Ie:wre$tin.g 
tJ:iem_ again within a sh,ort period ofrone .. The overall result of-ibis ;policy was fo combine 'the. wot~Lof 
both.worlds: mjµsti_ce:'filidrn~fteqtuality: C-0rraJTing Afric!m:All1~et.fcan drug dealers producedimptessrve 
.@:rest'IIJmipers hi,itw:as noteffecti~e policy to.:prevent-diugab.use~S~ Ft~mci~o.1s ·att.eady-excessiv~ drug 
overdpse/abuse-deafurate continued to clID.:ib thrcmgh2009rthowin fi:iitness~ drug tollfb..avebeen rising 
elSewbefe ±n tlJ,e: ~fytte Md :h~rt;jo)l ,a~. we.11 J¥[ore,aver, cwhile 1f may have papitfoned :drilg Jrmrketing 
'VI()leh~e to cert~fil. areas.' Of :the 'city, .• Ieye1S' .i)f vioLence fa thqs:e ar6a,~ fei:iJ.a;in~ conceJJ,tr,zj'ed_ aP,d rugb,. 'The 
J?.Plicy did appear e#ecfrve at qreatilig a ttiultiple~feiony pcipulati'O~ with no emplbymept prospects. and 
· sigriificant cbalie.nges and Jntrriers to ~cces~r:in: the ·con_1munity, These barriers· arose 'e-vert though Sari 
Fran:gi?to senfdrqgoff~nders t() stateprison atarate Iessthan-halfthe sfo.feayerage,, · · 

Wb.ateverits ~derlyi.ng l;tnpep1live;s~ the city;s d:rug, $est po1icy prfor to- recent:tefouns has yjeld~(j; to a:, 
,_dramatig new Situation Ii:fter-.refonus amelforatecf mug policing.in major-ways from2Ql0tofue pr~Sent. 
Drug arrests. b,ave fallen -SQ ~h:ainatic;:i.lly that an, African .An1erica1i 'i.n s.an, Francisco is.JlOW less likely to 
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be ~steel: fqr ·-0.J,ugs th.wi a: nmi.:}!lack rysident was iQ yeats ago. :9;6V;rever; _despite the impressive 
reduction of90o/; or~more in.thee.impact of drug-arrests.on local communities since-20097 tefollti has not 
wuc;h re41fced. the racial alspadties Pi drug polit:;ing. African .A:nierica:ns are 'still· 15 tunes mm¢ 1.ili;ely to 
be .arrested. for a: felc:my or !ni(lde:tn:eanor drug offense. iII San Fr{ll].cisco than other rac;es, and neither the 
:ptoportioiisof'bl;ickstnthe Cify'&pcipufatioil (6%} -Or drrig;mortalitytoll (22%) evenbegihstojus.tify~:th 
ahvge disparity: . . . . . ... 

Wlietli.et ).TI.teintional ot not, such consistent dispm:1tles ·m_ drug war 'policmg k Sar+ Eiandico shouid' lit) 
viewed as :~ hUII1an. zj:gb.ts ~olatlol1; .As n_oteQ: pt~yiot1sly, f'o:Crn.aJfaun~ rights discouts(;l deflpes. racial 
discdi:r.ill1atl.on nof iri. terms of overt; .eonscious racial mii:lJ1us, but m tenris of its evidenfeffects. the city 
is sµbjec;f to rtilt:lonal, state; and. locaTrequ:ii:ements i:a ellforce h\vs in a; :ri.on.odiscriminato1y fashlon arid is 
.signat01y to inte:rnaiio!lFJJ Jlumiin righ~ ~cor~s linpos;ing (')Ve11strict~r nqn-di:mrimination standar.ds. San 
F'rancisC;o's. ougoing, eXtreme rada1 dispaiitles in diug .law ,enfon;:emeht and: authorities.' JiaralysiS ID. 
_adqressing them coP.ttict with i:he c'it:f Ei co:i;ru;nitJ,nent to :the egaJitfl,11an ideal~ it' champio~. Fmther, an 
mteinational human rights framework provides specific guidance on hqW. Citiea like S?.ii Francisco ·c_an. go 

-, ·beyond J1aj.tihg rac)aliy disparate and Jatgely in.effective ctin:rlnal justice mod.els 
0 

to models focnsjng :on 
pu)Jlic b.ealth ip:<tsustaffi~tile:c:orµm:µnity:~.e~1westoie11t; · ·· 

. . . . ~ . . 

in )igbJ Qf thes~;ob_s~:tv~f:ions, we 1;espectMiYr¢¢on\ni.end th~ Sar(Fram~isco Boatd of.Suilerviso.rs: 

1. Xniti~tE! -~ mulf.i:'agenc:y Jnvestlgation in.to Sa:n Frap.c1s'co's :polkillg polici.es and p_,r:~_dices. tq 
ex_J?Iore. poJicy de~isioAs t}!at conti,:ibute. tQ these tre11gs,. .· 

:2;. Jt.equfre flie 'San ]i'r,aJidsc{) J>otice })¢partme,nt and all..' ot"1.et ar~·estfo.g agendes to ·conform to 
state.standards obServed by all othet· agencies ixtCalliorni~·i in reporting attests by .tace. and 
l,a,furi ethuidfy a):;Lci by ~p~¢ific;. offense :fathe:i; than ¢Tas~ying. excessfve ca:rrest n~ber.~ as 
''othe~' o.t;Ienses~ · · ·· · · · 

.. ., •... 
: . .... . 

.a·. JJev~op @d, ~jiopf ~ ~Q)lcx:ete pXan fo. addres~ tltes_e ta:tial discrep~ucies ln s·~n]ha_n~iS·eo~s 
,druwarrest practices, mtmifored:tbi'.cmgh periodic, resuJfS;..based evaluations~ . 

,4~ Rea_fffrl11 Sn~ Fi;:andS-cc:>'s comn.iitm~nHo uph-Oldifl.g'its obligations nuder the fi:d:ei:'liatlonal 
. C.On1r~rtti.ori. fo Erid Raciial niscrinimatlo:ti (lCERo). arid. tl1e an ti-41$CJ.'.Unill~toty clafi.se. of tl1¢ 
:r11J~r,U,atlon~ c·~Y~ll~IifoA CiyiLaiid. Politl~al B.ig'hts (_LCCPR). · 

:~. ::. 

5. Assess the trends :hi drug abuse, dtug related. crinie, and. other dii.Ig-r.~lated ~a)fll. au'd 
S,~ety i.ss11es ·lg $irnJria~cis~9 by d~n.wgraphlc aucf().th~rvarla.1Jles~ 

- ., . " ~ .. - ·-

,6. tn;du.de .;a :rob\ISt ~'Eqhlfy .:Piatt'or~.i tu tb.e deSign .9f' ;Aditlt Use ot·l\1.'ai·iJu~ua [1\-JTh'IJ. 
regulations such th.at opportuniJies_; savmgs~ and. i;e".'enue froill the legat fa.nnabis 111arket 
s~rye to benefit tl~ose syst~ilii:rtfoally ci;liniii.aliZed fuid iIO,pact~d by tile -dl.·11g war ;in -$ah'. 
Fr@dist{)~· \Jo_t:k~'!i~ cia;$s'.p¢ople of c:olo1~, .Aftic~n,.A.met.i~a!f wom.enfo particufar. ' 
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;Appendix A 

Testimony t~ San Frandsen: l{oarcl. (if Supervisors cm, P~propprfiQnate A,r,rest/CoJ;illnement Qf 
African::American. >;7oung Woro~n foJ;' :01·ug Offenses · . · . · 

·1'0lke Males, S:July 2004 ·.•.I· 

. . •The; atta.ched .· char:fs show: file .ar:H~st i:a:tes C>.t :~. Fnu16.i:sco .African:' .A:i:gerlc!l~ juvenile gfrls a~~s 
lO~l?"for several offeris~s compared to Afr.iea1i-Ainerfoan .girts elsewhere in Califorriia, as,\veilas ta San 
Fninciscg gjJ:ls Of oth~t races. they irrclic(lte that §an Fb1nci.ScQ .h~s va~tly ~i,sprnpm:Jfonate age!!~8' 9( 
youngblaclc wome:inyen compared-Jo the j-est o_fthe stat~L. . , , "'' . . . ... ·.·· . 

· ·,Th~ figill:es fottpjng the basis of these t~clJ].ations. ate the:iatest for Califom.i~ a.Ji<l_ S<lii.EiaucisGo 
from :the: state.· Department" bf Justice's Cnminai ll1Stice ,Statistic~ Cente:r. (California, Criminal. /ustjce 
ProflJes, at http://ca!lg:state.c"a..tis/cjsc/) arid $aji: J;i'nU1cisco Juvenifo ProbatiCm Deparlffient (anu1tal ' 
Statistics· feport} Population figures ,11re ~:from .tli~; · ¢a,lifon:tl~: Dep~ent ,o{F'manc~;s P~¢()grapJ1.ic, 
~s_e~~h Umf(b.tip:l/www,·dofca~goy/Ifl1'4LLDEM.Od'~mi:Jlhpar;bJ:m). · ..... ,; .. · .•.... ·: · <. 

Excess'iv~ biack arref)t .iates .,are c<:lf eoncerri.·tJrroughq:ut (Ai.lifoffiia. and tale n:atiori.. 'No~ that. :In. 
Ga.1ifoinia, ··• oaj:s:l:<Ie San '.f raneisco, bfac].c:. girls ar.~. { 5 mnes ·mot~ ill<:e}y tg · 11,e $e~ted for Je~g:nies;: 4, ~ 
fun.es. mo:re.Jiicely to be atl;ested for assaill.t,_ and l;& nmes +noiy: likely; to be arrested for feli:my diug 
p.ffenses th§.'.11, Qg;1ifooofi girls of()they;races, . .. . . . · • ...•... · < ·· ·· ·· ··· .. ··.· · .: ,. · · . . •. · · · 

...... . Racial. ap:es,t dJs~r~pan.c~es iire, st:)rl( eµoµgh; ei~~w!iere~ ,~:an lf;r~n~tS(;()'S ~ie µmss~y¢ly 
worse. In Sa.ii Ffanc~sco, .btack -gµ·!s are.Ji.A tim.e~ Iil.Of.e.fih'.ely to ,bez arrest~d for: f~lomes~ 10.6 f.iill¢s 
mot:£\" }i)cely Jo be :ai·i·ested forissauit, ~nd 18.9 times incireJilc~ly to be ~.rrested. f<>r felot;ty d.rµg . 
offenses than,a1·e San FranCisco girls ofotherraces, . . ' · 

San F.rincisco ·Wm~e; Latina, Asian, and. -Otherlmix~d~ra6e (that is,. n.oiJ..,bla¢k) gif1s. display·'a 
var:lyd, though relatively no:rmal,paj:tem df1irb~ ap::esi:R :fo:{ feJ.pn.ie_s-,-about $Qo/ri higher th8Ji th,.~ sfatewide 
average for non-,bli;ickgrrls, mcludhigiates slightly bighet for assault,. siightly1owerforpiopertj offenses, 
2.8.tilneshlglier forcb;qg :felonies_; .and considerably1owetfor <ltug.Jnis.derµe~ors, .• ' ,.... . . : ' :.. .. . -

This js not the p~se f9r s an Franc.is co bl?.ck girl,s;- who display a~f;f .r{lfeS- 4:1.fizjies hlgJ.+~:r· f 91' 
fefomes; 2.5 tltnes lllgb'et torassauit and' 29.2' times higher few ·&ug Jelomes th~ii. '.BtACk gi}i.s 

.e1Sewh~tefu Calif01~nia. · . . · . . . . . > ·.·.··.·.··•· · 
Lookea. at another way; .. San Francisco has 1~8% of ·fue_ state'.s young black W'iffueuJmt 

.accomits f0r3S;i;% ofthe aiT.e.sts ,of young bb;ck w:oineufot diµgJefonies, iuld 7.5% fot aiUefonies; · 
in the sfate. · · · ·· · · 
· · ··· · Within the .City, ofacks comprise 1.2.2.% ofSan. Frandscii;.s population 9igilis fnit ~ompiiSe 
6L4% of San Fxancisco gfrls' arrests~for f~fon(es;. 66.7%fo:r.rohberyi a:t,t(J. 7;2,3%_ fol' d.rugfelon1es,. 

Blacks a:ccount 'for 57% pftotall:jJ.Tests; -fy',to-tli:irqs 'Qf the felq:ny petitions. Sl1S~qined, ~d three m 
five ili:earcerations of juvenile giris ill th~ City; . . . . . . ' . .. . . . • . .. · ... > • 

S<xn .Fri:mdsco 'i> -p~tteni forms. a gigantic· alJ.obia:ly fo@(i rtbwher(3: :~)$~, WJnle (~) ,Sa1LF':rroic;fa¢0 . 
Jipys of all races, (b} San Francisco grrls 'of other races-, (c) Cal:ifoiriia:b1ackg1r1S, and ( d) Califoi:ri:fa. boys• 
fili.d girls of ail. .races, ALL show de,¢lliililgtates of arrest and iniptiSonment over the fast d~¢(1de, ( e) Sa'.Q; 
]'..rancisi;:o ~64u:k gfrls ,are the Ol'il,, Y y9µth popul~tiQn: in tJ1~ sfote ,.shmving ~~Yr9~I~~ting r~tes 9f 
arrest and incarceration. · · · ·· ··· . . ·. . . 

· ' Fina1J.y1 there 1s no evJdence:'of a serious dillg afatse probiem fU!iong SM. Ftaiiciseo h1ackg41s th~t 
would,explafu'thell:massively excessive, arie~~.rate.TI1..e cify's c1rug a1ll1sing populatfonjs mostly white 
and oyei'whelnifugly ove:r age 30: The.drugs they abuse are· exactly the same. ones implicatecUn Viole.o.ce " 

2~ 
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:~mong diug dealers: :her~lli, eocafue:, iriethamphefafuine, illick drug combinations, arid driigs mixed' with 
alco_hol. . , .. 

In the iast seven years (1991 through :2002), federal Drug Abuse Warning Network show 2,260 
«leatlis in the city:were directly related to illegal-drug a'buse. b:ffb:ese, J,486 werewhltes (66o/o), .and i,793 
(79%) were ove:r: age- l5, l)A WN repmi~ a1so show ··a, st~gg~ring 52,400 San !fr.ancis~l'ms treatcci in 
hospltal emergency foams for illegal-di-ug abuse over the la.St seven years. Ofithese~ «)5% \Vere.whlte, arid 
88% were. ov~:r age 30, ·· · . . · 

Meanwhile, none of the ~tty~S' clrJig ~oµse deaths awl fewei; tha1l P% of Jhe citts hospital 
em'ergency :treatments for !'frug ab.use were yo:imget black women (age :i,o..:i4); Emotional. anecdotes 
gracing the ·~lty's. mecli~- aside, .ther.e :ls Jitti~ ~vj(l.ence of a: ~erious drug abuse problem among 
younger: A:fiicanAfueiica:riS fa San FranciSco/and especially riot among y6ung bfack women; Thete. 
has not beyn a. drµ.g c:ryetdos¢ dt::ath of ariy kind irivohring a~LA:frigau-Artericari :fomale under age 25. i11 
San.Francisco sinc;el99(} (figurestlgoµgli 2004), · ' . . 

Compared.to their contribution to the dty's drug:ab11ifo pr<i'b1em~jtimig bfackS:. (ages is.:29) 
are 60 time.q:m;n~ lilc;ely to M atre~tecifo:t' (!rug$ that lYl)IteS over age JO_ · . ·.. · . . 

San Francisco may pride itself on itw enli@itened, p()lides tow?-rd drJigs, but in p:omt of fact, thfa 
city's Qiug sifu.ation 1s very disnrrbmg. ThiS' d'iy is .failing fo . addi·ess bo~h its .massive clrtiK abuse 
·pr()blelil .~llJ,Ollg older 1'.Vliitey (th).-~e tiirles" !he rate of othe:r cities in, California} irhd i(s .m:a.ssively 
excessite drug .(>Ver-arrest problem ·of Y01mget black wonieii {29. !times ·the tate elsewhere . m 
CaJµoi;i:ria); X run ceita;iniy not m;tgges_Hng auecstIDg ;more pedpfo bf illy fa~e. for drugs~ ihe City'ir felony 
. drug arrest rate iS already substantiirlly higher than the Staie' s as a whole.1 am suggeStfug, a major revision 
in the way w~ torifr<int :drt1g: ibti:~-e andlaw eriforcemerit.in light of San. Friuiciscci' s exJrem:~. ili~crepandes 
with regard:to race, gep,ci(:)r~ ;i,nn age. 

Arrests, ~anEran,cisc:o viL Caiifotnia #.ts, ~000.-02. 
Arre~spet l00,056 P9P'tl1atiori.age;lo~i1 
African.Atn~rican girl~, zoo9~02: . 
Rate · San Franeiseo Rest of CA 
·F~lony · . 6,11$ . 1,54(}. 
Assault l,0:42 4D1 
Robbe · ·926 t38 . ry .. . 
P.i;operty 1l59.& · · 799 
.Feidmg 2,3.62 81 
JYU~d. <;4-.P.g: ; 

1 '9$: •'"~~ J 43 . 
ltll druK ,~ 2;4~5 Zf.4 

.,. 

;Arr¢sts, gir~ qf Oth~r:races . 
Rate San Francisco Rest of CA 
Felony 587 440 
Assault · 98 $7 
Robbefy M 12 
.P:roMrty · ~i.9 Wt.4 
Fel drug '125 44 

· 111sd drJ1g )s H3 
A11dmg l6l 197 

... 

·~: 
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Arrests; illgrrls 
Ra:te Sail Fran.Cisco Rest of CA 
Felony l,334 5.25 
:Assauit 213 1i 1 
Rbbbery 169 21, 
Property 387 287 
Eel diug, 398 47 
Misd d111g 42 152" 
.AU di:lig. . 441 199 

trJiankyou (<)p:Jour qq119i4eration:. , 

.Mfu.:e Males . ··· · , , . 
Sociology:Deparjm.ent,21,4 CoJltjge Eight .... · . 
. trniversiiyof C~lifdruia, Santa C~~ QA:9S064 
tel sJ1-42:6~1999 · · 
·~ail rnmales@e!l:rtblink,net 

.~ -· .. 

., 

]fem: 040470 Vi_liJlbe)ieard at,app~:oxi1llafe1y 10;4:5 ~m: ~t th~ Bbard of SuperVisqr.s, s~eoi:~l~e.itrmg ~~:tile 
.Jssue 'of the ovet-arrl';st of Afri~all. Amer1dm:Lgirls :irr S)lil Fran,cisco.. The heaiing :wilLbe at the. qty 
$efvice$ · Col'rlpji~~ p:te¢ting on Thu;sd~y, ;"(uiy $ at City H:alt Supe±vlsots ~MlPl:\V~ll, J)llfty, Alioto-Pfor, 
Ma. ". '· ·... . . ... . .. . .... · ............... ,• ..... ..: '. .......... _ ..... ·.:.•.··· .•·•::·:"·····.· 
Heiiifog fd· discns~ fhe:-fuverille ju.slice sysfe:i:n With regard to the. arrest ·an.a mcarce:i:atio11 rates Of 
adolespf}p:t girls; tq CO~ider the crimii:lal ju$tice p.T;QgI;~lllS seryip:g this pqpUlatfoll, fl:nd ~() coiisitle:i:'WhY 
the· aiTest ap.d fucarcetatio~,rate.S for yqtmg Afric·an A:m,eifoa,'ILWQt:Q,en~ ~e if.i:~ J:iigh~l)f ()J ~y Q11lifoml.a 
jutlscll~ti'o~·- . . . . . ·~'. · .. :. ·_ - . : .. · ,_: .. . .. . . . · -~ · . . . . · - . -
_4(13/04,RECEIVED MD ASS.IGl'{E.Dto City $~r0ces Con:n:n~e, . .. . . .· 
4/20/04, '.REFERREDTO DEPARTMENT. Ref~lTed toYi:mtli Cci:mmlssfoii foi commen~ 
~dtecp@ne11datfono. . . ', . .· .... ,_ .. · · . ;\ 

http://yvv.1v-rsfg()Y.{J~g/~ite/bdsupvrs __ 1xige.11sp?i:d=26009 
. . -~ 

.... · 
: ~ 
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Commission Secretary 
B:uman Rights Commissio11 . 
2SVa:nNess Avs:rtue, SL!,ite: 800 
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033 
Phone: 415:252.2soo 
Eax: 415,,431.5764 . 
TDD: 800.735.2922 
E-JJ1ail: b;r:c.info@sfgov~org 

D:et;i.tCo~ssionets: 

SJS U ltmMAN RiGBTS 

I mu Vi11iting to ask for ConuDissiOri investigation of the_ excessi:Ve. arrest and hiearceration uf :A.:frican.c 
Ai:neiifan jtryenile females in San Francisco, specifically for drilg offenses .. fbeueye the extreme patte:Q:i 
·documented belowcens:tituks.,~e,..1fasc;~ racfa.1 a,nd sexuaj. dis~rhmnation. · · 

t San . .ft?D.cisco law :e11f{J;tcell1ent aµthQrities arrest juvemk black fem~1e$· for felony• d.nig Q:l;fenses ?la· 
r;rte faiexc~ediug that of.Califorriia a,s-a ~hohi,::and corµparableCalifornia .cities. · 

The ·2000 ·censl!s shcJws 3,016 blacktem,a.1~s ag~s-10-J 7 Pi S<)Il ~ranciscci~_ 'J..1% of fhe _ stafe's t{}fu.:1 
Jiopulatio:ii of146,:0l2h1ackfoma1es itge~ t0,.17. 

Jn 2.002, CamorJJ.fa Cnminal Justice Sta:tiStics C:entet (Pepartm.ent of Justice) figures show there Were 56 ,, 
bl~k juye]Jile fewales arrested. for drug fel9nies in San Frai;lp~¢0~ 1:35.7% .of ihe 157 bh;ick j:µv~llile 
females arrestcfi.foF dl:ug felonies in a11 of Califotnia. . - · 

At :t?57 p~ro 100,0:00 ·p9p1;1fa,tlon, the ai:rest·raJe fol'.' blackjuvenil~ ·femaJes W. San Frmidsco is 26 ;.tipies_ 
thf< :r.ate. of arrest. of bliick juveriile git ls for drug fofonles efaewhere in the State: .1{or ·:m. 2002 Jfu isofated 
y~a;fo, J1tioo 1,, Sap.. .F fC!11cisco bl.a.ck iirls coln_prised, 69 of the 191 i;UJ:esfs o±'.W~ck ~ :s±a~wi.cie fo:r dr:tJ.g 
felonies,. also 36% Qf the-total.. -. . 

~~an Fr,ancis001:ifuck giils: p_omprise 12.5% of fue 24,i 19]U'venifo_:feml?-foS ages JD":l7 i,~$ari J:!:r.anci_sco;JJ)lt 
70% of the- ·a:trests ofjl.tvenile· 'females :for _d111g felonies and 77% of the petitions sustained for driig 
fel9nies (Sari. :ff<in.cisco Jmrenile -Probatioµ. Pe.Pmi:i:beilt an:nuahep{)rt, 2000)._The drug folaey arrest rate 
for·S·an .Franci_s~o Ql49](,gb;J;? :IB 15. times thE: rq,te for other girlSJn fue city (123 .2peJ; 100ibOQ populatipn}., 
The drug felony convlctloli (Petition S-US'tamed.) sate for black girls is .23 times that of other girlS ill Sftii 
'.frim~co. ·· 

2.there ili :no ~Yidence of'.a cfuig a'bus~ prnblem amc)ng.'san_:Fratiqfaco bfa61ciMs tha;twouklji.rntil:ysuc:h 
l:lcfu11g (ltf~t an_tj inc§J'.yeratl()il, ~;x:cess. · +. ·- • · 

·t;i.2001, biaci('. juvenile giris.compriseCinone' of the cl.tis: t04 dW.&.overd,o~~ ,de~~h~, an<1'1.ofthe.. pUy's. 
,~.,... 511 illegal..:drug-.rela.tedchospital emergency treatmenfs--less than. one-fifth pf 1% of the,city's drug abiise . . ;,- -

total (Califorill~ Center;for:Healtb. Stafutics~ anci Epideml.ology and fujrtry Contr6I,. Department pf Health 
$eryices), · · - · ·· 



SJSU I HUMA.N RIGHTS 

3. BVeryme~silre·d· drug abtis¢.shows:t1ie cit)i:s drug f}buse probl?nt ove~i;IJ,eliningly~ is white alici.bver 
age;30,. · · · · · · · · · 

. . . . . . - . 

'In2001, wfo.tes oyer age JO copip1ised 8i .ufthe cey':S 104 drrig overdose deaths; and302 of the <rity's 
511 il.leg;ilc3.iug:.;reiatedhospitalemergerrcy b:eatmems--60% to 8:d% of the cit/s dru:~ abuse kita,L · . 

Federal.·pf4g .. AbWie 'Wa'J11fog N~tWork figures s~ow lli~· sahle .patte~ ·for all deaths mid:hospital 
emeJ;gencyroom ,trea@ents. (Whether, accident, suicide;· o:r wicletenniifed) Classified as directly related to 

.. abuse bf illegal ~gs . .In.2'002, persons over age 35. cb.rnp.tjsed 84%; a:rld whites ,64%_,,.offlie cify's 273 
·drng abtise 'fatalities.·. . . . . · · 

Yetd~sp1te their overwhelming cb1itnbution to San Franciscoi~ drug abuse foll, ·c1tiwhites over age.30.. 
comprise .:fost 19.tio/o (f,577 of8_,03~) Qf fefony arrests fM drug .offenses;. and 24,8% (373 of 1;~04) of 
misdemeaiioi: drug an·ests. Meanwhile, blacks. under age 3.Q, whoaCCOU]lt for j11st 1% of" fue city'§ 9].ug 
abuse deaths; comprise 22~7% (f ;8_27 of &;Q35)·off~lony, and)i .. 6% (190ofl;c:S-04) ofmisdenieanor drug 
off~11..s~.s, · - · · 

Wlrii~s oWr a:ge 3 0 m'e ag'ested for iftugs 'at aJi:¢e one~t'hfrd o:f whai: iliefr co:utribtitlb:fu tb ·san Ftan~isfo ' & 

drµg abus~ tali woµld p~edict, while bla~k~ age~ 15~29 ru.:~ am~ste4 at' a rn:te 22 time.~ higfo:ir fuan Jhetr 
tlrng" abiise. ptoportloh wou:ld ,ptedfot. Thus, Cofiij:lareci to fueit fovel cif drng abuse;, younger. blacks are 
I!lb'r~than 60 times in9;re liltely to be an:estedfor dillgs than oldet whites. · · . . 

4. This r~dai disparity' h:carrest' e)(.ists fo;t adult African. Anieticali women, tho:U~ ~~t to the emeirte . 
:YX:tf!nt as';f orjuvenile;f~mafos. . . 

Corriptisln.:g · ·2,7% :df the pJack fe'nlale popula:ti,on ·statewide; S,an'J<'.i:~dsco black females ;CcmipriSe th~ 
folfowing proportions of arrests for drug felonies offemales in their age groups statewi4e: ag~s l{Sc.19, 
42%; ci.&es 20:-29~ 34%; agesJ0~39, 12%, and ag~40~older,J2%. · 

Cpmprising '8<;tri fo ID% ofSan Erandsco's female p0pi.tlatiori; blacks age 18,.19 comprise 73% ofihe 
~m·eBts: i8-19 :year-.61d. wgmen citywide fo~ dmg f~lonfos; 6()Udi for age 20-29, 56%. for: ages 30::39~ and 
70% for.those~ges4Q .and.older .. · · · · · · · -. 

·•'·' 

S; Sii.nF:i:anoisco'sl~w e:rrfpfc~ement.polfoy tow.'lfd drugs, c$lltoi:be]µstified onihe grobn&. ofJ?ractioaiity. 
1-t is of dub~ous effectiyeness fa reducing drug a.JJuse, According to Drug Abuse Wai:ning Nefwork 
tabulatioi:;i~, San Franc1sc6'~s :tatf: of Qiug"reiated~morta:lity (~1.z tier 100,000-populanon in 2001) 1s tlfree 
rimes Jiig!ier than .for J;o§ .-Angeles (12.2).and Sa!l Diego (12.~), anci i.ts rate of diug~refote4 b.Q&pitaI 
y~ergency treatments t11UL9 per 100,000 ·J_Jopulatioufa 2Q02) is 4.5, time~ htgh~rtfu.w:for Los Angeles 
(f'S0.1) ®clA;a tii:hl':s hi.~b:et i:haJ.I forSqubie.g;9 (12)2). 

6.Tfus :cqlriplamt. does not alleg~ a ~folatlon -0f:cJ.vil\igh~ in any rocliv1dual case. Rather:. it a1foge~ that 
the: extreme: :r:uiJ:µre of ihes.e statistics C:;l~ariy sho\VJS fu.af;. San.Francisco·~ pattern. of d:tug law enforcefu,e:rit 

r re~u11:§ in dj,sc:rimllia;tion, agaihst youngerbiack):>eople; :particularly younger bla:ck woil1en, and ex_~e.Esiv(J 
leniency towari:Loicietwlii.,tes whose diug:abuse iS driving the c;ify' s illicit drug;i1se and dlstributiO:n; nlese 
are, .l;iy far, the ~qsfrncially ~x,,tremeJiguresThave 1)eenfor fill:( city st~tewide. 

17 
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AJ.t'Ei.ougn pteoiSe ):a¢e-,cy-age :figures l;!re not a';l:ailable for dues, San Ftaucisco mJ':estetlJ)lore juv~nil~ 
gir1S by :o.umber ;in 2002 fQr amg felonies {83) fb.anth~ city of Los Angeks (74) at alljuriscJ.ictioiis Tri 
Alameda Cotm:ty '(32jj the latter of which have ybuth poptllatiori.s six and tiu:ee timescbighe:r than San 
Frft11ci$co, wspectivefy.As seen, San.Franciscq'E> ar;res~ ate disproportionately-ofblacks.. · 

.- . ~- - . 

7, I belleY:e San '.frand~co's method of eillor~mg diUg iaws c-0nstitutes a:i;EJ.:ce-, gender~; aru1 ~ge~based 
Irrµ:nan:riglits •yiu~11tio11 thaf.:ts \lnfair on its fi:lce agq wbich oru:nag¢s the lives ofyou:il.gpeopie Vfhlle failing 

· to address the city's serious.drug abuse problem among older" age groups,J askthai:::thestt.tadal disparities 
be exa~p:rim:d ah~ that th~ oity pilrsue po Ji des: that ate more equitable arid effectfve n1Iight •of the age; 
race, :p:1d gender characterj.stics ofits·di:)lg a'buseproblem. · .. . .. 

·Mike Males~ PlLD. 
-$qcj.qfogy'Pepa@l~t 

.·. 214 Gollege<Eight 
tJP,iyetsity of C13.lifotnl~' 
Santa C ·• CA '95064 . ·' . r:uz, .... ·• .. . ·-· ·'. 

tel 831-426~7a99 
. enmll · illmales@earthlfuk.net . 
:ho:ine,Pig;_e http:/ !home.efu'thfoikJiet/~riimak& 

. ': 



A.ppendbc i:kF'uli'~1sl'. of'ri'.a.nnabfs Spedflc:Statutes Revieweif 

tfass 

· felQriY 

• . .' . 
. . · ·. ~-

Statute Pescfipfam 

Possession clfC::(JJ1Cehtrate~· tanrta~is 

:1i358(d} Hsp Culttvatfon .of marijuana wfrb pri.ors. 

. :P~ses}ion ()frnarijuanafor.s_aJ~ 

.. 
~f?ss~ssiiin ofmai'ijuana f9r:.s~le wit!:\ pfior~ 

,.· .. : 

113"6.Q(a) JiS/F ·· . J'(a!J.5pott:at\afl,;$<'J]e ati_cl giyllig a Way oi jTI§rijua_r;ia 

..,, .. : 

: Ern'i:iloyment of a~min6rfosrJU or carry rri~rlju~n~ . 

11363,(b )JfS/F 
·.:,•: .. 

. . . 

i13 623J a)( 6f HS/f: • ' Manuf£icl:i.!tin&;·C.Oncentrated cannapls us1qg-: a volatile .sotventwftho ut:a 
; lii::el'Js~: 

·i13S7\b)(2) H~jM 

1i3s7(aj H~/M 

·:_,_ 

,, 
... ·. 

P.·assessfoh:of'mariJJana more fhan·:t8.5 g-'ra:ms or tontenfr~ted'r:annab-is 
.m6re thati fount:r~~s . · · ' . . . · · . >..,.. •· 

'·.· .. BQS$.$~.~f.~il,Xif :rft~fijµ~h~ ~~~~: ~~a:iri~~."Dr-l~-~!{:QY·ca~9entr~ted-:¢a;n:n-api~ 

· · :.f.Q\lr'gtffim~cor I ess at fchbcil 



:1, 

· lnfractfon 

· 1l357(e) HS/M 

: li~57 .. 5(ii.) HS/M 

:1.l357.S(b) HS/M 

11353(c) HS/M 

. ij359{b) HS/_M 

ii36o{a)(2) HS/M 

. ]Jassession of marijuana ·upon grciunds ofk.: 12 sdfool 

Selliogordistrib,utirig a syiithetii:: cann9biridid:eompound 

US:e of'pbssessfon of a syqthi;tic canna~irfoid cotnpouiid ltJlth prior 
offense 

CultivaJfon ofmarijuana 

?pss~ssian ·of marijuana for· sale 

Trans~9rtatlon, sale.arid giving away of marijljiuia 

Tr3.n$pcirtatlon of not more than 28S grams ofmanjuana Dtherthan 

.concentrated cannabis 

iB62.:~Ha:)(Sj HSiM : .Possession ofmarijue1n<1'iiponschbci!-grounds ·' 

2.:;1:222(bf VC/M 

$4bi4(a) gT/M 

· i1357(a) Hs/i. 

.. :Prisst!ssion of marijuana while driving. 

· Opetatlqg a: businessin tultivation and retail'oJmaiiJuana produ_ds 
wft{i.outapefmit. 

•• pqsses.~iioti ofmcirijµar:ia 21'>.~grams.(Jr less· <;ir Cbfic:e;t:itta,ted car:in:af:iis 

. roar fmims or less 

i1:{57(q)HS[l . fitJ.ss~ssion of marijuana 28.S~rams or less 

. · .113~7{h)(1)H,S/I • rvlincfrio pos'sesslo11 of marijuana rrw~ ti-ran·28,5 g~~s e>Y tohcentrat~d . 

: .:Cannabis mqrethanfm.irgrarris 

'. 1i357{d) Hs/J 

. .. 

·. ;11357,S(b)HS/l 

·mss{ar fiSc/f 
~ - - '• 

.. . . . . .. 

. 1i358(b) H:S}t 

•.Minor in possession cifrn~rijuana 28Sgrams.orlessotconc;ef:ifrateci 
• ~hnaoiS.four gfantfot fess at school 

... : .... , ....... . 

· Cu.ltfvali\:Jh of J'narjjuan<'J by~·mfnoruricier 18. 

Cultivation ofniar'ijgana by~q:ierson hetWeen 18 and zo-years of age 

.,. 



-.••, 

,. 

11:359(a)HS/l . 

f1360{a1(1} Hs/1 

. ;11360(])) HS/l 

Possessli:m nfrnarijuana for ~ale by a minor.under 18. 

'tmpspon:ation; sale and glvirig away ofmarijuanaby a minor under. 18 

Trarisportatioh ofnot more than28:s :grams of marfjuanaother tliciri 

concebt~.ated ·c;tln na bis 

l13623(a}(l) F-lS/L . Smoking rrrarijuadain a prohii)ited ptinUcp!ace 

. 1;136z.3(~)l2) HS/l · · Srno!Cing marijuana where tobacco is prohibited 

-. . . 

'.1:1,3623{a)(3)HS/I. Sm'okingma.dJuana within i,ooo feet.of a school 

··. 11362:3(a){4}H5/I .Pos5essicin of<Jh open container of'mari)uana whiie in.avehide 

.· 

~-

~·' 

..... 
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ApperidiXD.~ ExistfogResource5 .. 

s~n FrabcJ~t6 has numerous existin& resourcestK~t~ah serve as importanttooiSJor.Equity Appilcant.S 
-and the-existing indostry. While th.is f$T)6tm~:ntto serve as an exhaLlstive tr:i.ventcfry, this s~ction _ 
provides background for existing pro~rams refeten_c;etj mthe report These cire ·a· few.of the prpgrams 
that tan be leveraged to help create a moie'fnclus1l!e JnauStfy and eiisui·e the.suecess of Equity 
Applicants. 

.. 
dineta!S~ppqrlfrarn the Office ~fSmal/f3Usi~ess . . . . . . .· ' .. . . .. _ .. ·· 
The Office cif,Sqi9Ll Bu~!l1~5$ ((Jss) an<;l th~ ~fBu~iT)essP:Ortal sen[e ~s a cerltrat point ~finforr:n?tT()I) ard 
gssistantefor sm;Jll businesses:and eJ1ttep.retie~r~ focatechn San Fra.nct~co ~ind provides one-to-pne 
(:ase rn~nagement assis~anc~ 'includi~g_ihformation on required lkerise and permits, technii:al 
-assistance, and pfher business.resou(ces~-

·-The OSB spedaHzesin :servidng business df"E!ntsthat C\re -unfaJtliliar or diallenged by language rn 
underStandfiig tbe busines~ regiriatory envifO'rirn~iit and' tan help iiavltate btisiness to tecbnicaf serviCes 
:m~rtliiigedby other portions. of6~n: aJJd$f:!rvice pg1vide_rs;. 

Eu'sin~ssAssistance- . . . .. . . . . ....... ... . . . . .. . . . . .. . . .. 
Office of S.rpaU S:usiness·setVice,sioc,lucie·pr.oi/idingpoteDtL;;il operators with a customiz~d i::he~kilstfot 
starting ci JJusin~sS.( Busin.ess R.egjstration~Retjuit'.emen:ts; SusihesfUcense arici Permit lnfa;:zoniL1g & 

Latid Use Info&: _Asslstahce;Teahrifca!Asslstance ·Pr:ovlders ~Business Support;J\DA RE!ql.lir~men.ts /and . +.· ... - . . . • . . ' . . .. . . . . . . -• 

. Assessments; BUsines.s Clas~es and\Notkshops; LegaJR$:S.PUI'C~ fQr Entrepreneurs; Employe~Ma:ndateS: .. -- . . . . . 

Hiring Employees; BUlldirigPermitProce~s·bverview;'\iariotis other Business Resolirt.es and Programs;: 

fega(/i.~sisiance , 
The Office: of Smar'I SUqlnes~ can aliorefertopr:ograrnssu:;h as ffie San'Ffancisco Bar Association l.awyer 

, Ffofetrala.nd 10fqrmatfoo.'3i Seryfce~':Tlifs;cqst:s appr.oxi:mately $3Q for3o mim)t~s. · ,:~ ·. 

'!furn.an_ 'lfesourcesAssistd_(JC? 
T:be.Qffice of Sm a II -B~siQ~ss ~CJD alsc:(tetenq r~?ources $'u~h ~~:thi:o G;,iliforpia Wpfoyers Association, a 
natforprofftemployers:<fssod~t[oh;. ·· · ; ........ , 

.~ . ~r· 

~~~;k!:fia:tr~~t~·a OJfoh i~ $fanci ~~t a:priar~Y te'supp~rtthe- 89,()oo srrialf~dtfr;e~~~sthatafe at . 
fhe core of San Francisco'~ TdeDtit,y1 economy, and ~orkfcirc~, and to mal<eiteasfer for SaQ Franciscans 
t~ ope.n;opera:ie.j ofgrpwa sJnal\ busine.~~·'.The. pr9graro·l?.an inter:agency coflaboratic:lnthat prpvides 
direct seDiices:w· ~sslst inclNidLialsin Sa.n Frnri~Lsco who afe\(\lorking'thropghthe peh;ni~tfog ptocess to ' ; 
·qpen a S:rria!Lbustness,, 

,.. .. . . 

'Ffi~ source 
., . . ~ .. 

!hi~ program rkquire~ ~pnn~bis b~iiness,es to post any ne~:~~frv t~v~trosi±r~nswith s~~ l:rands~b'; 
~orkforce sy!:>tem befor~ postin~ positi'oris publicly thrnugh:other platforms, fhe tity7s\Norkfor~e 



-system rs a r()bustne_tv.iprk of community based org;lniz.~tlons~J6h~developtnent r:irovJders, cihd. 
vocational trainin~ prograJns worl<in& primarily with :1,m~m.ployed{ tlnderernployedr and Jpw-tncom·e Sari 
Frandscans. P:frtidpants in the workforce system dften.act-ess.thissystem because they represent 
populationstbat ha.vE; hlstofic~llyf~.ced discrirn1natiorbin:d'.<i}sel1franchl.sementancl as a resuifl~s;k (he . 
pro.fessiori;;il hetw9tksthat ar:e'.sb critiCai to &ainJnga foqthoid ln a c~re~t The Workforce,System w.orked 
vJftn rivei' iS:,000 pe_ople Ta~tyear& 91~ of whkh r~pr~sente(l householtls·eari:iingless thcin:SD%; Arv.il ·and 
37% .otwhlchw~re,African Atn.er11i:an, Theworkfcqrc~:system targets s®dfic populatioti$thathcive 

;· tmiqtie barrfotsfo ernploymetit1'tndudlngfornierTyiricarc~rated ihdfvJdu.3.15; veterans,,arid.newl'farrtved 
immigrants,, trre~e are tl:\e'thdlvid.ual:st])atthe c:anriabis industry h~s rna.c!e ~ pr[ority ~hi:! by ' 
incorpon:iting Fi~stSourte. hiring pr<lc:ticesint6 c~nnabfs ~Jisine~ses, b.usihesses fit1Ve a ~ire.ct connection 
to th!;! Job seef<ersthat it is (odkingfor. flfSan Frnhciscd'sti'ghffabc)(fnarket; Fkst"Sourceoffersan 
in\{aluable p9~l'pfquaijfie~ ehtry-level:talentthat sr;nall fjusJn!=§S~s car;i s_truggl1:!, to find. 

NeighbdrhoodAccess Pofnts 
.San FraridscoJunds severalNe1ghborhoodarid Specia,fi;LedAtce_,ssPoint~fr1 c)rdetto connectW(Jtkforce. 
servfces''to spetiflc coi:ilffil.m1tieiwlth a diSproportionate rate ofi.inefuploymentand/o(poverty and for 

targeted p9pulatigns wh9 f~ceJiarri~rs to eropioyrnent. l,l1e Ne1g_hborh9of:)Ac~es~ Polpts are 
:CdblrnJ!hity~ basMwark.force cebfersthat offer partkipants:suiJ.port lti ·teeki.ti·g al)d co~nnectin'ito 
·employment They also parih;e.r with heighbo·rrng buslhe55es withlh ·a ciommuriify{n-orderto conhect 
lus~l b:~sfnesse~n:(} iocalJobseekers, The Specialized Access fi·oints deliv~r c_u~tP.mJzed_ workforce services 
forpopU.latioris who offehJate barriers in finding ernptoyrnent,TnCJL1dir:ig a Re-:.Entry Access point, to 

. ., - - . . . - . 

;address the specificjob readiness needs for individqals who hc:nle interfaced with the crfrnina!Justice 
· 5ystem, lnel:Uding those '-'.Vith can nabis-'related convktf ons, C:o'lled'.ivdy, these wqrkfo~ce seri/ic::es fLirther 
~)(pan~ I)fpellhes of qualified candrdatesfortrainiqg and emploVfrieotopportunitJes ancl supporting 

.· - . ·- -

grow1ng5ndusfries, as the mqrijuana.sedor, in San frcinc1sCo,. 

,.skill au!Jdin¥lPrograms , 
Hospifality:Academy ..:'!he H9spit~ljty Aea\:lerriY ls designed tO amrdinatetra\l)ingwiH] einployi:Yrent 
ctppor~u11iti~s 1n order:t9suP,~Cittthe growth of ci diverse an'dw~U~civalified hqspitailty sedqr).-vorkforce °' 

ihSaii Frahdsco. ;\t: makestargetei:Itrainings civai,lahf§:to. pt¢.Pare sariJfa.hCiscoreirdehts for 

eir]plqymen:lt:iPP.Ort.Uril~[E;s i.D .. the h9WitaUtysed.9r..;.Jrom foodPrePC!fcitla119D:d gu.~t.~~ryicC?~ tg the 
marnt~nanceand ~ecUtifyneeds thatliospifalJty bµsinesS.es.t~qufri;i~ The Hospitality Acadeinys_erveS.!() 
:fuffiH the hiringneeds ofho_spitallty sectoremployers with qualified candfdates.{hcit c:irejo&ready, 
P{?ssesst]1~ skil_i~- ~nc:t ?bi}ities to be an cittrlb11tei:o the w9r~fo~~, ~:fn~dhqid kriowletjge and '}>.assionfot 
-toe lrioi.fstry: PaftklpaY1ts s(kt~ssfuliy comp'Jet\ng<p/qgrai:iimifigfr:om the rfospit~iityAcademy w6Uld b·e 
~.att,iral'~ndidafe~for~gtail posltiR% ¢ann-ii:fnsfood busin_ess~scisweJl a.~'sei;ur.itv gu~rc] positlc;ms. 

CityBui/d 
•' 

CityBuJld AcacJerriY:ah:ns: t(} rngetthe; demands of the construction lnd~~ryat)d:our dvnamJCet()t:iamYby 
.:providing comprehe11sive j:lre-apprehtiteshlp and tpnstrutt!on admihtstra_tfprl'tralnlhg;fo San Francisca 
residents. cttvsuild hegan:in 2006 as-an ettorr to'coo:rciinate dty-wiae constructton training and · 
-ernplqym~n,tprograijis cindJs ac!miiiistered .bv 081\{D in parbie~hfp ~ith C:lty(;Ciffeg~ 9f~;infran¢\sco; ... · .. -·. ··-. . - , 

'.;. 



·'"!'. 

... : 

'yariofJ,~ ~ommtlnity n9ti-profit. ~rganfiations, labor l!nions, and Tn#ustrv·~rnployers. qf¥Build furthers 
the t;ity's sodaljustice and e.roploymelitequity' g~als by recruitfrlg disaClvantage(lJobseekers woo face or 
ij~:f)1~ 9V~r:~tn~ b<irrier? to employment; lndud)ng formerly focarcetated workers in•cqr:ntnunities. 
negatiV_eiyirnpacted bythefaiied war on drugs. CityBuild graduate~would be n<itural c;;ifidide:rtes for 
machfne operatorP,ositiorrs wJthinthe cannabis industryasw~ll a~the aridfl9ry }obswi~b ~onstructi'on 
ffr.rrl?.building pi:t~ new caJinabis:bus1nesses"and at 8VACcompanfes servtngthese bl.lsfnesses, faKiii$ 
info:accol:h1t emerging·catitiapis apprenticeship programs s\]di <JS tbe.:Labr.>rers' lcic<1l '261 Cann·abis 
Hortic'.ultural Apprenticesflip, with some time<:itJd resqurc"'."· C:fWBuild. h<Js the potential to expand f.l!ld 

. cre<;ite new partrietshJp.S tp·proiJide pre-i:l ppreritkeshii:> ah'd:a pro\!en pathwayto empioyrnent tor 
:workers ih the cultivation side ofthe industry as well, helping to :ensure diversity and~reduce )Janie rs to 
:~q1.frtable opportunity.In thr= growing canrn:~bis industry: 

··~ 

Health .Care Academy . . 

We Health tare Accicierffy Is desJgned to.improve the resppnslv~1'n~ss~ofth~ w~ri<i'o~ce:system to meet 
the·demands.ofthe·grdWing health. {'.are industry. The h~~lth c~re Industry has been ic]eritifiecf both 
-n?tfqnaHv afH:l lqtalty as:a pri()rity forvyorJ<l'9rce Jrivestmel')t <:tuetp stabl.e and/o(Lncre~sing demand fpr 
neW Worker?; f~j:Jlace.rtie~t.of r~t\r.ees> ~od th.e ~e.edforskills d~i{~,iOpmeht lo res po rise= to new 
technologies anp treatn:ient options., Because the ,healtl} r;:are.:s~.ctore1won:ipassesoccupat1pg5 iJl SlJ!:h .i:J 

y.;ldevariet\f.:pf~E!ttJng~ .:m{requiringvi:lriqu,s levels of ec:Jucation.ci.nd 5kiJI, it presents ~~cellent: .· . 
op po ituniti¢~fotji gr~~§ ~pectf~ hj of: .loc:~l j()~$e~ke~S7· With Jh~. Acad~rriY off.erlng. bqth dinfc~ 1·~ ncJ 
11011.,dlnicaltrainl~g opp~rtunltfes; part!1efs~lp with the emerging n:iarUmma sector would enh<ince 
Wcjtkforce effoij:s for ernplc)yi]1entoppo[\Upittes as t~rou~h pharm.acy techilidan (fill and 1'efill . 
rrrarr:juanapresc:irlptions) i:ind ·patient access reps (dihicaLctistorner service. r<:;preseniativesth'a't-are 
t~~1_rted with ·providing~servlteto those Withrn~~lcaicopdltioris), . . .• . . . . . 

Appren;tkeship Programs . • , 

A,ppfe~ficeshipisa mean~.ofaddressihg tMewotkfotce.n~ed?··of ()ur d,yna·rilketr:5hortfs':cpr~ and, · · · . - . . . . - . . -

.emergif]g industries by prot'1ding paid,. bJFtl:r£f.Jph training ahd a stru:ctUred pathway to career 
-· - ' . 

~-

qqVgriceme11t•Jiartlcipgrrt.s in state-.tertifledaPprenticeship.pr'Ogtam? earn speciftcwp9es ~bdben~ftts 
fliat fticrease..asempfoyrnentJ:ipur.s are.accumulati:d,tesuJtinglritbe atfaJnmentoflo!lrney~te.vel status 

·over a period thattypkally'rah~esfforrrtwofoJouryears . .Apprenticeship:is -a keyfoun~atien ofthe 
fi:tls'workforc:~·geyi:iioµ,Q1entstrategy; partiC:u!aflywith.respi:cHothe f::onstructlpn andiecnnology 
sectors:. By irWl;:stlngln :pre~apprenticesliH:i programs such ~sicityBDTld ~ridTechsF;.tneDffice of ·· 

E¢onomJr.:and \i'if orkt~rce. Dev~f oprnent.provides an. oppqitunity fo~. ecgqoml!=(l lly~fsci~vantaged. 
jd\:i,s'e'e~efs cilldwt:irkers tbatf9ce~or ba_yii.gver.cdrne barriers to eriipioyri'lentto becorne]ob re:ady and 
~~ccrre life skil!Sbefor~•they b~come·at'i .a,pprehtke; Partherii:lgwJth employers and labo_rnrgan.lzatfons 
within a~pgc:;ffic sedqrfo cr~f~aµre~;:iprrentlcestrip curficlflurn ~flpwsdi:.wo to o,ffeJpf-e,, 
apprentiteshfp gratjua::t;es:guata):rteed of ptibdt:y.aci:es~ to.;ippr~ntite!;hfp .~rid the career benefit~ tkat 
'a_vvaltas theyworkt~becb!fl_e Journey.:.level workers lntbeirfiell:;L :Capacity apqr!==soup:es wit_hlfl guf 
tr~inlilg progf.afris tn'.Ci.1Jif2:ed to be eyalucite:d ~ependihg'on how:thlsn:io'deJ eyolVes~· PoTf:cy framework. 
for-such :iini:ipprentiteshipprograinshould 5efdbustenought6scale:, b01: shoufd also rec6gn1zethe · 
pq]s.s.?;tlce c)frhl?" industry anq la4 ofdata fciracci:trate predictions related to job creat1ori. 

!.' 



ti1=ah 57dte 
C::le~1:rS\9~e)s a' progrgrp oJthe San Frqndsco Public [)efentjer;s Office thatcan help p_eopJePcl~a(l up''. 
their criminal records.Th~ type ofuasesthePublic Defehderharidles througrrthis program tntlucfe~: 
fxpyngements (misdemeandr &felo1w convi~tions including; bl)t ~orJJrnitecfto drunk driving, theft, 

i::rrt:5stitut(61)~ Jiurglary, drug offenses~>dohJest1C:vJolence, robber\!~ and assault and battery) and ' 
Certificates .of RehabilitatTcin such as Stat~ PriSon C::ases. 

faitCf1gncr:: Qrdfnance (F¢o) 
:fh~.f;;ilr Chance Ordincihc~ {FCO )' iti/enf into effect on,August,13, 2014-ahd teglJJates the use ofa.rr~st 
ancfcohvktior1 record$ ·i_n empfoyrnent dec;:fsfo11s f()r certafr1 employers,(lffordable housing providers; . 
. '.apd dty:corrt}ac;tors. The FCQ [lpplies to pdvate employers that are located ordofhg bl1siness in $an 
Hanclsco! -and that employ 20. o[ more persons world~ide. This20-persoh threshold indudes ownet(s), 
manageroent,and spp~rvlsorial E!riiPloyees;Job p)ac;¢ment, r~forral agef-icles;;:ind hl:ber emplci1pnent 
·.agehciesar~ cO:nsiqeri:!d.i:frnpiOyers. Yci\i tah foarri t'rfore aboUtthefalt Cha.nce drdirrance here; 
. h ttns: fisfg6v.o rgi olse/.slte s/ de fa ult/files/Fi le Ce nte r/Docum en ts/1213 6-FC0%20 FAQs%2 D Fi hii[bdf .. 

Finanda!Empowerment 
The.Offite of 5ln_alitialEmpciwer_ment'(bFE), housed Within;the Office of the,Trecisure:r; designs} pjlpts 
ahd ekj:iandsprO~rams arii:I paffCieslhat help loliV.ihconie !am1lies P:uild econornic:sectlrity and nibbillt')i'¥ 
p·rngraryjs s1:1~1:ia:s Sruart 'r\iJ_ongy ¢oa(:hing, wh.ich provide d_ne~cincqne fimi_rii;:ialc;.oa.C,hif'lg; coul~ be 
exp~nded to ~p~clflt13Jly s:erve the heetjsof~mployees !ti th'e catif:iabis\hdustry . 
.Smart Mangy Coaching pi:ovides.freeflnancial coaching fo fowincome Sari'Fraqdstan~.af 27 sites in· 
partnership Wifli ihe ijQrn9JI.$~rvic~Agency, theJ\jJ~yo~s Offtoe oJf:lqusjng& Community 

·· Oeikftipment,,the Offit.€ ofEconomic andWorkfoi:ce Developnieritandthe.HousingAuthorify; 
lnft1~tln~ coacnfl1g-jnto ~~istingsocicil.ser~Ic~·cJeilvery c:qn !tDpriW~both fipandal and programmatic: 
qut.ca,rnes~ a~ well as h~lp :s;ca'le ~. Blgli touch co<;iJ:h.iJi~ service, 

.Qther pto&-1-ams·availableto'assi~t eriipioyees 1nllie.carinabis industry include: 

• · 5averLife1 ab oriline program thahewardslriB.iv1ducils forConslstentlv sayihg afleast-$20 ~acft 
Jl)ppth. Th~ pr~grarn fo~ts;for-6 month~ and ~yersp,1-i1 earn <:r maxirnarri of$6~., 

• ,f3,atfkOi1 Sab fr-i:lncisco helpsYesictenfS acce$s safe, affordabie'accotthts qtfespoilsibJe bankS cind. 
credit unfons • 

. CO.mm_µot~y. fff!~((e~$;Prtofity .. P1:.c;~c~$.Sf~g;Pr.ogfqm_. ·· 
The Pfonning Dep~ii:meht ha{ assembled a desi]i\ha~·d sfuff tp helpnaVlgate theCJppfication process.if!~ 

.:--Coinmunify Business PrlOrifyPfnces,sipg Program(C~3P)* strearnlines thE! CondittonaLUsl'; r~vlew 
p~ce$s.for certaiwsmall.atid mrc!~sized businessappli0Jtioris ang i:jroyidesa si.rriplifiedand:erfident 
system to get help you outthe doof:.faster and ciperi yotif bu:sfoess sooner. Projects that quaiify.f.or and 



enroJrin tn~ ts::!P ate guarrmteeda Planning commission hearing date within 90 days of fillhg a 
complete appltcation, and.placerr;ent ol'rthe Consent Calendar. Applicants for the C:B3P mast a) 
con}Plete a chec,:klis1: documeriting elig1!:Jiiity forpcitticipation; b j comp·l~tethe i::o11ditioti:al Usi;! 

applfcatJon and ptovlde assocfated materials; cfconquct a· Pre-.AppljcatfohMeeting prior: to filing; q.n<l ci) 
provide intedor'-and .exterior photos, (:)er Resolution #19323.thcit estaqlfshed the program, (:ertain 
Jir11ifatlons do apply; and CB3P app1icationsaresuhjecftothe'same fever !liftieighbor.hood notice/the 
same PlcihriingCode provisions, tlndthe same tifappiicabfe1CEQA review requfretnents;:and may still be 
~hiffec:f fromtonsenho Beguiar CaJendarW.reque,sted by a Planning Commjssioner or mei:nber. of th~ 

pubJk. 



'· 



Appendix E. Tffitatibn: statestruettire. & l<eview ofOtherJurisdktiohs' T~}{ Strucb.ires 

N.ew r:anr:iabisiaxes hav~ also peen: auth_odzed unaerProposlt10:n 54., All ¢ahnahis issubjei::tfo a 15 

percent stateexdsefax·and focal governments· may also levythefr own·excise taxes, Starydard :sales 
taXE:'S appJy as: WE:'Jl, q!though fo~clldnal Ca.nhabis is e>.eei:J1pt frqryi ~ale? taxes~ further, the:statl; \Nfll 

toflecttaxesfto[h.tultlvatcifsata rafe of$9.25/ozfor·cannab1Sffowers and$2.7Sioz·for leaves. state tax 
revenye wiJTfund.c:;;in,nabfa~r.elated <;idltlinistrative·and .enf~rcemevtac:#vrties .aswell.i'!S:t:rew programs to 
S;(lppptt iaw ·i=.of9rcel)lenf; en\Jirohme·nfaJ impact mitigation of qnnabis .c.ultilJa~\on~ univ~rsltvres~earch, 

·' . . . ' 
ahd coinrr:iunity reinvestment graritS. 

:Atiti'cipatlngiile ,passage· of Prop. 6ii; i:ivet30 cities and counties Jn California put canhaliis tax measures . . 
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I. Executive Summary 
On September 5) 2.017, the Board of Supervisors unanimously 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 deliver to them <ind 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-quality, 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 Identification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community, 
and provides feedback given tothe City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health. 
Fin;;illy, the report makes various recomr'nendatlons for the City's consideration. 

· 11. Introduction 

California Medical Cannabis Policy 
In 1996, Cal1fornia became the first state in the U.S. to legalize medical cannabis. Legalization resulted 
from passage of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was Incorporated into Cal.ifornia's 
Health and Safety Code (Sec.11362.5). Its purpose was to a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the 
right 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, or 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 are not subject to criminal prosecution or sancti.on. 

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and 
est.ablish the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful 
cultivation and distribution of cannabis among members. These laws allowed for medical cannabis access 
and created city and county-based systems across the State .. 

Between 2003 and 2015, the 2ommercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn't 
until 2015 and the passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established 
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries rtAB-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 ("SB-6431 Medical Marijuana" 2016). 



on November 8, 2016, California voters passed Proposit.ion 64; the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), 
legalizing the distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medi~al 
Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act (MM RSA) of 2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory 
system for both medical and recreational wse. Therefore, this lastJune, Governor Jerry Brown stgned the 
Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation at}~ 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 t=tdhcisco 
In 1991, San Francisco Voters passed Proposition P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San 

FraneisGo ,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 paicl arguments in the ballot iti favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes 

from physicians and cited sdentlfic Institutions in arguing for cannabis' medical benefits (Office of the 

Registrar of Voters 1991). Voters approved the proposition with .nearly 80% ofthe vote (San Francisco 

Public Library 2017). 

In 1999, San Francisco's Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-S9, "Supporting the Development 

and Implementation of a Voluntary Medical ·cannabis Identification Card Program" (San. Francisco 

Department of Public Health 2000). This reso.lutlon supported the devE!lopment of an identification card 

program for medical cannabis for individuals who qualified underthe Compassionate Use Act as patients 

or primary cCJregivers. In 2000, the Board of swpe·rvlsors formally crecited. San Fram;isco's current 

identification program for medical marijuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000). 

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolwtion No. 01-2006, dedarlng San Francisco to 

be a "Sanctuary for Medical Cannabis (San Franclsco Board of Supervisors 2005 ). They also urged: 

California law enforcement arid regulatory agencies to avoid haras$ing, arresting and prosecuting 
physicians, dispensaries, patients or caregivers who complied 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 Superliis0rs, District. Attorney, City 

Attorney, and Department of PubllcHea.lth·to explore the possibility of creC1ting a program to grow and 

distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition S passed with approximately 
64% of the vote (San Fn:1ncisco Public Library 2017). 

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisor$ passed Ordinance No. 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 nmnber of Individuals enrolled in the city's voluntary medical 

cannabis identlfir;:aticm program, "In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 Individuals registered ... and 
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there are now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enroned" (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The 

ordinance acknowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or mpnitor medical cannabis 

dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries. 

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unanimpusly passed Article 33 of the San Francisco 

Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis 

dispensaries (San Francisco Departmentof 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. Followin,g the, passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco's 11Budget 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. 

· 111. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program 
The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana ldentification Card Program 
{MMICP) 1 creates a State-authorized, medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry 
database. for card holders (Le. qualified patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal 
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card progri:lm Is 
voluntary, meaning not everyone who uses cannabis for mediGal 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.Frani;:isco Department of Public; Health {SFDPH) Vital Records department manages 
this process at the county level. 

A. Application Process 
lt 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 Da.ta 
In terms of number of cards issued by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health 
report notes that, from July 2005 through September 2.017 (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 Marijuana· Identification Card Program report, available at 
hl!fl!d/www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CHSJ/CDPH%20Document%2DLibrarv/MMPCounty%20Card%20Count%20Sep 
tember%202017-18revADA.pdf. 
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must pe re-issued on an annual basis. It is also important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders 
over time, with 3,97S cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,63.8 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year 
2016, and 580 cards In fiscal year 2.017. 

Figure 1. Number of MMlt Cards Issued. In San Francisco by Flscal Year 

Figure 1: 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. 

r;:. Medical Marijuana Identification .Card Holder Data 
As mentioned earlier, the county does not retain general demogri;\phic Information of applicants or card
holders. One data point that is avail~ble 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 receive 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 familles with annual incomes at or below 1:38 percent of the Federal Poverty level 
qualify for the program. Figure 2 below9 provides more information about Income levels at 138 percent 
of the Federal Poverty Level. 

2 The full fee for each c~rd in San Francisco County is currently $100, with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction 
bringing the cost down to $50 doll;m. See a/sq Callfornia Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755. 
3 Califo~nla Department of Health Care Services website, available at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/medi
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cal.a~p~. 
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Figure 2. California Medi-Cal Income Eligibility 

Family Size 138% Poverty Level 
1 16,39S 
2 22,108 

2 Adults 22,108 
3 27,821 
4 33,534 
s 39;248 
6 44,961 
7 50,688 
8 56A29 
9 62,169 
10 67,910 
11 .731651 
12 79,392 
Each Additional Person Add 5,741 

Figure .3 below4 shows the pn;iportion 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 Eliglbillty 

FiGURE 3:. PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS 
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL 

ELIGIBIUTY 
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IV. Focus Group Narratives 

A. Methodolozy 
In order to provide the City's policymakers and the Offlce 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 cone.ems 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 individuals. 

Th ff focus groups included. representatives from the below stakeholder 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 

As partofthe discussions, focus group participants also noted their experiences with homelessness, living 
with HIV, behavioral health issues1 living with a disability, and pastmilitary service. It Is also important to 
note that many focus gr'Qup participants felt they represented more than one category above. 

Each focus group discussed the following questions: 

1. In your experience, how is the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local 
changes to the medical cannabis regalatory framework? 

2. What ls the general feellng 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 discysslon? 

3. · What is the genera] 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 ft? 

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City coutd 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, ls· a compilation of the main discussion poil)ts from all 
focus groups, and where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted. 
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B. Medical Cannabis Community Reactions and Concerns: Focus Group Responses 

1.. In your experience, how is the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local 
changesto the medical cannabis 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 cjl.1'eSticlns are noted below. 

Pr~serving San Francisco's Compassionate Care Model, Focus group participants affirmed that patients 
use cannapis as an alternative to prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an imp~rtant 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 .hot have been possible without the steadfast 
deelication of the current medical cannabis 'community, and, for that reason, the City should.elevate those 
needs.· 

With regard to the current and future landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently 
benefitting from an ·increase iri available products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and 
iowered prices due to increased market cotnpetition, further noting that In the newly regulated market, 
patients can also expect to benefit further from· guidelines designed to make cannabis and cannabls 
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 
the.se. feelings would remain until State and local. medical and adult use legislation and regulations are 
finalized, and tha~ the longer that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will 
experience. 

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law5 does not allow for 
compassionate care to continue lti 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 cannabis regulatory systems should be 
stre!=lmlined wherever possible for efficiency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical 
c.annabis markets sh0.uld differ significantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were 
as follows: 

• Cost for Patients. Participants in each focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patients in 
the newly regulated medlcal carinabismat:ket, especially for low-income and indigent patients, 
Immobile patients, and those experiendl')g hotnelessness. To some participants, the cost of 

5 These concerns would also apply .to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the 
rele'Jant State law provisions. 
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medical cannabis Is already at unaffordable levels for many, a.nd patients and patient 
advocates in each focus group were concerned about the ability for them to access the mark.et 
in the face of new State and local regulations, wherethe regulatory cost would likely be passed 
on to consumers. There was also concern about the added burden of State and (possiblef local 
taxation structures, According to some, patients generally prefer regulated, lab-tested medical 
cannabis, but onei serious consequence ofexorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit 
market1 where mediCal cannabis would likely be cheaper, State law does exempt medical 
cannabis patients wtth the aforementioned State-issued card.from State sales tax,6 but there 
was consensus across focus groups that tbis exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost 
barriers for patients. 

• Prohibition against Samples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the 
giving away of cannabis and cannabis products as part of a business promotion or commercial 
activity:? This has been interpreted to dlsallow 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 Francisco's medical cannabis market. 

· Participants across thE! focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provi!;lons since, 
according to them, such practices are critical for maintaining a functional compassionate care 
program. For example, patiehts rely on samples to test products Jn 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 atthe outset. 

Further, State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis products be tagged with a 
urilque Identifier, known as a "track and trace'' system.a.There was a concern that this could 
conflict with any local policy allowing for donations or samples, sinc(;l those cannabl:; Items 
would.not be mov.ing 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 tnen distribute to patients, and such a track and trace 
system would deter those donors from continuing a practice that, in their view, facilitates 
continued and affordable access for low-income patients. 

• Phased Elimfnation of the Collective/Cooperative Model. In establishing a State-regulated 
medical cannabis market, State law . also eventually phases out the current 
collective/cooperative medical cannabis modeU1 According to focus group participants1 this 
would eliminate a critical community-sharing element of San Francisco's current 
compassionate care practices. 

6 The Adult U!;i(O! of Marijuana Act- Proposition 64, Section 34011. 
7 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26153. 
8 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act- Proposition 64, Section 26170. 
9 Medlcal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 11362,775 
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• · Product Type and Dosage Inflexibility. Current State law limits edible cannabis product Tf-lC 

content to 10 mllligrams per serving size in both the medical and adult use markets,1° and 
previously proposed State regulations11 limited the total HiC amount per package to 100 
milligrams. The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milllgram THC limit on non
edlble cannabis products in both markets.12 Focus group participants identified two main 
problems 'wtth 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 
<1nd cqnriabts metabolism rates differ per Individual, and, since State law does not currently 
allow for patients ta obtain cannabis at little to no cost, this limitation would require patients 
to purchase multiple products to reach therr required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive. 
Second, some participants noted thatthe pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit 
the types of ediple cannabis products that can be produced, which they felt would provide 
primar11y for prese'rVative~heavy and sugar-lad!:!n products, lead to high caloric intake among 
patients if they must consume. multiple servings, and create potential health Issues as a result. 

• Cannabis Lic¢hse Fees. Some focus group participants cltecl State and (possible) local cannabis 
permit fees13 as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to 
continue providing cannabis and services to low-Income patients In San Francisco. 

• .Medical Cannabis for Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of 
canpabis products that are considered appealing to chiidren.14 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 Oedicated Consumption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabis 
patients, ~onsuming their me.didne is often a social experience that is important for the healing 
process, and thatthere were not enough existing spaces in San Francisco for this purpose. 

Driving Under the lnflvence Determinations. There 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 consider.sonly whether THC Is present in the system, and not whether driving is actually 

lo Medicinal andAdult~Use Cahnabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c). 
11 See Californla Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/PrograillSiCEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Librarv/Carmabis%20Comrnents%29Jfin 
al%20on%20CDPH%20letterhead).pdf. 
12 See California Oepartment of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
h.ttus:Uwww.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Camrnents%20(Fin 
al%20on%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf; 
13 Local cannabis permit fees have· not yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would likely 
be a cost barrier once .established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee. 
14 Mediclnal and Aduit·Use Cannabis 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 Cann'abis Identification Card - Focus Group Responses 

3. Wh~ti's th.e ge~eral-f;ling among p~ti~nts .about th~-State ~edical-c-an-n-~-bls ID ~ard? D~ ~eo~l~ 
generally know how to apply, where to get 1t and that there 1s a fee associated with obtaining 1t~J 

Responses to the above.questions are noted below. 

There was general consensus across focus groups that milny patients in San Francisco are currently 
unaware of th~ State .. card program and/or how to obtain a card .. Participants noted that some current 
.businesses were not a,pproprlately 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 
thatthe Health Department lead this educational effort and increase accessib!lity by a.Isa educating 
providers that do not i:;omtrionly lhtt'1ra~t with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with 
program gutdeUnes, 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 cannabis Use, as well as misconceptions a.bout the type of 
information that ls stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may 
affect curr~nt/future employment opportunities and the ability to purchase a firearm.15 

In contrast, one participant noted .that it was difficult t<> predict the effect of the adult 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 feit that adult use legalization and consumptfon would have a positive effect on the 
medical market arid card utilization, since more people would be comfortable with cannabis use in 
general. 

15 The Bureau of Alc:ohol, Tobacco1 rlrearrris and Explosives issued a memorand4m to aH firearms licensees In 2011 
clarifying that federal 1<1.W prohibits.unlawful users of controlled substances, as defined by the feder<1I Controlled 
Substances Act, from recelVJng or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, available at 
http :[fil.,.U_J.134/ share/PDF /ATFOpen.Letter092111. pdf. 
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D. Ideas and Suggestfons - Focus Group ResponsE!S 

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 questions are noted below. 

City Advocacy at the State level to Preserve Current Compassionate Care Programs. Each focus group 
highlighted the peed for the c;ity 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 Ca\'lnabis patients 

• <ir)ohymous clonatit1ns to compassionate care locations 
• businesses to produce high dosage products for medical cannabls patients 

Focus group participants felt that such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City 
in Its currerit forin. 

Establish a Citywide. Compassionate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level 
advoq;icy, focus groL,lp patiidpants thought the. City cotM creat~ a program with the following possible 
characteristics; 

Program Eligibility Criteria. 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· over SD), immobile patients, and veterans would qualify for the City 
program. To capture as many individuals as possible, the City i:;ould also consider enrollment in 
other existing programs serving low-Income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care 
program ellgibillty. To limltthe risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients 
who receive federal assistance, the City could use the. current MMlC application process as a 
t\:!corq retention model. F.ocus group partidpants also high.lighted the importance of discretion 
and preserving the cohfidentiality of those accessing the program. 
·Program Elements. ~ocu:s groups put forth the following possiblllties: 

o Program participants would be able to purchase medical cannabis and any medical 
cannabis product at cost of pro<:luction. 

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 
1.ittle to no c;o.st. 

o sa·n 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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o S<m. Fn:incisto coµk,l 1:1llow current medic9I cannabis collective/cooper?tive businesses to 
contlnuetheiroperations as they currently exist. 

a Any rectuc13c;! cost policies the City establishes for patients would also apply to adult use 
cannabis and .cannabiswoducts, 

o Some participants specificaJly referenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
. resolµtion 18 that ehcouraged can~abis. dispensaries to establish compassionate care 
programs,. noting that it ;:ilready includes many principles tha,t the City could codify 
Citywide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). 

Citywide.. Compassionate Car'e Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis 
Identification card, a. county-based card could be issued to Individuals who qualify for the 
program. Some focus grc:>Up participants reforenced a previous San Francisco county medical 
cannabis identification tatd.program that was deactivated with the establishment of the·state
issued. tard, suggesting thElt the Cit/ s card program could. be reactivated for this purpose. Focus 
group membersarso·felt the card should pe issued at little to no cost to program participants. 

Progr~m Fundlng Meth9nisms, Focus group partiCipants suggested that a fund be established to 
supportthe City's Compassionate Care prdgtam 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 
create the fund and that a stakeholder group thatinclucJes cannabis businesses oversee the fund's 
revenue allocation process. Some focus group participants suggest€ld that the fund also be used 
to subsidfae·the llcensing'fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a· 
wmpasslonate care commllnity ·center· suggested elsewhere in this report. Focus groups 
suggested three maTn funding mechanisms: -

o Round-llp Mechanism. At the poiht of sale in either the medical or adult use markets, 
consumers could choose to donate to the fund by !'rounding up" .the cost of their purchase. 
for. example, if a tonsutner purchased a ccinha.bis product at 47 dollars, the total price 
could be rounded. up to so dollars, With the remaihing three dollars donated to the 
program. 

o Busines$ contrlbu~i()ns, Under this model, .c.~nnabis businesses would l;)e required to set 
aside a portion of their profits to fund the program, or the City could instead make such 
contributions voluntary. some participants preferred a voluntary optjon to a m;andated 
contribution. 

o . Business Program Start.Up Funds. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute 
immediate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for 
eontrnued funrling afterthe initial contribution. . · 

16 See San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2007 Rescilutlo~n urging Medical Cannci.bis Dispensaries t-0 Implement 
Compassionate Care Programs ,to Se,rye Low and No Income P;:itients, avallable at. 
http1//sfbos .org/ftp/u ploa d edfi les/b d su.pvrs/ re so I u ti on s07 /r0623-07. pdf. 
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City Ac;lvqcacy at the State. Level to Support Additional Compassionate Care A~pects. In the course of 
discussion, .focus group. participants .highlighted other areas where advocacy would be needed to . . -
further support compassionate.care goals, 

o Exempt fV!edfcarcannabis Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax 
exemptlo.n for medical cannabis cultivators would lncentlvize them to donate to 
compassionate care programs and increase cannabis availability for patients. 

o ·Donate Seized Cannabis and Cannabis Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When 
cannabis is seized as a result of law enforcement intervention, some focus group 
participants felt It should not be destroyed. Rather1 It could be donated to the City's 
compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients. 

o Create Cannabis Prodµct Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City 
sfaouid allow cannabis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those 
With medka'I need. 

o EX,:,~nd the typ~s of cannabis products to include healthier options. 
o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions. The City should view individual 

lhteractionsbetween patients and physicians as the primary mechanism for determining 
whether medical cEJnnabis use is warranted: 

o Create employment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care 
program p·articljJants. 

Establish a Municipal Growing Framework. Some focus group participants felt the City should consider 
municipal cultivati'on as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed 
Proposition S· ih 2002,17 which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus 
group par-tlcipants would support further discussion and action on thls issue. 

ereat~ Adc!itional Cbnsumpt1on Locations for Patients. Each focus group highHghted a need for 
i;idditiona(medical cannabis consumption {i.e. smoking~ vaping and product Ingestion/use} locations 
in the City, eispecially 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 _patients, .adding that such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in 
order to access the consumption area. Others underscored the need for community centers where 
patients c<1n 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 
subsidize operational costs for those centers. 

P See Proposition S language and ballotresults at https://sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/NovemberS 2002.pdf 
.and https:Usfpl.orn/index.php7pg=2000027201&propid=1683. 
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PrioritiieDe/iveryServiC"e,s. fprmany immbbile patients, medical cannabis delivery services are critical 
and should be prioritl~edwithin the City's c1;11inabis regulatory framework. 

Reinstate Historical Compassionate Care Locations; Acc;ording to some focus group participants, a 
number of compassibnafo care locations were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an 
inability to thrive within the. City's Medfcal Cannabis Act (Article 33} framework. Those participants 
felt the City should assist these businesses Jn re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to 
strengthen the compassionate care network. 

Reduce Fee}or State Medical Cannabis Identification Card. To Increase affordability, the City should 
lowerthe current cost o,fthe·State-issued medical cannabis identification card. 

Establfsh Patient Advisory committee. The City should establlsh an advisory committee, consisting 
prlmarilyofa diverse set of m¢dical cannabis patients, and possibly businesses, to oversee the process 
of establishing and maintaining a compassionate care program. 

,Education for Patients and Recommending Physicians. Safe consumption information should be 
~listdbuted to patients, and this Information should be stand!'lrdized across dispensaries and 
comp;;i$sfonate care. loc;i,ltions in the City, Physicians must also be properly educate.d abou.t how to 
provide ca.nnabis recom.mendationsthat allow dispensaries to provide the cerrect cannabis treatment 
optiqns. 

A St!ccessful C9mp~ssiohate C!'n:e Framework ih San Francisco - Focus Group Responses 

Focus groups al~o.discussed the heed to ensure that San Francisco's compassionate care framework is 
successful, and made the followlng·suggestlons for how success could be defined: 

• Patients with Real Me.<;lital Need are Able to Access Cannabis a.t Affordable Cost. Here, focus 
group partieipants advis.ed the City to establish a r:obust educ.ational campaign for the 
compassionate care program that uses a variety of communi.cation outlets, including-television, 
radio, and newsprint, to promote the prqgram and ensure tha,t there Is widespread and far
reaching patient participation. Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that 
would. provide useful :fEJE:idba~k for the City as to medical cannabis. accessibility; Fina,lly, it wa.s 
.sug~estedthat the,City cbnslder m.echanisms to prevent abusE) of the program and hence ensure 
that patients. with actual need are able to easily participate. 

• Cannabis 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 
reqt,tirements 9n businesses of varying. size and .avoid creating a system that rewards non
compliance or places an Undue burden on smaller businesses that will find it more difficult to 
absorb the cost of new State. and lbcal. medl(::al canhabis bt,tsin~ss regLJlations. That individual 
went on to note t~at establishing 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 Francisco, so transparency about the prograrn and how buslnesses can comply will be critical, 
especiaily during the in!tlal Implementation period. 

Some focus group participants felt that the aforementioned patient advisory committee could be tasked 
with providing ongoing guidance to the City In this area .. 

V. Findings & Recommendations 
Based on Focus Group commetits and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds 
the followlngi and makes associated recommendations: 

finding 1- Continu~d Access to Medical Cannabis: The City has a long history of providing medical 
cann;:ibis to patients, and thls access to should continue in 20.18 and beyond. 

R~comniendation r 
A. The City shouid require all retailers to rn'a1nt<1in medical use.as a condition of their permit. 
B. The City should further prioritize permit p·rocessingfor medlcal only appUcants. 

Finding 2 :- Cost Concerns: There are concerns that patients, particularly low income and indigent 
patient~1 will nbtbe able to afford medical cannabis. 

Recommehdatlqn: 
A. Compasslbn programs should be targeted to low income and Indigent populations, veterans, 

anc;I patient populc:itions who can identify need. 
B. The City should rEJmain thoughtful about the tax.burden on the medical cannabis supply chain 

and patient consumers when crafting a local tax structure. 
C. The City sho\Jld ailow sarnples in certain circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test 

products before having to purchase produets at full or reduced cost. 
D. The City should advocate for. dosage flexibilltyfor medical products at the State level if higher 

dosage levels are not addressee! in emergency regulations this November. 

Finding 3 - Clarity and Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Pro~rams: Stakeholders would like 
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisco's values. 

Recommendatiori: 
A. The City should advocate to the State to allow counties to maintain compassion programs, and 

provide cle<ir regylations related to. compassion programs within the M~Type supply chain. 

finding 4 - Preservation of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has provided 
pa~lents with access t.o medicinal cannabis, is an important harm reduction tool, and these programs. 
should be maihtained. 
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Recom mend;;itlory: 
A. Similar tothe mandate passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors in File No. 071505 

(2007);18the clw shoc,ild create a compass)on program or allow for retailers to establish their 
own compassion program; Descriptions of these programs and how the program will meet track 
and trace requirements should be detailed ln their application for an Article 16 permit. 

B. The Clty 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 fl Compassion Program. An example of this 
is the City could create i:l Compa$sion Fund administer.E\d by the City. In lieu of creating an onsite 
program1 retailers could provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset 
licensing fees for future nonprofit permit permits and costs of products. 

Finding.5 -Determine Eligibility: There Is a need to create eligibility criteria that is discrete and 
confidential to ensure p·atientprivacy~ 

Recommendat.ion: . . . . . . 
A. The ptyshould leverage should leverage its existing programs.- such as the Medical Marijuana 

Identification Card (MMlC) ptogram, as a pathway to a) determine ellgiblllty and 2) provide a 
·method by whkh 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 - Consumption Space: Consumption of medical cannabis can be a social experience, 
therefore, patlents·would like spaces to be provided that allow for sodal consumption. 

Recommendation: 
A. The City ~hould encourage the retention of existing Me<;licinal Cannabis Consumption Space. 
B. The City should disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased in 

order to access the onslte smoking/itaping/consumption lounge. 

Finding 7 - Safe Consumption Information: Patient consumers Would benefit from having access to 
consistent education relatetj to safe consumption. 

Recommendation: · 
A The Department.of Public Health should create fact based information to be provided to all 

cohsum!'!rs including patients at the point of sale. 

Finding 8..,. Advocacy for Patient Community; The City would benefit from continued' advice from . . . 

patients, patient advocates,:and businesses. 

18 San Francisco Board ofSupervisors, File No. 071505, 2007. 
bl1QJMbos. orgLfuif up! oad ed files/bdsupvrs/resol uti ons07 /r0623 -07. pd f. 
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Recommendation: 
A. The City.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 
body, and can further 1nform and advise future task force recommendations1 notably about the 
evolution of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have 
experience in running a non-profit con1passlon program. 

Finding 9 - Data.& Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to 
ensure we are iterating our policies and meeting our goals. 

Recommendation: 
A. The Qfflce ~f Cann;:ibis and the Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of 

cannablsleg&lization .on me~icat cannabis. use in San Francisco. 
B~ Pata collection should be consistent with patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated 

Into the Office of CC1nnabls' overall data management strategy, 
C. ·The Office· of Cannaois ih collaboration with the Departrnent of Public Health should provide a 

reporf and recommendations to further inform the City's path forward with rnedlcal cannabis by 
December 31, 2018. 
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I .. Executive Summary 
On September 5, 2017; the Board of S1.1pervisors unanimously passed ordinance No, 1708591 creating the 
Office of Cannal:ils 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 wou.ld (A). preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure 
medicaJ cannapis p<ltients continue to receive high-quality, appropriate care and (C} providing 
uninterrupted access to mediq;il cannabis patients. 

This report studi.es the cum:nt. state of medical access In San Frandsco, provides background on the 
Medical Marijuaha ldehtifkation 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 makesvarious recommendations for the City's consideratioh. 

II; h'ltroducti'o.n 

California Medical Cannabis P~/ity 
In 1996, Callfornia becam~ the first state in the U.S. to legaliz.e medical cannabis .. Legaliz.ation resulted 
from passage·of Propositio_n 21S; the Compassionate Use Act, which Was i'ncorporated into California's 
Health and SafeW Code (Sec. 11362.5). lts purp.ose wasto a) ensure that ser.iously ill Californians have the 
right ta 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 
t.he use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma, 
arthritis, migraine, or any.other Illness for whjch marijuana provides relief; and b) ensure that patients 
and their prlr)i(ll)i caregivers who obtain antj use marijuana for medical purposes upon the 
recommendation ofa physkian are hot subject to criminal prqsecution or sanction. 

Senate Bill 420 followed cii1tro~t a decade later to prescri~e personal cultivation and possession limits and 
e$t.ahlisb the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful 
tultivation and qistribution of cannabis among members. These laws allowed for medical cannabls access 
and created c;ity and county~based systems across the State. 

Between 2003 and ib15/ the commercial cannabis Industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn't 
until 2015 ahdthe p.assage of the Medical Marijuana ~egulation 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, 20161 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 alm~d to incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive 
licensing system ("SB~643, Medkal Marijuana" 2016). 
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On November 81 2016, California voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act {AUMA), 
legcilizlhg t.he qlstrlbutf 011, sale,. and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical · 
Marijuana Regulation and Safoty Act (MMRSA) of 2015. In 2017; California soughtto create one regulatory 
sy$tem for both .medical and re~reational use. Therefore, this.last June; GovernorJerry Brown signed the 
Medieinal, and Adult Use Cahnabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the 
differences betwl;en AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crueial step towards developing a regulatory 
framework to:facilitate a fqr-profitcannabls sector for both medicinal ahd adult-use. 

San J:iancisco 
In 1991, Sarr FranCisco voters passed Proposition P; Hemp Medication, which asked Whether or not San 

Francisco wouid recommend that the State of California and the California Medical Association restore 
"hemp medical prep~rations" to C<ilifornla1s offtcial llst of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters 
1991). There were three paid arguments in the ballot in favor of Proposition P1 which provided .quotes 
from physicians and cited scientific Institutions In arguing for cannabis' medical benefits (Office of the 
Registrar of Vote'rs 1991). Vo.ters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco 
Public Library· 2017). 

In 1999, San Franci~co's Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-991 "Supporting the Development 

ahd lmplementatlon of a Voluntary Medical Cannabis ldehtlfication Card Program" (San Francisco 
Department of Public.Health 2000), This resolution.supported the development of an identification card 

· program for medical cannabis for lndivlduals who qualified under the Compassionate Use Act as patients 

or primary .caregivers. Jn 2000, the Board ofSupervisors formally created San Francisco's current 
ldentificatkm·program for medk;al. marijuana (San Franctsco Department of Publlc Health 2000). 

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01·2006, declaring San Francisco to 

be a. "Sanctuary for Med!Cal Cannabis (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urged 
California law. enforcement an.d regulatory agencies to avoid· harassing, arresting and prosecuting 
physicians, dtsp~nsaries~ patients or caregivers who compiled with the Compassionate Use Act. 

In 2002, the Board of StJPervisors pl<1ced 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, anti Department of Plibilc Health to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and 
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition S passed with approximately 
62% of the vote (San Francisco Public Library 2017). 

In March 200S, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 64-051 "Zoning - Interim Mor<itorlum on 

Medical Cannabis Olspensarles,, (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The ordinance expressed 

concern av.er the slgnifi.cant increase In the number of individuals enrolled in the city's voluntary medical 
cannabis identification program, "In 2002, there were approximately 2i200 Individuals registered ... and 
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there are now over 5,000 or7,000 Individuals enrolled" (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The 

ordinance acknowledged that th.ere were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis 

dispensaries and therefbre imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries. 

On November 22, 2005, the Soard of Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisco 

Health (ode; which .provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis 

dispensaries (San F.randscobepartme.nt of Public Health 2005). 

As of ,November l, 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 pe.rmitting 
process. Following the passage of Proposltlon 64, San Francisco's ;'Budget and Appropriation Ordinance" 
for the FlscaJYecir 2017-2018 established the Office of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating 
various city departments and state agencies efforts to compre~ensively regulate medical and adult-use 
commercl·al cannabis activity ih 2018 . 

. UI. Medical MariJuaha ldentificatfon ,card p·rogram 
The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program 
(MMltP) 1 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, n:ieanlng_not everyone who .uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one. 
Individuals and/or primary. cai:-egivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of 
residency1 and the San Frandsco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages 
this process atthe county level. 

A. Appllcation.Proct;!s$ · 
It is important to note that the State program is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH 
retains ahy personal, demographic, or medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders. 
The identifying and medical information that applicants provide as part ofthe State application process ls 
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 Marij.uana ldentificatfon C<1rd Program Data 
In terms of riurr]~erof cards issued.by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health 
report notes that, from July 2005 through Septemb'er 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 Marijuam1 Identification Card Program report, available at 
https: //www. ~dp h. ca.gov/Pro ~ra ms/CHSl[i:D PH %20Docume[]_)J].20Ll bra ry/M M PCou n ty% 20Ca rd%2 QC au n t%2 O~fill. 
tember%202017-18revADA~pdf. . 
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must be re-Issued on an :annual basis. It is also important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders 
over time; wit.h 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 20i1. . . 

Figure i. Nu.mber of l\!IMIC cards Issued in San Francisco by Fiscal Year 

Flgui·e '1: Number OF MMIC cards Issued IN sa11 Francisco county BY Fiscal Year 
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*Fiscal Year 2017~18 reflects the number.of cards issued. through September 2017. 

c. Medical M;;Jrijuanaldentlflcation Card.Holder Data 
As mentioned eatlier, the co1.mty does Mt retain g¢neral demographic Information of applicants or card
holders. One dat~i. poinlthai>i~ available to S!=DPH is the number of card holders that have requested a 
card foe .reduction as a Medl-Cal program beneficiary. Per State law; Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50% 

reduction in the fee for the State Identification c9rd.2 The currentamountis X. 

This information is usefui because It provides lnslghtlnto affordability questions for medical cannabis 
patients in Sat'! Francisco, since the Medi-Cal program serves low-income individuals and families. In 
general, individuals andfamilieswith annual incomes at or below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level 
qualify for the program. Figure 2 below3 provides more information about income levels at 138 percent 
of the Federal Poverty Leve.I. . 

z The full fee for each card in San Franclsco County Is currently $100, with Medi"Cal beneficiary fee reduction 
bringing the cost d.ownto .. $50 dq1Jar$. $ee. also Cal\forni<! Health and Safety Code.Section 11362.755. 
3 California Department ofHealth Care Services website, available at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/servlces/medi
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cal.asp){, . - . . - . . . . 
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Figure 2. California Medi-Cal Income Eligibility 

Faniiiy'Slze 138% P9verty 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 67,910 

.11 73,651 

12 79,392 
Each Additional Person Add 5,741 

Figure 3 below4 shows the proportlo'Y1 of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee 
reduction ,based. on ll,lfedi:-ti:al eligjbil!ty from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2.017. The figure shows 
that over the past few fiscai years, over half of all c;;ird holders in San Francisco made such requests. 

Figure 3. Proportion of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility 

"4 SFDPH flies, 

FIGU.RE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS 
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IV. ·Focus Group Narratives 

A. Methodology 
In order to provide the City's policymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a compre·nens"ive view of the 
medical cannapis cost and affordab.IHty landscapes; the Department of Public Health conduc;ted 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 rE)spoh~e~ vi~ phone and emaii. ov.er th~ee focus group sessfons, the Department interviewed 
sixteen individuals. 

The focus gro:9ps ilidt'.!c;!ed. representa1;ives from the belo_w stakeholder categories; and Department of 
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orientation within each focus group. 

• Medical cannabis patients 
· e Medical cannabis patient-advocates 

• Medical cannabis business owners - storefront arid delivery only 
• Pub Ii~ poJicy e)(perts 

As part of the discussions, focus group participants also noted their experienceswith homelessness, living 
with HIV, behaviori;il heµlth. !ssuesj iivingwith a disability, and past military service. It Is also important to 
note that many focus group partidpants felt they represented more than one category µbove. 

Each focus group discussed the following questions; 

1. In your experience, how is the medical cµnnabis P,atient communityreµcting to State and local 
changes tq the medical cannabis regulatory framework? 

2. What 1sthe generai feeling among p<iJtients 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 dfscus$ion? 

3. What ls the general feelin~ among patients about tbe State medical cannabis identification 
. card? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated 

with obtaihing it? 
4. Oo you have ideas ahd suggestions about how the City could address concerns you've 

mentioried? For.example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San 
Francisco? 

Th€i following info·rrn?:tio!'l~·in hq pcirtlcµlµr order, 1s a compilation of the main discussion points from all 
focus groups, (:lnd·where there was gener;:il consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted. , . . . . . . . . . . . 
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a. lVledical Cannabis Community Reactions and Concerns: Focus Group l,l.esponses ___ _ 

1. · In your experien¢e, how Is the medical cannabis patient commu.nity reacting to State and local 
changes to the mediqal cannal:iis regulatoryframework7 

2. What Is the.general f~eUng 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 t6 the above questions are noted below. 

Presenting San Franeisco's. compassionate Care Model. focus group participants affirmed that patients 
use cannabis as an alternative tci prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an important treatment 
option for a wide variety ofcondlth;ms, and that the State and City needed to appropriately recognize this 
as a signlficantbenefit to individuals with m~dical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical 
cannabis structure arid future. adult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast 
dedication c:ifthe current medkal cannabis communlW, and, for that re9son, the City sho.uld elevate those 
needs. 

With regard ~o .the· i::urrent-and fl,iture lands.capes, one partidpant noted that patients are currently 
benefitting from an incn~ase in available products as new dispens<!ries enter the medical market and 
lowered prices due to Increased marl<etco-mpetition, further noting that in the newly regulated market, 
patients canalso expect to benefit further from guidelines designed to mal<e cannabis and cannabis 
praclucts saff;!r .. This participant stated that p1;1tients they have encountered feel excited, but also 
apprehensive and uncertain about how the medical -and ad1:1lt use markets will affect one another and 
how new regul;::itlons will affect the. medical cannabis market; specifically. This individual believed that 
these feelings would reniaih until State and local medical ·and adult u$e legislation and regulations are 
finalized, and that the longe:r that p·rocess takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will 
experience .. 

One overcirchl.n& concern across focus groups, was that current State law5 does not allow for 
compassionate care to continue in San Francisco in the way that patient$ have accessed It in the past, 
access it currently, a~d envision lt for the future. Focus group members felt that ff this Issue is not 
addressed, the.City runs the ri.sk of eliminating compassionate care altogether, One meeting participant 
.noted that, though the. pending State medical and adult use cannabis regulatory systems should be 
streamlined Wherever possible for efficiency purposes, this was an area Where the adult use and medical 
canna.bls marke_ts sho.uld differ slghificahtly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were 
as follows: 

. • . Costfor P.atients, Participants in each focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patients in 
the newlyregulated medical cannabis market, espedally for low-Income antj 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. 



meditcil cannabis is 'already at um1ffordable levels for many, and, patients and. patient 
advocates in each focus group were concerned about the ability for them to access the market 
in the fac;e.dfnew State ahci lo ca.I regulations, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed 
on to consumers. There was also concern aboutthe added burden of St<1te and (possible) local 
taxation structures. According to some,' patients generally prefer regulated, lab-tested medical 
cannapis, but on~serious consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit 
market, where medical Qannabis would likely be cheaper; State law _does exempt medical 
cannabis patlents with the aforementioned State-issued card from State sales tax,6 but there 
was cobsens.us across focus groups that this exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost 
barriers for patie~ts; 

~- Prohtbitfon agdinst Samples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. state Law currently prohibits the 
givlngaWa')i of cahiiaqfg ant;! canriabis products as part of a business promotion or commercial 
activity/ This has . been.- Interpreted to- disallow the giving of cannabis samples and 
c1:uin<1bi~ica.!1flabis p~odqcts ~t discounted or no cost to Individual consumers and/or other 
busilie:ises, Whieh are current practices in _San Frandsco's medical cannabis market. 
Participants across the focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since, 
accordlhgtcrthem; such pra-diees·are critical for maintaining a functional compassionate eare 
program. Fbr example, pafi~nts rely on samples to test prod.ucts in hopes offinding one that 
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase 
each i~_efi:I. at full price a't the outset. 

Further, State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis. products be tagged with a 
unique ldentlfler,l{noWn as a "track and trace" system.8 There was a concern that this could 
conflict with any local _policy allowing for donations or samples, since those cannabis ]terns 
woulc:I not PEl moving through the commerctal system the way State law currently envisions. 
For example, some medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and 
canrabis product donations that they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace 
system would deter those donors from continuing a practiee that, in their vlewt facilitates , 
continued and affordable access for low'-income patients. 

• Phased Elfinindtion of the .:Collective/Cooperative Mpdel, In establishing a State-regulated 
medical cannabis market; State law also eventually phases out the current 
collective/coop~ratjve me~lcal cannabis modeL9 According to focus group participants, this 
wol!id eHminate a -critleal communlty~sharing element of SC!n Fraticjsco's current 

·compassionate care practices. 

6 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act-Proposition 64, Sectfon 34011. 
7 Medici.nal and Adu[t~Use CarinahlsRe~ulatlon and Safety AC.t(MAUCRSA) Section 26153. 
8 The Adult U~f;l of M<1rijlia_na Act- Proposition 64, Sett!o·n 26170. 
9 Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act{MAUCRSA) Sect.ion 11362.775 
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• Product Type and Dosage Inflexibility. Current State law limits edible cannabis product THC 
content fo 10 milligrams p.er servihg site tn both the medical and adult use markets1

10 and 
previowsly proposed State regulations11 limtted the total THC amount per package to 100 
milligrams. The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milligram THC llmit on non
edible cannabis product$ In both r.narkets.12 Focus group participants identified two main 
problems. with this approach. First, there Is often a need for pc;itlents to consume higher 
dosagesth'an indivi.duals ih the adult use market because medical condition treatment' plans 
and cannabis rnetapoliSJli rates differ per individual, and, since State law does not currently 
allow for patients to obtain cartnabis at little to no cost, this limitation would require patients 
to purchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, Which is cost-prohibitive. 
Secohcl, some partitipants noted that the pending State cannabis regulatrons would likely limit 
tlie:types Of edible ·cannabis products that can be produced, which they felt would provide 
primarily 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. 

•· Cannr:tbis ticenseFees. Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local cannabis 
permit fees1,

3 as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to 
continue providing c~nnab~ and services to low-income patients in San Francisco. 

• Medi~a/ Cannabfs for Patients Under 1$. State law currently prohibits the production. of 
cannapts products that are considered appealing to children.14 Focus group participants noted 
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed 
to make cons!Jmption palat<)ble for them, 

Lack of Dedfcatt;cf Cohslimptlon $paces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medlcal cannabis 
patients, consuming t~elr meclicine Is often a social experience that is important for thi;i healing 
process1.and :that there were not enough existing spaces in San Francisco for this purpose. 

. . . 

Driving Under the Jnf/uence Determinations~ The.re was concern in one focus group about the process 
the State and· City wm· undertake in determining whether an individual Is driving under the influence. 
A process'that·considers only Whether THC is present in the system, and not whether driving Is actually 

l.ii Mec!ic;inal and Adult-Use cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c), 
11 Se~. California Department of PubllC Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
httPs://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Cornments%20{Fln 
al%20on%2.0CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf; 
12. See California Department of PubllcHealth Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.i:dbh.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%2.QDocument%20Ubrary/Cnnnabis%20Cornments%20UJn 
'al%20on%2DCDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. 
13 Local cannabis permit fees have not yet been determined; but focus group participants thought they would likely 
be a cost barrier once estabiished1 especially when considered alongside a State license fee. 
14 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis.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 Consumptron 1nformation for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe consumption 
lnformation currently variEld across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe 
patie ntcohSUITl ption: practices. 

c. State· Medical Cannabis Identification Card - Focus Group Responses 

3. What is the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people 
genera Hy ls now 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 consen~us across focus group$ ~hat many patients in San Francisco are currently 
unaware of the .state card. program ancl/or how to obtain a card. Partidpants noted that some current 
businesses were nqt approprlately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients 
who possess tb.e card, and that thi.s would likely continue witho.ut 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 eclucatlhg 
providers that do not commonly Interact with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with 
program guideli11es1 and develo'plng .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 
c~nnabjs patients may byp·ass the rnedfcal market and instead obtain.cannabis in the adult use market 
due to public stigma surrounding medical cannabis use, as wel! as misconceptions about the type of 
information that is stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may 
affeet currt:lnt/fi:Jture :employment opportunities and the abflity to purchase. a firearm.15' 

ln contrast, one p~rtidpant noted that it was difficult to predict the effect of the adult us.e market on the 
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxation levels for medical' cannabis and a possible lack of 
San Francls:co·based adult w;e retailers in early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card 
utilization. Others felt thatadultqse legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the 
medical market.and card utilization, since more people would be comfortable with cannabis use in 

general. 

15 The B1,.1reau of Alcohol,.:robacco, Firearms and Explosives Issued a memorand.um to all firearms llcensees in 2011 
clarifying that federal law prohibits unlawful users of controlled substances, as defined by the federal Controlled 
Substances Act, from receiving or.possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, available at 
http://71.1t.3.134~hare/PDF/ATFOgenlctter092111.pdf. 
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D. Ideas and Sugges~lons - Fo~us Group Responses 

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you1ve 
mehtioned? Far example, what WotJlc! the elements of a compassionate care program be In San 
Francisco?. 

Responses to the above quest!Ons are ~oted below. 

City Advoca~y at the St-0fe Leve/to Preserve Current Compassionate, Care Programs. Each focus group 
highlighted the need for the Cityto-advocate at the State level to allow: 

• businesses to, provide cannabis samples and C\:lnnabis free of charge and/or at a discounted 
cost to medieal cannabis patients 

• 1:1nonymous donations to compassionate care locations 
• businesses t6 produce high dosage products for medical cannabis patients 

Focus group participants feltthat.such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue In the City 
in its cui"renfforrri. 

Establish a Citywide Compa$slonate Care Program, Within the context of the aforementioned State level 
advocacy, foe.us group participants thought the City could create a program Vl(lth the following possible 
characteristlcsi ' 

Program EligibHity Cdteria, Using income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with 
me<:{ical cannabrs'need'Whtiate ehrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify If they applied), low-income 
s~niors (i.e. Individuals over 50), immobile. patients, and veterans would qualify for the City 
program. To capture as· many individuals as-possible, the City could also consider enrollment in 
other ·€lxistihg programs serving low'"i'ncome Sim ~ranciscans as proof of compassionate care 
program eligil;iility;To.lirnltthe riSkciffederal·interventioh ahd adverse consequences for patients 
who receive·foderal:assh;tance, the City could use the current MMIC application process as a 
record retention model. Focus groll!J participants also highlighted the imi:iortance of discretion 
and preserving the ,confidentiality of those accessing the program. 
Program .Elements. Focus groups put forth the following poss1bilities: 

.o . Program particip,ant~. would be abi€l to. purchase medical cannabis and any medical 
: cannabis proquc~:at cQst of production. 

o Program partltipants would be able. to access current compassionate care services at 
indi.Vidual medica.l cannabis dispensaries; e.g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at 
little to no cost, 

o . San·Francisco c9uld i;:reate event permits for compasslon~te 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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o . San Francisco could allow current medical cannabis collective/cooperative businesses to 
contihue their operations as theycurrehtly.exist. 

o .Any reduced eost polieles the Cfty establishes for patients would also apply to adult use 
cannabis arid.cannabis products, 

o . .Sqrrie partidpa~t,s specifl~ally r~ferenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
res91ution16: .that encouraged cannabis dispensaries to establish compassionate care 
progra~s, noting that it already includes many principles that the City could codify 
Cl.~ywide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). 

Citvw.ide Compassionate CarEJ 'Card, Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis 
. identification 'Card; ·a county.:based card could be Issued to individuals who qualtfy for the 
program. ·some fotus group partidpants referenced a prevlous· San Francisco county medical 
cannabis idehtificatlon card program that was deactivated With the establishment of the State
issued card, s4ggestlngthaJthe Clti/s card program could be reactivated for this purpose. focus 
group members a.lsb feltthe ci;lrd should be issued at little to no cost to program participants. 

Program Pupdlng Mechanisms, Focus gr0up partldpants suggested that a fund be established to 
support the City's Compassionate Care .program 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 
create the'fun~ an~ th.at a stakeholder.group that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund's 
revenue allocationPfocess. Some focus group participants suggested thatthe fund also be used 
to subsh:lize the licensirigfees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a 

· ·co.mpassionate care community center 'Suggested elsewhere· in this report. Focus groups 
·suggested three main fundihg. mechanisms: 

. o Round~Up Methanlsm. At the point of sale in either the medlcal or adult use markets, 
consumers coulcl choose to donate to the funq by "rounding up" the cost of their purchase. 
For examplei If a consumer purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price 
could .be round,ed up to SO dollars, with the remaining three dollars donated to the 
program. 

o . Business conttlbutfons. Under this model, cannabis bus.inesses would .. be required to set 
aside a portion oftheir profits to fund the program, 'or the City could instead make such 
contributions voluntary. Some partldpants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated 
contribution. 

o Business Program Start Up Funds. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute 
lmmed\ate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for 
continued funding after the initial contribution. 

16 See Sah Francisco Board of Supervisors 2007 Resolution urging Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Implement 
Compasslonate.c;;are prpgratristo Serve low and No Income Patients, available at 
htfo: // s fb ~s.o rg/ftp I upload edfiles/bdsumLresol u tions07 /r062 3-07. pdf. 
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City Advocacy atthe State ~ever to Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of 
discus$1on, focus group- participants highlighted other areas where advocacy would be needed to 
further support compassionate care gbals. 

o EXempt Medical Cannabis Cull:ivdtors from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax 
' exemption for rriedital cannabis cultivators would lncentivize them to donate _to 
compassionate care programs and increase cannabis ~wail ability for patients. 

o Donate Seized Cannap/S and Cannabis Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When 
cannabis ls seized a.s a result of law enfon;:ement intervention, some focus group 
participants folt. lt should not' be destroyed. R.ather1 it could be donated to the Clty's 

· Coll)passionat~ care program and subsequently redistributed to patients. 
o · Create Cannabis Product ExemptiOn for Children with M~dfcal Cannabis Needs. The City 

sh¢uld:al,lo.w. cannabis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those 
wlth medical need. 

o . Expand the types· of cannabis products to lhclucle healthier options. 
o Discourqge the narrowing of qua/ifYing conditions. The City should view individual 

irtteractions between patients and j:lhyslcfans as the primary mechanism for determining 
whether medical cat1nabi~ use lswarranted. 

o treate empfoymeht proteotiohsfor medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care 
· · (?.rGi[Jrain pdrtfclpants. 

Establish a Mimiclpa/ G~owingFramework. Some focus group participants feltthe City should consider 
municipal cultivation as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost. to patients. City voters passed 
Proposition.$ in 2002,17 whkh urged the City to explore this option, t1nd the aforemehtioned focus 
group participants would support further discussion and action on this issue. 

Create Adcl.ltlonal Consumption Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for 
cidditional mediCal cannabis consumption {i.e. smoklhg, vaplng and product Ingestion/use) locations 
in the City, :especially .if federal l;;iw- GOntinues to prohibit consumption In public housing. Some 
partlcipants ~dvoc;ated for'separat~ medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-based 
environment for pathmts, adding. that such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in 
order to.· access the consµmi:>tlon area. Others underscored the need for community centers where 
patients can both consume their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs arid activities, 
suggesting that the City reserve spaces in the Clty where such community centers can thrive and 
subsidize operationai costS for those centers. 

17 See Proposition S language.and ballot r~sults at https://sfpl.orgfpdf/main/gic/elections/NovemberS 2002.pdf 
and. https:/lsf p I. org/i nd ex. php ?pg=200002 7 201& prop ld=1683. 
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PriorftizeDelivery..Servlces. For many Immobile patients, medi<::al cannabis delivery services.are critical 
and should be prioritized within the City's cannabis regulatory framework . 

. Reinstate Histori{::Ctf Compassionate C,are Lbcations. A~cording tq some focus group partitipants, a 
number oi compassionate care locations were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an 
inability to thrive withlti the City's Medical Cannabis Act (Article 3-3) framework. Those participants 
feltt~e City should assistthese business.es in re·est<!l:llishing themselves lh San Francisco in order to 
strengthen the compassionate care network. 

Reduce Fee for State M~dical Cannabis ldentifiCation Card. To Increase affordability, the City should 
lower: the c.urrent cost ofthe.State.-iss,ued medkal-cannabis identification card. 

Establish Patient Advisory C¢mirlitt~e. The City should establish an advisory committee, conststlng 
primarily ofa.diverse set of medical cannabis patients,and possibly businesses, to oversee the process 
of.establishing_ anti rnalntaihing a Gompasslorrate care program. 

EducatiOn fot Patients and Recommending Phystdans. Safe consµmption information should be 
distributed fo. patients, and this information should be standardized across dispensaries and 
compassionate care· locations in th'?' City. Physfolans must also pe properly educated about how to 
provide cannabis recoh1mend~t!Qn~ that allow dispensaries to provide the correct c9nnabis treatment 
options. 

A successfUI Compassionate Care Frarrieworkin San Francisco- Focus Group Responses 
Focus groups' also discussed the-need to .ensure that.San Francisco's compassionate care framework is 
successful1 a11d ma.de the following suggesti<;ms for how success could be defined: 

• Patients with Real fv1edicg/ f\Jeed are Able to Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost. Here, foc1.1s 
group participants advised the City to ei:;ta.blish a robust educational campaign for the 
compassionate care program that uses a variety of communication outlets, including television, 
radio, and newsprint, to promote the program an¢! ensure that there is widespread and far~ 
reaching patient parti¢ipation. Participants also suggested that the City de,velop a survey that. 
would provide useful feec;lback for the City .as to medical cannabis accessibility.· Finally, lt was 
Sl)ggested that the City C9J1'sider mechanisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure 
that patients with actual nee:d are able to easily participate. 

• Cannabis Businesses of Varying. Size ate' Able to Partlcfpate in the Program. In this regard, one 
.' . . . . -

.participant encouraged the City to consider- the impact of any compassionate care program 
requirerh~_hts· on busin~~ses. of varying size a(ld avoid creating a system that rewards non
complianc.e or places an _undue burden on smaller businesses that will find it more difficult to 
absorb, .the.. cost of n~w State and local medical cannabis buslness regufations. That individual 
went on to note that. i;stabllshing a compassionate care progn:im would likely be an iterative 
process, since there ls uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in 
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San ~randsco; sotransp~rency aboutthe progr!lril and how businesses can comply will be critical, 
especially during the ihitial Implementation period. 

Some focus group parti_c:iparits feltthat th~ aforementioned patient advisory committee could be. tasked 
with providing ongoing guidance to the City in this area. 

v. Findings & Re~ommendations 
Based on Focus Group comments and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds 
the following, and makes associated recommendations: 

Findin.g 1-- Continued Access to M~dical Canm:ll;>ls: The City has a long histoty of providing medical 
cannabis to patlentsr andtf.li'S access to should contimle in 2018 and beyond. 

Recommendation: 
. A. The.: city $houid requir~ alLretailers to maihtafn rnt:;dical use as a condition of their permit. 

B.. the. c;ity should fqrther prioritize pe~mit processing for medical pnly <lpplltants. 

Finding 2 ~ C~si.Ci:inc:erti~:·There are co~cernsthat patients, particularly low income and indigent 
patients, will not be able to afford medical canhabls. 

Recommendation: 
A. Compassion programs should be targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans, 

and patient populations who can identify need. 
B. The City$hould rem;;ihi thoughtful .about the taxburdel\.on tne medical cannc!bis supply chain . 

and pati'ent consumers:0when crafting a· local taxstructure. 
C. The. City should allow samples ih certain circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test 

producl;S pefore having to purchase produ9ts at full or reduced cost. 
b. The City should advoc<jte for dosage flexibility formedic;;il products at the State level if higher 

<losage levels are notad~ressed in emergency regulations thfs November. 

Finding 3- Clarity ahd Adv13ca.cyJor State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders. would like 
thi;i CiWto acNocat~ for Compc:tssion Programs that reflect San Francisco's values. 

Recommendation: 
A. The Cityshould advocate to the State to allow counties tomalntatn compassion programs, and 

proVidedei=itregulations rel;;itedto compas.s!on programswithln 'the M-Type supply chain. 

. . 

Flnding.4 - Pres~rvation of Compassionate Care Model: The cdmpassionate care model has provided 
patients with access to medidnal cannabis, is an important harm reduction tool, and these programs. 
should be maintained. · 
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Recomh1endatlon: 
A. Similar to the mandate passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors in File No. 071505 

(2007),~llthe City should 6reate a compassion program or allow for retailers to establish their 
9Wh cempassion program. Descriptions of these programs and how the program will meet track 
and trace te'quiremElhts'should be detailed in therr application for'an Article 16 permit. 

B. The City should consider the creation ofnonprofit licenses for compassionate care,prograrns in 
2018; This could include contemplating a lower license fee, 

C. The City should allow for flexibility in imple'mentiog a ·compassion Program. An example of this 
is the Clty'could create a Compassion Fund administered by the City. In lieu of creating an onslte 
program, retailers cquld,provkle a per.centage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset 

, licensingJees for future nonprofit permit permits and costs of products. 

Finding S- Oet,errnlne Eliglbility: The.re is a need to create eligibility tritetia that is discrete and 
confidential fo ensure patlel1t privacy~ 

Recommendattorfr . , ,', 
A. The clty,shoulq leverage s[\otild leverage jts existing programs, su·ch as the Medical Marijuana 

Identification Card (MMIC) program,. as a pathway to a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a 
method by whtch patients can provetheir ~ligibility to r~tailers or potential nonprofits. Th1s 
resource should be provided at little to no cost to the patient. 

Finding 6'""' con,s1,1mptlcm Space: Consumption of medical cannabis can be a social experience, 
therefore, patients would like spates to be provided thatallow for soei,al consumption. 

Recommendatkir:i:.· 
A. The City, should encqurage the retention of.existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumption Space. 
B. The City,i;;hould disallow r~tailers from martda.ting a certain amount of prod1,1ct be purch;;ised in 

order to access the onsite smoking/vaping/consumption lounge. 

Finding 7 ~Safe Consumption Information: Patient consqmers woLild benefit from having access to 
consistenteduca,tion related to sate consumption. 

Recommendation: 
A. The Dep~rtrnent of Public, He~lth shQuld,create fact based information to be provided to all 

consumers including patients at the point of sale. , 

Finding 8-Advocacy·for Patient Community: The City would benefit from continued advice from 
patients, patiehta'dvbcate.s,,and businesses. 

18 San Frahcis~o Board of SupervisD'rs, File No. 071505, 2007. 
http://sfbos.org/~p/uploa'dedflleslbdsupvrs/ resoluti ons07 /r0623-07. pdf. 
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Recommeridatfon: 
A. The City 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 
body, and can further Inform and advise future task forc;e recommendations; notably about the 
evolutfon.of pollc;.y related to compassion programs. One of these members should have 
experience.in runn.ing a non:-profit compassion program. 

Finding 9 - Data & Acco4nta billty: The City needs to gather data and report o.ut on it regularly to 
ensure WI'! are iterating our policies .c:ind meeting our goals. 

Recommendcitioni. . .. . . . . 
A. The Office of Cannabis and the Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of 

. cannabis leg~liiatkih.oh medical c<;1nnabis use in San Francisco. 
' • • I ,• . ,' • • . • . • 

B .. Datacollectlon:should be cqnsistent with patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated 
into the Office of.Ca~nabis1 overall ,data management strategy; 

c. The Office of Cannabis In collaboration with the Department of Pub Ire Health should provide a 
report and recommendations to further thform the City's path forward with medltal cannabis by 
December 31; 2.0:).$, 
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Zoning Provisions: 

*'~~ 
Cannabis Delivery 1 

- I 

on~Retail 

Testing 
Falls under "Laboratory." Allows 
for testing of cannabis and 
cannabis products. Allowed in 
most Downtown, PDR, Eastern 
Neighborhood and SoMa 
Districts. 



Zoning Prov~sions: ~ 

~~:,~~~ 

•i . \ 

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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Zoning Provisions: ical 

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.· 

Less 1.mp.actful 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. 



Zoning Provis~ons: 
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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. 



Conversion Process: 

Conversion applications: 

Would NOT require C' 

Would require n 
notification i 

Lil Are still 
·Appeals. 

~ 
11 Would need to b 

December 31, 201 

s where neighborhood 

nary Review, , and the Board of 
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Planning Comm~ssion Action: 

[ili The Commission voted 
to keep the 1000' buffer 
around Schools. The 
Ordinance proposed a 
600' buffer. 

ii Increasing the buffer 
significantly reduces the 
number of store fronts 
and neighborhoods 
where MCDs and CRs 
can locate. 

11 The Commission voted ~ llil The Commission voted 
to remove the 300' ~· to include NC-1 District 

anti-clustering rule and ~ .. : 
replace it with the Orbit i 11 

Option. ..~ 
'.;"~· 

• The Orbit Option allows .. 
a new retail cannabis J 
location if there are no ~ 
more than two others -

!l'I 

within 1000'. 

in Sup. District 4. 

This will allow retail 
cannabis locations west 
of Sunset Blvd. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

October 2, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!fTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 171041 

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 

Not defined as a project under CEQA 
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 



SAN FRANCISCO 
-PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

October 26, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee 
Honorable Supervisor Jeff Sheehy 
Board of .Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017::.010365PCA~ 
- Can:ruibis Regulations . 

. 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 m Version 2 of the proposed 

-ordinance: 

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use located within W00600 
feet of a School, public or private, er a Public Facility, Cernmunity Facility, er PriBate 
Community facility thet primarily serves persims under 18 yeers ef age is not permitted. 

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' btiffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against); 

Wv'<'w .sfp!t=1nni ng .org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

·Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
·information:· 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the "Orbit Option" outiined 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. 

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 FflANC!stO 
Pl,.ANNING DI;PABTMENT 
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Initiated by: 
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Reviewed by: 

Executive Summary 
Planning Code Text Amendment 

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 19, 2017 
90· DAY EXPIRATION DATE: JANUARY 1, 2018 

Cannabis Regulations 
2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] 
Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 
.Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects 
dan.sider@sfgov.org; (415) 558-6697 

Recommendation: Approval with Modifications 

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 

1650"Mlssion st. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA.941!)3~2479 

Reception: 
415.558.~78 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

PlaJming 
Information; 
415;558.6377 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) establish regulations for land uses associated with the adult 
use (i.e. nonmedical) cannabis industry, including Cannabis 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 Dispensaries 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. In most 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 
Cannabis Regulations Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

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. 

2. 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 Iimlts for 
other retail uses. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. II:idustrial (PDR) Districts: Allowed only in conjunction with a State Microbusiness 

License; 2/.3 of the premises must be dedicated to cannabis-related PDR. 
c. 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. 

6. 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: 

SAl'I FRANCISCO 

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); 

c. Agricultural and Beverage Processing 2 for the manufacture of cannabis products using 
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 7); 

d. 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); 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
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 s:ubject 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 

5Afi FAAliCISCO 
PLANNING DEP4RTMENT 3 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

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 c~abis 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. 

SA1'1 FRAt>C!SCO 
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Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

Future of MCDs 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

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 u..11derstanding ot 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 ~eparate 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 bnpactful 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 was 'felt 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, suggests a desire to 
maintain the San Francisco's leading medical cannabis industry and culture. Local MCDs employ 
experts familiar with what types of cannabis are 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. 

SAf¢ FRANCISCO 
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"Buffering" Alternatives 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

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 concentration, 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, encoi;npassing 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 commercial 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 
ordinance. 

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. 

On-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 authorization 
from the OOC and Department of Public Health, as applicable. ' 

Currently, there are eight MCDs in the City that allow Offsite 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 establish¥tent' s employees and customers. A concern has 
also been expressed regarding mixed messages with regards to smoking tobacco and smoking cannabis 
by allowing later, b.ut 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 walkillg 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. It.is 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, particularly 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 Department 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 pro.posed separation from sen.sitive uses and from 
other retail carn1abis 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 clinics 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 t.11e 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: 
ExhibitB: 
ExhibitC: 
ExhibitD: 
ExhibitE: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Board of Supervisors File No. 171041 . 
Matrix for Non-Retail Cannabis controls. 
Map showing the existing <m.d proposed "Green Zone" 
Map showing the approval process for Cannabis Retail 
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Resolution No. 20029 
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Cannabis Regulations 
2017-010365PCA [Board Hle No. 171041] 

Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 

Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
aaron.sta1'.r@~fgov.org; 415-558-6362 
Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects 
dan.sider@sfiov.org; (415) 558-6Q97 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94 i03-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformat1on~ · 
415.558.6377 

APPROVING THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE 
TO 1} REGULATE CANNABIS LAND USES, iNCLUDING, AMONG OTHER THINGS, ADULT 
USE CANNABIS RETAIL4 MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES, DEUVERY-ONLY 
SERVICES1 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 JO 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 (hereinafter"J3oard") .File Number 171041, which would amend the Planning 
Code to 1) tegulate ('.annabis land uses, including, among other things, adult use r.annabis retall, Medical 
Cannabis Dispensaries, deHvery~only setvkes, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, 
and cannabis testing; 2} allow Medital Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a 
land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retall 
establishments; 4) esta!:>hsh location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 
l86-17, which limited the number of medical ('.annabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) 
delete superseded Planning Code provisions; and, 



Resolution No. 2.0029 
October 19, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regutati<m 

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 mat~rials 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 Franciscoi 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 control table. 
3. Deiete the foilowing sentence. located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed 

ordinance: 

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use located within :woo600 feet of a 
School, public or private, er a Pu9lic facility, CemHHmity facility, er PR'9ilte Cemmunity Facility thott 
primarily serees pe¥sens under 18 years ef age is not permitted. 

4. Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions 
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs. 

"Cannal~is may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City's Office 0£ 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 110rbit Option'' outlined in in the staff report, +5 -

1 (Hillis against}; and 
7. Allow CaIUlabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 {Hillis 

against). 
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FINDINGS 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulation 

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 Commission finds that 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. 

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. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE I 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF TitE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMEI\11. 

Policyl.3 

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The propas~ ordinance locates ¢ommerdal and industrial activities according existing zoning di.stricts by 
utilizing well established FDR zoning categories far non-retail activities and by al.lowing retail cannabis in 
commercially zoned districts. 

OBJECTIVE3 
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESID.ENTS, 
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. 

Policy3.4 
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 semi-skz1led workers 
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MAlNTAIN 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 comm.erdal 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 similar 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.l(b) of the Planning Code in. 
that: 

L That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in aud ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will 
not hav.e a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood
serving 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 Ordinance would not have a 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 n<;>t impede MUNI transit servke 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 
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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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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. 

8. That our parks and open space and their aq::ess to sunlight 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 Commission 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. 

- ~ ) '""> 
J~~ 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Richards 

NOES: Hillis 

ABSENT: Moore 

ADOPTED: October 19, 2017 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 8 

October 19, 2017 

Honorable Members 

JEFF .SHEEHY 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street · 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Proposition 64 Implementation 
File #171041 

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission: 

File No. 171041 
Received via email 
10/19/17 

City and County of San Francisco 

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. I'm heartened by Planning's support for Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries (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 dear that medical cannabis would be 
available for those who need it. San Francisco allowed medical cannabis collectives for a 
decade based solely on that st.ate measure and a Zoning Administrator determination. In 
2006, the City established land use and operating standards 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 properly respond. I hope you 
will agree that building on our existing infrastructure provides the most efficient path to · 

implementing the will of California voters. 

Many key issues are addressed in a separate ordinance that outlines the operating 
procedures and permit authodty 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 part of your deliberations. 

Cily Hall • I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, C.alifornia 94102-4689 • (415) 554-6968 
Fax (415J 554-6909 • TDDD~ry (415) 554-5227 • E-mail:.leff.Shcchy@sfgor.org 
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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 separate 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 Board 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 referred to Planning 
for the building permit. If both final permits are issued concurrently, then appeals would 
be consolidated at the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. I am also working 
with the City Attorney to exempt existing MCDs from discretionary 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 participation, including voluntary pre-application 
meetings. 

2. Conversion ofMCDs 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 process. Others 
may be awaiting a hearing date, all while incurring rent on a 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 {SafaD to establish an MCD limit in 
District 11. I support this limit because Superyisor Safai made a compelling case that . 
policy choices to llinit cannabis retailers in San Mateo County were 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 geographic area in the 
southern neighborhoods greater than District 11. 

4. Reducing Clustering Through the "Orbit" Option 
At the public hearing, some Commissioners :rioted that a 300 foot limit between MCDs 
may not be the best approach to address clustering. I understand that Planning will . 
propose an "orbit" approach that looks at multiple locations within a larger land area 
(e.g. three in a 1,000 foot area). I am hopeful that the Commission will adopt a 
recommendation that provides greater nu~ce than the 300 foot limit and believe this 
alternative may be a better approach. 

5. Neighborhood Commercial Districts 
Finally, the Planning Code recognizes the unique nature of our Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts (NCDs). Some district supervisors may have unique conditions in 
their NCDs that could cause the Board to either rela..'{ or constrain placement of cannabis 
retail in their communities. I expect amendments in some neighborhood commercial 
dis.tricts based on these unique conditions. 

Thank you for considering my views and for your own thoughtful deliberations on 
cannabis policy during this important time. I look forward to your recommendations. If I 
ever can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. 

Sincerely, 
1 

~~Ab~ 
JEFFSH~HY 
Supervisor for District 8 

· CC: Members, Board of Supervisors 
Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

September 26, 2017 

Dear President Breed and San Francisco Residents: 

,,0;1 Sc:fl 25 PH 4: l 2 
AK 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

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 limit 
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 . 
.. ~····, 

(__J 

~
f ~/) 

/ I / .. · '"A 
_,,,,. &'I &J(dtp~ 
Edwin M. L~~t.ayor . 

ti~=~ c/W~AJ E IL# 
Nicole Ell"ott, Director, Office of Cannabis 

~' Director, Department of Public Health , Dire tor, Planning Department 

1 DR. CARLTON 8. 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, Rooni 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: P·roposed 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 I and Year II 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 establishm~nts. Implementation strategies for these venues 

should be developed in collaboration with key stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality 

organizations. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

1 



• 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 

• 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 A distance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco's current distance 

requirements for tobacco retail locations.1 Some Task Force 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 

• 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 

1 See San Francisco Health Code§ 19H.4(f)(3). 
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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 supports the permitting and land use community engagement provisions as drafted. 

• Accessory Use. The Local Ordinance does not contemplat.e 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 struC:ture provisions as 

drafted. 

• Cannabis Event Permitting. The Local Ordinance should include a process for cannabis event 

permitting. 

Taxation 

• 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. 

Other 

• 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. 
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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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Driving Under 
the Influence 

(DUI) 

Neighborhood 
Safety 

San Francisco 
Police 
Department 
(SFPD) 

Local policy guidelines for driving under the influence should 
1 lbe developed that are based on behavior testing until science 

based testing exists. 

San Francisco should provide technical assistance to 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) as they develop DUI 

2 I 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. 

3 
'San Francisco should develop and implement a city-wide DUI 
public awareness campaign. 

4 

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. 

1
cannabis businesses should be like any other business in San 

5 
Francisco in appearance and manner: well-lit, clean, 
appropriate hours of operation, guidelines for security, etc. 
Three top considerations for the San Francisco Police 
Department (SFPD) when it is developing its criminal 
enforcement and training strategies are: 

NL 

NL 

NL 

Yes 

Yes 

NL 

1 

Note: NL= Not Legislated 

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. 

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 relatioris 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. 

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. 



# 
Enforcement 
and Training 
Priorities 

6 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
a) Strategies must represent community sens1t1v1t1es and oe 
developed together with parents or an agent of family 
representation; NL 

b) Strategies should be informed by subject matter experts in 

· all 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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# Recommendation 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Included Rationale .. 
Recommendation Sub~category: Public Consumption 

... . 

Meaning of the 
Word "public" 

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 

7 
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 ou'tdoor 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 

San Francisco should allow and create policy pathways for is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore, 
smoking cannabis in public places that b.ecome privatized. this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public 
These pathways should follow rules set by the San Francisco places, except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior 
Department of Public Health for tobacco use. No smoking-area designation from the Planning Department. 

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 legisl(!tion, a permitted medical 
cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the 

8 Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping 

onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is 

The smoking of cannabis should be allowed anywhere that not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis loca.tions in 

tobacco smoking is allowed. Indoor venues must provide the City. Note also that the proposed legislation requires such 
proper ventilation that addresses odor and smoke if smoking dispensaries to meet ventilation guidelines that will be developed by 
is allowed indoors. Partial the Health Department. 

9 
Th·e San Francisco City Attorney should provide.further legal 
guidance regarding consumption in public-private spaces, i.e. Further clarification is not being sought by the. City on this issue at this 
where, when and how it could be done in the City. No time. 
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# 
On-site 

Consumption 
per Proposition 
64 

10 

11 

Overconsumpti -
on and 
Encouraging 
Safe and 12 
Responsible 

use Across the 
City 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment • 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

Under the proposed legislation, the City will allow on-site consumption 

of edible cannabis products. The Department of Public Health will issue 
a separate permit to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite 
consumption of edible products, and rules and regulations to that 

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 
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. 

San Francisco and the Department of Public Health should The Department of Public Health is actively developing a public 
collaborate with the cannabis industry and the community to awareness campaign focused on driving under the influence and youth 
develop a health promotion strategy for preventing access and exposure. DPH will aim to include a variety of perspectives 
overconsumption and youth access. Yes in developing and implementing this campaign. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Youth Access and Exposure · .. .. '.· 
Educati6n 

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 

4 



# 

16 

17 

Preventing 
Sales to Minors 

18 

Advertising 

19 

20 

21 

22 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis 
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 

The State should vest decisions regarding student education 
implementation and funding criteria solely in the counties. NL 

The Health Department is conducting a health impact assessment that 
San Francisco should conduct research regarding access for draws together evidence from multiple sources to better understand 
minors in the illicit marketafterthe passage of Proposition the potential health impacts from legalization in San Francisco, 
215 and in other states that have legalized cannabis for adult especially with regard to youth access and exposure. The Health 
use in order to better understand how minors may access 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 

State cannabis related advertising restrictions prohibit cannabis 
advertising within 1,000 feet of schools, playgrounds, youth centers, or 

day care centers. State law also prohibits advertising to occur in 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 
regarding the free speech limits to regulating cannabis 
advertising at the local level. NL 
San Francisco should conduct research to learn more about 
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 
much 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 
to youth. NL of advertising to minors. 
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Criminal 

Diversion and 

Decriminalizati 

on Options for 

Youth 

23 

Youth 

Protection 
24 

25 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

It is unlikely that, even with the most robust cannabis 

education programs for youth, there will be a zero percent 

usage rate among minors in San Francisco - they may 

continue to consume and/or sell in schools and other places. 

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 

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 prated youth, e.g. The legislation mirrors state requirements that all items sold must be 

develop 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/Hospitality •· 

San Francisco 
1-'Cl I Clll\..l;)l..U ;)I IUUIU l.U ,..,....,...,, .,..,.._. VVILll ~La,.,,._.,,..,, ........ ,~ 1-V 

Cannabis develop policies that achieve an appropriate balance 

Culture 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 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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# 

27 

28 

Tourist and 
Resident 
Experiences 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/201'7 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible Consumption Fact 
Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be created by DPH. 

Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel and the 
c) Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain 
provide tourists with educational materials and information . educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible 
about safe access and consumption of adult use cannabis. Yes consumption, etc. 

the hospitality and tourism industry to develop pathways for 
lodging establishments to become "cannabis-friendly," 
thereby providing a legal consumption space for tourists. This legislation does not create a pathway for the Department of Public 
without access to a private residence. No Health to permit consumption in any space otherthan cannabis retail. 

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 Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's 
culinary experiences. NL 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 
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: 

7 



# 

29 

30 

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 
implementini;,; a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is 

also working with SF Travel 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 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 

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 languages mandated through the Language Access 

purchased, such as cannabis retail locations. Yes Ordinance. 

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 
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. Yes responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products. 
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Uses 

Retail Uses 

San Francisco should allow non-retail adult use cannabis uses 

1
(i.e. cultivation, manufacturing, distribution) and utilize the 

1 
existing Planning Code framework to establish land use 
controls for those uses. 

The existing Planning Code framework already addresses 
distance to sensitive uses for non-retail businesses. 

2 1
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.). 

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. 

4. 

San Francisco should reduce the distance new cannabis 
retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses to one 
that is less than the State- required 600 feet. 

San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path 
of travel" approach ratherthan a straight line, parcel to 
parcel. measurement. 

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, bu:t are not limited to: 

Yf?,S 

Yes 

Yes 

Partial 

No 

9 

Th~ legislation contemplates non-retail permits for cultivation, 

manufacturing, testing and distribution and incorporates analogous 
land use controls for these activities. 

The legislation does not apply sensitive use controls to all self
contained/totally enclosed permit types: cultivation, manufacturing, 
testing, distribution and nonstorefront retail. 

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." 
The required minimum distance would be 600', which is 400' less than 
presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some 
sensitive uses. 

Straight-line measurement would continue to be used; other 
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty 
and controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike. 



# 

5 

6 

7 

8 

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 

San Francisco should further define and/or refine definitions 
As above, sensitive uses would be refined to only include schools and 

of "sensitive uses" and expand locations in which new 
the present 1,000' minimum separation would be reduced to 600', 
thereby allowing a greater range of geography in which cannabis 

cannabis retailers could operate, where appropriate. 
Yes businesses could seek permission to operate. 

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 

NC Districts would generally require CU; Mixed-Use Districts would 
conflicts and less rigorous processes in other districts, such as 
Downtown or industrial districts. 

generally require neighborhood notice; Downtown Districts would 

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 
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 
or Industrial districts. Partial level of scrutiny would apply. 
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10 

11 

12 

MCD and Adult 
Use Retail 
Zoning 

Approval 13 
Processes 

14 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail 

businesses in existing Formula Retail 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 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 

the ground floor, such as spaces located at basement level, 
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 
re-permitting of medical cannabis business operators who 

The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who 
were shut down by the federal government or lost their 

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 
retail signage on store fronts with regulations for other retail Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the 

businesses. Yes Pla.nning Code changes. 

Medical cannabis dispensaries have more stringent ADA 
requirements to increase access for patients, which may not 
be necessary for adult use retailers. Therefore, adult use 
cannabis retailers, as distinct from medical use cannabis 
retailers, should not be subject to the heightened ADA 

Retailers would be required to retain medical as a use, therefore, their requirements that currently apply to MCDs. 
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 
adding adult use products or a medical dispensary switching 
to an adult use business model. Such "grandfathered" The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to 
medical cannabis businesses should be exempt from any 

convert to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more 
new, more restrictive land use provisions that may be 

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 .· 
.;·. 

.. : . : 
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Successful 
Workforce 

15 

16 

17 

18 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

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 
apprenticeship programs as workforce pathways for 

individuals to participate in all aspects of the cannabis 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 iob onnori:unities 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 
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 

San Francisco should create incentives (rather than 
workforce system before posting those positions publicly (i.e. their 

mandates) for cannabis businesses to hire local residents anc.l 
website, linked in, craigslist, monster, etc.). As a good faith effort (as 

individuals from communities affected by mass incarceration. 
_opposed to a mandate) First Source ensures that participating 
businesses consider qualified San Francisco residents whom have 

The City should also create hiring preference policies for 
sought out workforce services before they begin recruiting for 

residents who have moved out of the City due to the high 
candidates through more traditional hiring practices that may lead to 

cost of living. 
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 
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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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
The cannabis industry is a dynamic field, and as such, San 
Francisco should collaborate with workforce development 
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 
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 develop 
TThe workforce system hosts job fairs regularly and can easily 

mechanisms to publicize job opportunities and draw diverse 
incorporate cannabis employers and opportunities. OEWD's business 

candidates to the cannapis workforce, such as job fairs, 
public education campaigns, or other pipelines. 

services team can support communications strategies to increase 
NL awareness of the opportunities the industry creates. 

San Francisco should ensure that existing workforce policies 
Operators will be required to comply with all local and state safety, 

and protections for wage and benefit rights are extended to 
wage and labor ordinances. Revisions to the legislation will 

the cannabis industry workforce, such as connecting worker 
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. 

Post-legalization, there will be a need for lab technicians with 
This could likely align with the City's existing health care sector 

the capacity for testing cannabis products, and San Francisco 
trainings. Once certification and licensing standards for employees are 

should invest in this capability. 
established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving 

NL industry-recognized credentials. 

13 
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Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

The legislation pending before the Board of Supervisors proposes that 

no 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 cif Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017. 

San Francisco should engage workforce development 
organizations, community-based organizations, community The Office of Cannabis is ~orking on the Equity Report with the Human 

members, and other key stakeholders to develop strategies Rights Commission and the Controller's Office. The report will present 

to reduce economic barriers for people of color, women, and available data on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, 

formerly incarcerated persons to enterthe cannabis industry income, economic status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender 

as entrepreneurs. Strategies could include: 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. 
The legislation does not currently contemplate reallocation of existing 

a) Consider a prioritized permitting process to help operators 
funding for the purpose of subsidizing rent. However, the legislation 

reduce initial start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while 
contemplates giving priority processing to Equity Applicants, a category 

undergoing permitting process) 
to be defined by the City this fall. Additional policies to support equity 

operators will be further defined during the development of the 
Partial proposed Equity Program. 

This legislation does not currently contemplate the reallocation of 

b) Creation of grants or other fonding opportunities to assist existing funding to assist people of color, women, and formerly 

people of color, women, and formerly incarcerated persons incarcerted persons from achieving ownership, however, this will be 
in achieving business ownership one area the City will seek to address through the creation of an Equity 

No Program this fall. 

This legislation contemplates only allowing eligible candidates access 
to applications for a permanent permit to operate once an Equity 

c) Equity licensing Program is established. At the time applications are opened, it is 
proposed that equity applicants receive priority review for permit 

Yes processing. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
The Equity Program contemplated_ includes priority permit processing 
and technical assistance to applicants who meet Equity Criteria. 

d) Subsidized permitting and licensing fees 
Subsidized permitting and licensing fees will be contemplated during 
the development of the Equity Program and may be reviewed when 
the permit and license fee legislation is before the Board of Super-Visors 

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 l')eeded. 
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 
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 

Citv fundinf! and/or local credit unions to orovide banking NL allowing for city funding for banking services. 

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 
• childcare subsidies 
•services for formerly incarcerated persons and other 
communities affected by cannabis prohibition 
•housing 
•job creation 
•

1 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. 

15 
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Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation 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 

San Francisco should encourage cannabis businesses to invest continued access to Medicinal Cannabis for individuals who qualify to 
in community benefit agreements that allocate resources to use Medicinal Cannabis under California Health & Safety Code Section 
community. 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 forthe 
continued employment of persons in the Cannabis industry. 

Yes 

While the overall workforce strategy is not legislated through these 

San Francisco should include cultural competency trainings as 
ordinances, the City can review ways to provide appropriate trainings 

part of the cannabis workforce development strategy. 
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 

NL address through this recommendation. 

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 

San Francisco should develop pathways, such as an amnesty Registration Certificate, proof to occupy, location, verifiable date of 
program, to encourage existing businesses to transition from operation, etc. IF businesses have this information and they are 
the illicit to legal market. 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 

Yes the state beginning Jan 1. 2018. 
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# !Recommendation 
San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Department 

1
should collaborate with community policing and diversion 

30 
programs to educate businesses ori the transition from the 
illicit to legal market. 

The San Francisco District Attorney and Public Defenders 

31 1
offices should work to streamline the record expungement 

and resentencing process for individuals with eligible 
previous convictions as outlined in the Proposition 64. 

San Francisco should develop a local adult use cannabis 
1 I licensing system that aligns and builds upon the State license 

types and structure. 

San Francisco should con.sider 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: 

2 
, • New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking 
license 
• New category: Consumption lounge 
• New category: Events (e.g. commercial events and farmers' 
markets, etc.) 

The City should also explore the possibility for one-day event 
permits. 

San Francisco should support opportunities for existing 

3 1
businesses to participate in the cannabis industry by allowing 
for dual (i.e. the ability to sell both non-cannabis & cannabis 
products) licensing opportunities. 

Included !Rationale 

NL 

NL 

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) 

No 

Yes 

17 

The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing 

state license types established by MAUCRSA at this time. 
Manufacturing is allowed, and consumption will be allowed at retail 
locations, under certain conditions. Special event permits are not 

contemplated in this legislation. 
The legislation allows cultivators, manufacturers and distributors the 
opportunity to conduct medicinal and adult use related activities on 

their premises. The legislation requires retailers to either conduct only 
medical, or adult-use and medical acti'i1ities on their premises. No 
solely adult-use retail activity is permitted under the proposed 

legislation. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
Similar to DPH's approach to onsite consumption at retail locations, 

In order to provide a consumption space, San Francisco San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right 

should consider waiving licensing requirements for smoking to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the 

tents at special events where there is no cannabis City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this 

distribution. legislation does not contemplate permitting smoking tents at special 

No 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 This legislation proposes zoning volatile solvent manufacturing only in 
manufacturing and only issue Type 7 =Manufacturer 2 locations where such activity would be allowed in an analogous use, 

licenses in these permitted areas. Yes such as in PDR-1-G, PBR-1-D, and PDR-2. 

San Francisco should consider workforce licensing 

requirements that create uniform standards across 

businesses. The City should work with relevant stakeholders Professional licenses are generally implemented at the state level, and 
to identify appropriate training requirements that achieve a because this is statewide activity, the City believes this should remain a 

balance between creating minimum standards that do not state responsibility. With that said, the creation of standardized licensing 

also create a barrier to entering the industry. The City should requirements for workforce would allow individuals to train for clearly 

consider. various job training formats (e.g. on-the-job training, identified skills that meet the needs of the employer making them more 

apprenticeship certification, continuing education, shadow successful at gaining employment. It is important that these standards be 

programs at dispensaries, etc.) and leverage existing universal across geographies, ensuring that the worker has a broad market 

programs to develop and implement adult use cannabis place for their skills and allowing them to find the best fit for themselves. 

workforce education and training. The following entities 
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development and their workforce 

could be involved in this effort: 
providers ensure that all trainings they provide give participants the skills 

• Office of Small Business 
they need for licensure (for example guard cards for security guards). 

• City College of San Francisco and other community colleges The Office of Economic and Workforce Development as well as the Office of 
•San Frar)cisco Unified School District Cannabis can plan to participate in discussions for license establishment at 
• Charter or private schools the state level to ensure that such standards meet the needs of both our 
•Unions workforce and businesses. The City can then implement such standards 
• Oaksterdam University within OEWD/partner trainings fo ensure that the workforce participants 
• Patient Focused Certification Program -Americans for Safe are able to get the licenses needed to move into the workforce. 
Access 

NL 
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Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
While the City is not creating non-profit specific permits for 2018 (as 

defined by M,A.UCRSA) the City is contemplating an allowance for 

San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and compassion programs, with certain restrictions, so that low income 

make non-profit licenses available for cannabis organizations patients are able to continue to access medical cannabis at reduced 

that provide compassion programs and supportive services. 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 

Partial Office on November 1, 2017. 

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, The legislation proposes permits for nonstorefront retail delivery. 
so these hubs should be in non-residential or live/work Zoning for this activity will mirror zoning requirements for distribution 
commercial zoning locations. Yes activity. 

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 

Delivery drivers will need proof of authority to fill delivery 
order was placed, 4) a description of the product ordered and amount, 
and 5) delivery address. These requirements have been contemplated 

orders. The driver should possess an order manifest that 
in order to meet state regulations related to delivery. To-date, 

includes patient name, order date, delivery date, business 
MAUCRSA requires delviery personnel to carry a physical copy of the 

name, items ordered, and order time. However, delivery 
delivery request requires the delivery personnel to make it available 

address should not be included, as inclusion of this 
upon request of the licensing authority and law enforcement officers, 

information may pose a safety risk to consumers. 
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 

Partial location. 

San Francisco should allow permitted medical cannabis 
The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to meet 
certain application requirements and operating standards to be eligible 

dispensaries that currently operate delivery services to 
to deliver. If the retailer meets these requirements they may continue 

continue to provide deliveries. 
Yes to deliver cannabis. 

The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to seek 
authorization to deliver, and as a part of their applications, 

Delivery drivers should receive appropriate training to retail/delivery will be required to sign a statement affirming that they 
minimize potential safety risks. will provide training to all employees concerning the laws governing 

sales and delivery, and to attend that the operator will take steps to 

Yes ensure the personal safety of their employees. 
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Recommendation Included Rationale 

San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in 
The legislation proposes requiring all retailers to maintain their medical both the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. 

Yes use while allowing them to add adult use to their location. 

The licensing process for medical cannabis dispensaries As proposed, MCDs would be permitted as of right in all commercial 

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. 

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 

San Francisco should consider creating a licensing priority for Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate Use Act 
current medical cannabis dispensary operators in operation prior to September 1, 2016; 
as of, or prior to, September 1, 2016, to apply for adult use (3) Applications that demonstrate a commitment on the part of the 

cannabis licenses. This aligns with Proposition 64's existing Applicant to provide benefits to the surrounding community, including 

licensing priority provision. but not limited to workforce opportunities and community benefits 
contributions; and 
(4) Applications submitted by all other Applicants. 

Yes 
Recommendation Sub~Categoryi Taxation and Revenue·····• 

. ·. ·. ·· .... ·:: .. •· .·· .. . .. .... ····:·>· .... :·· . .. :·· .. 

Taxation 
The Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05 on November 9, 2016, that 

Proposition 64 establishes State adult use cannabis taxes. To 
directed his Budget Director to consult with the Controller, Treasurer 

complement the State's taxation system, San Francisco 
and Tax Collector, and other stakeholders to propose taxation and 
permitting fees related to the production and distribution of cannabis 

15 
should consider establishing local cannabis taxes to generate 

products. He also asked staff to consult with other American 
revenue that may be allocated to local cannabis legalization 

. jurisdictions that allow for non-medical cannabis use to survey their 
priorities not already funded through state taxes or other 

taxation and fee methods, to incorporate lessons learned. This 
funding mechanisms. 

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 
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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Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
Given that the cannabis industry currently operates primarily 
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. 

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: 
• 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. 

San Francisco should use an evidence-based approach to 
Data collection is not currently contemplated in this legislation, 

inform future adult use cannabis policies and legislation. The 
however, the Office of Cannabis is working to define methods of data 

City should engage key stakeholders to identify and collect 
collection and scope, and will incorporate this collection plan into their 

· appropriate 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 

Local 11n aeve1oping an appropnai:e 1oca1 regulatory ana regu1atory 

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 • Responsive 
The role of the Office of Cannabis is to implement the regulatory and •Timely 

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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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

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 
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 II - please see "Other" tab for more information. Administrator. This office is authorized to have three positions 

NL including the Director. 

San Francisco should anticipate that numerous City agencies 
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, 
Police Department, Planning Department, Fire Department, 

Tax Collector's Office, Department of Building Inspection, San 
In the legislation, these departments are called "referring 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, and 
Department of Public Works. The cannabis regulatory role of 

departments" and each department maintairis existing permitting and 

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) 

Proposition 64 establishes a State-level track and trace 
Each operater will be required to comply with track and trace. The City 

monitoring system to track cannabis from seed to sale. This 
has engaged the CDFA in their development of the system to request 

State system is sufficient for local cannabis tracking within 
participation in the user outreach and development. The goal is to 

San Francisco. 
make this a useful tool for not just the state, but also appropriate 

Yes agencies in San Francisco. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Technicai 

Non-Retail 

Licensing 
Elements -
General 

San Francisco should make locai permits for non-retail businesses 

1 1
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and 
microbusinesses. San Francisco should not license large cultivation 
though State permit 3 or permit 5. 

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. 

2 1 
*Note: Manufacturing 6B, consumption lounge and events with 
retail activity to be addressed later under retail licensing topic area. 

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 

Partial !state issues emergency regulations associated with this business activty. 

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 

Partial I health, as well as state restrictions on where cannabis may be consumed. 
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RPcommendatinn lnclurle R::ition::ile 

Consumption lounges and temporary events should be allowed in 
San Francisco. The City should look into whether a license is 
necessary in these cases. 

The proposed legislation does not allow for temporary events. It does allow 

Partial 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 We are not requiring proof of being affiliated with an existing MCD as an 
dispensaries would be required as part of the licensing process. 

Yes eligibility requirement for non-retail and delivery permit applicants. 
The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts 

The non-retail permitting process in San Francisco should be DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application 

streamlined and efficient. process with an eye towards streamlining and for the development of the 
Yes 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 recommendatio.n The legislation contemplates giving retailers who were operating in good 

should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting standing post 1996 and were forced to close due to federal internvention 

'processing recommendations. Yes access to applications in phase 1/2018. 

San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our 

permits in a timely manner. state counterparts on all processes related to local permit and state licensing 

NL approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review. 

Security and Federal Government: Local Licensing agencies should 
do everything within the)r 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- The City intends to protect information related to operations of San Francisco 
retail facility physical addresses discreet, with mailing addresses as based operators in good standing from federal enforcement to the extend 
an appropriate way of providing information. 

NL allowed by law. 
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R<>romm<>ndation lnrl"~" Ratinnale 

Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the 

desired requirements for 
non-retail cannabis businesses. As such, th.e requirements for non-
retail licensing should 
align 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, 

•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 iicense. 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 
• 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 
inspection and document review sh9uld 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. 
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 to a permittee, location, and ownership structure (to an extent). 
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Include Rationale 

San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and 
adult use permitting for non-retail businesses. For all non-retail permits, we did not include a distinction for adult-use vs. 

Yes medical use. 

Personal, noncommercial cultivation should not require a license in 
San Francisco. Yes These ordinances do not create personal cultivation permits. 

Rei::Ommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice ···,: . : 

Strategies 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. 

San Francisco should engage community members in the target 
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 

populations {people of color, women, transitional-age youth ages 21-
on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, income, economic 

14 
24, and formerly incarcerated persons), workforce development 

status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, and HIV/AIDS 
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key 

stqtus. It will also include recommendations regarding policy options that 
stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to 

could {A) foster equitable access to participation in the industry, including 
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs. 

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. 

Yes 
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ii:_ I Recommendation 

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 

15 1
shoufd 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 

fl\ Ill"'""" A\ .......... ,...,... .... • ~· 

Include I Rational<> 

a) The proposed legislation prioritizes Equity applicants and then existing 
businesses, notably 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 

Partial I development of the Equity Program. 
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R<>rnmmPndation lncludP Ratinn"I"' 
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and 
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 vear 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 

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. 
The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned 
socia I 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 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 

•Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way 

• Office of Economic and Workforce Develonment IOEWDl NL precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. 

Recommendation Sub~Categoty: Community Engagement .. ·. _:· - .. · 
·. 

Strategies 
Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 

San Francisco should develop cannabis non-retail business operating 
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process. 
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 

19 
neighbors" to the communities in which they are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with 
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (ii) 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 incorporate more community outreach as part of 

oversee this process. No the application process. 
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Recommendation lnr.Jude o;,tjonaJo 
The Office or Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platform to 

The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis industry 
disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full 
transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The 

should make cannabis business regulations clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for 
the general 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 l;Jetter tool for 

Yes their use. 
As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, we are not aware ot 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 

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. 

For the sake of public safety, non-retail businesses should not aim to 
Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the Planning 

draw unnecessary attention to themselves through signage. 
Yes Code changes. 

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 
•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 

rei:rulatorv a"encv NL commercial cannabis activity in 2018. 
San Francisco should create a certification program for non-retail 
tour companies in align me ht with existing tour bus regulations. 
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 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 facilitv. Partial congestion and parking impacts, etc. 
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# rne:-commen:dafion 
Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should 

2 1 
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required 

6 
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the 

tour. 

2 1
Tour companies should be required to designate a community 

7 
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries. 

NL ISee above. 

NL !See above. 

Youth 1
2 

I Non-retail cannabis-related waste material sh.ould be stored and 
Access and 

8 
disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth. 

Tne legislation requires a waste disposalplan from all operators, and requires 
t~ash to be contained and disposed of purusant to garbage and recycling 
receptable guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include locking 

Exposure Yes I receptacles. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Cross-Cutting· Technical and Community 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 

1 Isa le 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 

c. Enclosing cannabis products in a locked box that an employee 
would unlock upon request 

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 
Partial I implementation and regulation of accessory use retail in the future. 
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# IRE!C::ommE!naation 

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 
2 /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. 

Cannabis businesses should be subject to review by an appropriate 
3 I agency to determine the 

conditions the business would need to comply with. 
San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path of 

4 1
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. 

l.JOll I ldllCISCU SllUUIU 1euuce Clle UJSLdllCe 11ew Cd Ill Id UIS 1eca11e1s Cdll 

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 

5 1
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 

I.. r 1 •• 1 • 1 r 

Include IRatirinale 

Yes 

a. We allow Cannabis Retail in all zoning districts that allow commercial 

activity, except for NC-1 zoning Districts. Only retail operations with a 
microbu~iness licenses can operate. in PDR districts. 
b. the ordinance established a 300' buffer around cannabis businesses. 
c. 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. 

Businesses will be subject to review by multiple referring agencies to 
determine conditions of their permits. These agencies include DPH, SFFD, 

Yes ISFPD, and OOC. 

The legislation proposes to continue to use straight-line measurement; other 
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty and 

No I controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike. 

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 proposed, existing operating MCDs' locations are 

Partial !grandfathered. 
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RecommPndation Include Rationale 

San Francisco should protect cannabis retailers and other license 
holders in good standing from the impacts of future sensitive uses 
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 

different land use approval process as compared to non-accessory addressed legislatively at the time if/when accessory use permits are made 

uses. NL available. 
1 ne proposea orainance 1nc1uaes a prov1s1on tnat a11ows existing 1v1Lus to 
convert to Cannabis Retail without CU authorization, or being subject to the 

Existing cannabis businesses should undergo a less restrictive land 
new location restrictions. Existing non-retail businesses should not need to 
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 ·.: :. 

'" 
·. . · .. 

. : ... . 

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 potentially hazardous food. 

9 b. Bakery Prepared onsite retail & wholesale sales Edible cannabis is also not allowed to provide more than 10 milligrams ofTHC 
c. 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) & c) 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 tor retailers to have consumption 
lounges on th€ir premises with DPH approval. The existing 8 onsite 

San Francisco should consider a land use designation for 
consumption lounges for smoking/vaping would be eligible to remain if the 

10 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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# 1ReC:C>rT1rT1e_o_daUon 

In determining the proper distribution of cannabis businesses across 
11 lthe City, the main goal is ensuring even distribution and access 

throughout the city. 

San Francisco should allow existing permitted medical cannabis 

Zoni~g . 
12 

businesses and cannabis businesses that have been closed (as long 
Application as they closed in good standing) to have priority consideration in the 
Standards adult use approval process. 

Recommi;indation Sub•Category: Community Engagement 
Application 
Process 

Community engagement must be a part of the application review 
13 lprocess for cannabis businesses. Policies related to how community 

engagement is implemented are the charge of the oversight body. 

There should be a clear application and a clear process based on 

141
best practices for cannabis permits and/or licenses. This means that 
there should be a community engagement process as a minimum 
standard for both medical and adult use. 

The zoning application process for cannabis businesses should 

151
require documentation of community engagement activities and 
maximize opportunities for community engagement early on in the 

rocess that are as inclusive as possible. 
Different thresholds and expectations should be established for the 
level of community engagement and review process required for 

16 ldifferent types of land uses, e.g., a stand-alone cannabis retail store 
may require more community engagement than a grow house 
without a public-facing component. 

The application criteria and standards should be applied consistently 
17 lacross businesses and should include mechanisms to ensure 

accountability and include a high level of transparency. 

lridude IRafiona-le 

While this ordinance was drafted to allow a more even distribution of retail 
cannabis businesses across the City, San Francisco's industrial lands are 
clustered on the eastern side of the city; therefore most non-retail businesses 

Yes lis proposed to be located on the eastern side of the City. 

The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in 
good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal 

Yes !intervention/enforcement. 

ecause this recommendation is l1riclearlrithe context of today. This 
ordinance does not contemplate any new public engagement requirements at 
this time, however, this may be addressed through future amendments of the 

NL !ordinances. 

The Office of Cannabis seeks to create a clear and transparent application 
process. Planning pre-applicaton requirements would apply to all MCDs in NC 
districts, and the Office of Cannabis is contemplating amedments that would 

Partial I increase community engagement priorto permit approval and issuance. 
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The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for 
cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are 
being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future 

l\Jo !amendments. 

The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for 
cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are 
being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future 

No !amendments. 
The legislation contemplates applTC:ation requirements and operating 
standards that will be required of every operator, and then additional 
standards based on activity type, to ensure thorough and thoughful 
regulation of all activities. All criteria and standards will be made public. The 

Yes I legislation proposes inspections to ensure accountability. 
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lnrlude Rationale 
While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does not allow 

San Francisco should make local permits for retail businesses for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and outdoor 

1 available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are not required to 

micro businesses. apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit (although they will be required 

Partial 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 

2 
• New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for 
delivery with no walk-in retail) 

• New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing state 
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym) license types established by MAUCRSA. This legislation does not propose a 
• New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events, stand-alone consumption permit, does not allow for temporary event 
and Farmers Market examples permits, and does not contemplate a virtual dispensary at this time (public 

No access to nonstorefront retail is not allowed under this proposal). 
The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts 

3 
The retail permitting process in San Francisco should be streamlined DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application 

and efficient. process with an eye towards streamlining and application platform 

Yes development. 
In the retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good 
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal 

4 
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status 
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in 

should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting good standing with the City but wereforced to close due to federal 

I orocessirnz recommendations. Yes intervention/enforcement. 

5 
San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our 

permits in a timely manner. state counterparts on all processes related to local permit and state licensing 
Yes approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review. 

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 

San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings for the forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the 

6 Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to use when geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the 

reviewing adult use retail applications. 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 

Yes measures to counterbalance any such increase." 
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R"'romm.,nrlatinn lnrl11rl<> R:>tional<> 

San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of adult 
use cannabis retailers. 
Strategies may include: 
• 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 in 
a given district 
while also encouraging healthy competition. 
•Stricter clustering provisions in Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts to balance The legislation proposes cannabis retailers may not locate within 300' of 

neighborhood concerns, and less strict clustering requirements in another such business. While the minimum clustering distance is the same · 

other districts, such throughout the City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the 

as Downtown or Industrial districts. 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 
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 
products or a medical dispensary switching to an adult use business 
model. Such "grandfathered" medical cannabis businesses should be The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to convert 
exempt from any new, more restrictive 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 exempts 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 

(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, 

San Francisco should not create a separate retail permit for that is something the City can allow 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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oncommend;itjnn lnclune R;ition;ile 
As contemplated, retailers would be required to have both types of activity 

San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and on the premises, o.r they would be allowed to retain only their medical 

adult use permitting for retail businesses. activity. This was done to ensure we always have a market for medical 

Yes cannabis patients. 

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 
•Articles of Incorporation All state regulations will be incorporated into City regulation, and will form 
•Labor laws the baseline standard for all cannabis operations in San Francisco. Any 
• Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards Yes additional regulations put forward by the City will reflect the City's values. 
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 lnsRection 
(DBI) 

• Fire Department documentation 
• Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best 
practices 

•Security plans 
• Weights & Measures The legislation contemplates requiring applicants to submit the following 

Yes plants and information with their applications: Waste St 

An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing 
agent should be required for retail license renewal. The inspection A permit holder will be required to maintain their standing with the state in 
and document review should ensure compliance with State and local order to maintain their local permit. In order for an permit holder to receive 
regulations and good standing with the Board of Equalization (BOE) license renewal, the operator will be required to maintain compliance with all 
or Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector. local and state permit conditions, and update their file regularly. 
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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RPcnmmendatinn lnd11rle Ratinnale 

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 

San Francisco should allow and create pathways for smoking policymakers have passed local ordinances that include the prohibition of 

cannabis in public places that become privatized. These pathways smoking of tobacco or any other weed or plant products in public areas such 

should follow rules similar to alcohol consumption at special events as parks, recreation areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoking 

for adults age 21+ and medical card holders age 18+. 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 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 

Citv. 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 

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 publ_ic 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 

club/outdoor garden; adult-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. 

San Francisco's on-site consumption requirements should not be 
Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and 

stricter than those outlined in state cannabis laws. 
regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and 

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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R<>rnmmendation Include Rationale 
San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and make non- The Office of Cannabis, in consultation with the Department of Public Health 

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 provide compassion programs and supportive something that can be reviewed after or upon the creation of a compassion 

services. No program. 

policies that achieve an 
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 cannabis 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, 
• 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 c educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible 
plans Yes consumption, etc. 

San 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, 
Yes addressing potential congestion and parking impacts, etc. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice ' 
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Rornmmt=!ndatinn lnduno Rationalt> 

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. 

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. 
,~~" I'"''-·~-~ .>llUUIU tJl IUI ···~- "'" IUh~'.·" '6 ,,., ~·-o'-v IUI 

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-

NL This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program. 
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and 
process for b.usinesses 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 Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are 

compliance process guide integrated into the SF business oortal. Yes eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018. 
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Recommendation Include Rationale 
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 

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, The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of 
including formerly incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social 
•Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way 
• Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) NL precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement . . 
:' . . . . .. ·. ·'• 

Strategies San Francisco should develop cannabis retail business operating Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 
standards to form part of applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process. 
the retail business permitting process. These standards should The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and 
ensure that cannabis commercial neighbors located within SO feet of the Cannabis Business the 
businesses are "good neighbors" to the communities in which they name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations 

32 
are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with 
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk 
in a non-discretionary and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii) 
manner (e.g., standard set of rules and consequences, such as Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the 
citations or notices of Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation +permit 
violation if rules are broken).*(Reflects Year 1 PSSE recommendation suspension and recovation (+appeals pathways) are contemplated in the 
4.) Yes legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these. 

Tne Orrice or Cannabis nas a weosite ana wi11 seek to use it as a platrorm to 

The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis industry 
disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full 
transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The 

33 
should make cannabis business regulations clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for 
the general 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. 
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RecnmmPndation lnr1lude R<>tional"' 

As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, 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 

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 

issues 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 he.a rings based on 
established practices. The Office of Cannabis will also manage complaints 

Partial related to permit holder activity where appropriate. 

The following entities are stakeholders in the City's community 
engagement efforts for 
retail: 
• Businesses 
•Residents 
•San Franc!sco Department of Public Health 
•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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Recommenrfation lnclurt1> Rationale 

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 
shoulcj 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 create an 
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. 
Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's 2018 state 

NL legislative agenda. 

San Francisco should allow cannabis consumption in parked cars 
It is a violation of State law to consume cannabis in a public place, including a (i.e., do not impose arrests, fines, or fees for cannabis consumption 

in parked cars.) vehicle, to possess an open container or open package of cannabis/product in 
NL a vehicle, and to operate a vehicle while under the influence. 

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 

mitiirate traffic coni>estion safetv concerns noise odors and waste NL To contemplate in 2018. 
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. 
Tour companies should be required to designate a community 
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries. NL To contemplate in 2018. 
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Reromm<>nrlatinn fnr1 .. r1e Ratinn<>le 
San Francisco should collaborate with stakeholders to develop 
policies that achieve an 
appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use 
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways 

that a·llow 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 Health will issue 

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 

• Limit visibility of .consumption 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 

exnosure from the street. Partial may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted area. 

Retail tour access should be restricted to people ages 21 and over or 
This will be something contemplate during the creation of policies regulating 

in possession of a valid medical cannabis recommendation. 
tour activity. Under the proposed legislation, tours may be allowed at certain 

NL facilities as early as 2019. 
The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, and requires 

Retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and 
trash to be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and recycling 

disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth. 
receptacle guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include, at a 
minimum, a requirement that any waste be stored in locked receptacles prior 

Yes to pickup. 
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Year II Recommendation..: Agency Oversight 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations - Other 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

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. The legislative contemplates the creation of a hearing officer, or AU. This 

Note: this recommendation builds upon Year I Regulation and City Agency officer will serve as the first step of appeals of Director's decisions related to 

Oversight Recommendation #21. Yes permit suspension and/or revocation. 
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October 18, 2017 

Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 200 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Draft Ordinances on Cannabis 

Flie No. 171041 
Received via email 
10/19/17 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Nicole Elliott, Director 
San Francisco Office of Cannabis 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

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 small 
businesses. 

Very truly yours, 

lr., i ( 

\··,k__ ·;/ 

\~en ~li~~~- -.. 
Co-Chair 
CMAC 

Co-signing organizations: 

GOLDEN GATE 
RESTAURANT 
A.$SOCIATION 
-~---Ml: 19-:!o---

Gwyneth Borden, Executive Director 
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October 30, 2017 

The Honorable London Breed 

President, Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Roorn 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

RE: Cannabis Regulations, Board of Supervisors File Numbers 171041and171042 

Dear President Breed: 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, 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 

co.nsideration 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, 

Jim Lazarus Cassandra Costello 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce San Francisco Travel Association 

Gwyneth Borden Henry Karnilowicz 

Golden Gate Restaurant Association San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations 

cc. Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Lee, Nicole Elliott 



October 18, 2017 

Mr. Rich Hills 

President, San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Cannabis Regulations 2017-010365PCA 

Dear President Hills: 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

File No. 171041 
Received via email 
10/19/17 

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 Com miss.ion 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 lawfully operating 

businesses. 

2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses, 

operating "below th.e 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 undenhe 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 local 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, almost 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, 

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 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Jewel Zimmer <jewel@cocoacollectionsf.com> 

Saturday, October 21, 2017 3:56 PM 
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) 
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 I own a boutique chocolate company in here in 
SF. http://cocoacollectionsf.com/artisan In the past 18 months I 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. I made the decision not to take on a lease before I understood 
exactly what would be asked of me as a manufacturer to comply with the city of San Francisco's new 
regulations. Now that I know what is expected of me, I am in a compromised position to register 
because I did not secure a zoned location before September 26 2017. 

I am writing you today to formally 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. 

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. I also ask that you consider shared kitchen spaces for manufacturers. This 
mirrors the current bay area food provenders and how we work collectively to help leverage one 
another. 

Thank you for your time. 

In partnership, 

Jewel Zimmer 

Jewel Zimmer 
San Francisco Ca 94102 
415-305-8421 
www.cocoacollectionsf.com 
www.juna-world.com (coming soon) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Flour Child Collective < hello@flourchild.org > 
· Saturday, October 21, 2017 4:32 PM 

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) 
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, I am a native of San Francisco and a member of the SF cannabis community, 
and 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). 

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: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Sharon Krinsky < sharon@societyjane.com > 
Saturday, October 21, 2017 5:21 PM 
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) 
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 of2015 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 9126. 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 I am not even breaking even yet as it is. 

There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work. I will do whatever I 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 I am not able to register and obtain a license for Society Jane, the health and well-being of our members is at 
risk. 

I 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. I hope you will join me in lending your support as well. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Krinsky 

Sharon Krinsky, Founder I CEO 
SOCIETY JANE TM 

wwvv.societyjane.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

bridget may < bridget@littlegreenbee.net> 

Saturday, October 21, 2017 10:57 PM 

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) 

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: 

http://www.littlegreenbee.net/ 

I have been incorporated since 2015 and am part of the supply chain to several delivery-only 
dispensaries including Sava and FoggyDaze: 

https://www.getsava.com/ https://foggydazedelivery.com/ 

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 BIN 
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. 
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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: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

- ,- - -1 

David Rothenberg <dave@mightyfoods.co> 

Sunday, October 22, 2017 12:29 PM 
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) 

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: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Clayton Coker <clayton@somatik.us> 
Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:31 PM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis 
(ADM); SBC (ECN) 
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) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 
171042 

Dear Small Business Co1nmission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of 
Supervisors, 

I'n1 Clayton Coker of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San 
Francisco. I an1 writing in support of the two-step registration process 
suggestion outlined in the Office of Sn1all 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 1nirrors Oakland's process, 
which does not require a location (that require1nent 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 san1e kitchen. 

The rental nlarket 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 s1nall businesses can not only survive, but thrive in San 
Francisco. 

Sincerely 
Clayton Coker 
Son1atik Inc. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us> 
Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:37 PM 
Clayton Coker; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office 
of Cannabis (ADM); SBC (ECN) 
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) 
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 Sclu·oeder, 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. 

I'n1 writing to support a two-step registration process as outlined in the Office of S1nall 
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 require.cl 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 nonconfonning businesses to 1nove 
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 1narket 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 1neeting: · 

Sincerely 
Chris Schroeder 
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Somatik Inc. 
www.somatik.us 

-Chris Schroeder 

Founder, Somatik Inc. 
www.somatik.us 
415-342-3565 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

jmedsl@yahoo.com 
Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:44 PM 
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) 
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 Business 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 9126. 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 I am not even breaking even yet as it is. There has to be a way to help small businesses 
make it work. 

Sincerly 

Jeffrey Ko/sky 
Director J MEDS 
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From: 
Sent:. 
To: 

Subject: 

MoonMan's Mistress <moonmansmistress@gmail.com> 
Sunday, October 22, 2017 2:02 PM 
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) 
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 Moon Man'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 I 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.moonrnansmistress.com 

www .1110011mansm istrcss.corn 

instagram @moonmansmi stress 
like us facebook 
follow us twitter 
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. BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 4, 2017 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

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 

File No. 171041-2 

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 Medica.1 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 prov1s1ons; 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 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 4, 2017 

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 

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. 

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 

irrk-~ 
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 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
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 
TO: Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis 

Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health 
William Scott, Polic;;e Chief, Police Department 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department 
Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: October 4, 2017 

SUBJECT: SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee h.as 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 
exi~ting 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 Magi, San Francisco Unified School District 
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District 
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
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 
TO: 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 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: 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: 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 Magi, 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 
TO: Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 

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 provide 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. 
**************************************************************************************************** 
RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION - Date:------

No Comment 

Recommendation Attached 

Chairperson, Small Business Commission 

c: Menaka Mahajan, Small Business Commission 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 2, 2017 

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 

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 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 

J<~1vrfn-
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 



BOA.RD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 2, 2017 

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 

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, whfoh 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 

t.f~~ 
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 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

October 2, 2017 

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 

File No. 171041 

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 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN rvi. LEE 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of tbe .. B·craf9>of Supervisors 

FROM: {(J Mayor Edwin M. L~y.~,/~ / 

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 arid 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. 

1 OR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

TO: 

FROM:~ 
RE: 
DATE: 

Angela Cal~illo, Clerk of :~e~foga~rui 
Mayor Edwm M. Lee~~~. 

Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation 
September 26, 2017 

·,.-- ... ,- '' 

't. ' ' 

EDWIN M. LEE 

,., 
DL'11.:\J 
I I I L\ 

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. 

I respectfully request that.this item be heard in Land Use Committee. 

Please note that this legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168. 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


